CHRIS WINTER
ATTORNEY

April 26, 2005 503.525.2725

WWW.Crag,org

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL — RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED and FACSIMILE

Ms. Daina Bambe

District Ranger

U.S. Forest Service

Hood River Ranger District
6780 Highway 335

Mt. Hood/Parkdale, OR 97041

Re:  Mt. Hood Meadows 2005 Snewmaking Propesal
Scoping Comments

Dear Ms. Bambe:

This office represents the Friends of Mt. Hood (“FOMH") with respect to the
management of Mi. Hood Meadows (“MHM™) ski area on the Hood River Ranger
District of the Mt. Hood National Forest. We submit these comments on behalf of
FOMH.

FOMH is a 501¢3 non-profit organization whose mission is to protect and
conserve the natural beauties of Mt. Hood for future generations. FOMH is dedicated to
monitoring development and management of National Forest lands on Mt. Hood. For
over a decade, FOMH has been particularly focused on safeguarding the environment
impacted by the MHM ski area and ensuring that development within the permit area
occurs in a lawful and sustainable manner.

Thank you for giving FOMH the chance to comment on the proposed use of a
Categorical Exclusion to permit the construction and installation of a snowmaking system
at MHM. Pursuant to our communications, it has been agreed that FOMH will be
provided an opportunity to provide further comments once you have issued a draft
Decision Memo on this matter, and we appreciate that opportunity.

We set forth our understanding of the facts based on our meeting of March 18,
2005 as well as your letter, which is dated April 5, 2005, Some of these facts are also
taken from the applications submitted to Oregon Water Resources Department by Mt.
Hood Meadows,

~ MHM proposes to construct a snowmaking system involving 14, 000 fi.
(2.65 miles) of buried pipe initially serving 10-15 electric fan snowmaking
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guns. The system is designed to serve up to 40-45 snowmalking guns or
hydrants. The system is also designed to cover a total capacity of 1,768
acres.

At least part of the excavation would include areas within Riparian
Reserves for either the EFHR and/or wetlands.

MEM intends to use two separate water rights to supply the snowmaking
system. MHM applied for an increased vse from & groundwater well (ID #
27150). MHM intends to use 50 gpm from November 1-April 30. MHM
also intends to use up to 1.1 cfs of surface water from the East Fork Hood
River (“EFHR™) from November 1-March 31.

The surface water withdrawal would require the construction a diversion
point within the Riparian Reserve of the EFHR adjacent to an existing
culvert.

MHM intends to construct a | million gallon water tank with dimensions
of 78 ft. in diameter x 29 fi. high. The construction of the water tank will
require the removal of several old growth trees and large snags.

MHM would be prohibited from using chemical additives to the
snowmaking system.

In general, FOMH is very disappointed that the U.S. Forest Service has proposed
to rush this project out the door on a Categorical Exclusion. We met with Mr. Riley and
Mr. Jones at the U.8. Forest Service Regional Office in Portland, Oregon, on December
8, 2005. The explicit purpose of that meeting was to discuss upcoming projects at the
MHM ski area because of Forest Service’s and MHM’s perceived failures to provide
adequate public notice and opportunities for public participation with respect to MHM
projects. At that time, neither Mr. Riley nor Mr. Jones mentioned a snowmaking
proposal. FOMH is also aware that MHM has previously contemplated the installation of
a snowmaking system, and that MHM has been testing at least one snow gun at the ski
area for the last two ski seasons. As a result, MHMs failure to raise the proposal at the
meeting led FOMH to believe that there was no such plan on the table for this summer.
The failure to raise the proposal undermines the sole purpose for the December meeting.

Furthermore, FOMH is extremely concerned that the Forest Service plans to move
this project along such a quick timeline. As stated above, FOMH has repeatedly
requested more advance notice and an adequate opportunity to participate in decisions
affecting Mt. Hood. We originally thought the Forest Service would make a genuine
effort to address those concerns; however, this project demonstrales otherwise.
Implementing this project on a very short, 2-3 month, timeline under a Categorical
Exclusion effectively shuts the public out of this process.
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FOMH is not opposed to the coneept of a snowmaking system on the
mountain. FOMH would be happy and interested to work with both the Forest Service
and MHM to help determine whether a snowmaking system would provide long-term
benefits and to examine the possible resource impacts of the system and the best system
design. FOMH is also willing to discuss whether the current Master Plan for the ski area
should be amended to include a snowmaking system to supplement natural conditions.
However, the current proposal eliminates the public’s opportunity te participate on
equal footing and threatens to rush through yet another project without adequate
public participation or environmental review.

With these larger issues in mind, please give serious consideration to the
following comments.

A, The information provided by the U.S. Forest Service is either
incomplete or contradicts other available information.

FOMH is very concerned that the information provided by the Forest Service is
incomplete, contradictory and/or unclear. Questions regarding the quality of the
information provided to the public make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
provide adequate comments on the proposed project.

1. Size of the system.

The scoping notice states the MHM will initially use only 10-15 snowmaking
guns to cover 31.5 acres of snow. This information, however, appears to be dramatically
inconsistent with other information regarding the size of the snowmaking system.

During the March 18, 2005 meeting, Mr. Riley and Mr. Warila disclosed that the
proposed snowmaking system is designed to accommodate 40-45 snowmaking guns.
Draft notes from March 18, 2005 Meecting at 3. MHM has also circulated an email
(attached) to its customers stating that the snowmaking system will involve “40 hydrant
locations.” Furthermore, the application for the new ground water right specifies that the
water will be used to create snow across 1,768 acres of land. Meadow Utilities LLC
" Ground Water Application (March 6, 2005) (attached).

The scoping letter also conflicts with the water rights applications with respect to
the length of the excavation required to lay the water pipes and utility lines. The scoping
letter states that the construction will require 14,000 ft. (2.65 miles) of pipe. In contrast,
the water rights applications to WRD state that the system will require 16,669 ft. (3.15
miles) of buried pipes, which is 19 percent larger than stated in the scoping letter. Which
figure is accurate, and why is there conflicting information?
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Tt appears that the Forest Service has failed to disclose to the public the total
capacity of the snowmaking system. MHM clearly intends to build out this system far
beyond the 10-15 guns across 31.5 acres of snow. Without disclosing to the public both
the capacity of the system as well as its projected future use, the Forest Service cannot
expect to receive comments that accurately address the potential environmental impacts
of the system,

Tn order to consider the cumulative impacts of the snowmaking system, the Forest
Service must analyze impacts from reasonably foreseeable futare uses. Given the fact
that MHM has both disclosed the design capacity for the snowmaking system and
requested a water right for this capacity, the Forest Service must analyze the cumulative
impact of an additional 25-35 snowmaking guns covering up to 1,768 acres of land and
including 3.15 miles of buried pipes in addition to the 10-15 snowmaking guns proposed
to be implemented this season.

2. Resources to be impacted.

The scoping letter fails to provide clear and accurate information on the resources
that may be impacted by the proposed project. Without an accurate description of these
resources, the public has inadequate information to determine whether this project may
have a significant impact on the environment. '

First, the Forest Service states that the excavation will not impact any wetlands or
any “significant riparian areas.” How does the Forest Service know that this design will
not impact any wetlands? MHM commissioned a wetland delineation from Terra
Sciences in February 2001, which is on file with the Forest Service. The study only
looked at “replacement ski lifts and facility locations.” Wetland Delineation at ii. Has
the Forest Service performed a wetland delineation for the area to be impacted, and, it
not, how does the Forest Service know whether wetlands will be impacted? The base
area of MHM is a huge network of connected alpine wetlands that have been heavily
impacied and fragmented as a result of past ski area activities. How can the Forest
Service be sure there will be no wetland impacts without a delineation? Without this
information, the public cannot provide accurate comments on whether the proposed
project complies with the requirements of the Clean Water Act and the Northwest Forest
Plan

Furthermore, the scoping letter states that “no significant riparian arecas would be
entered by the trenching.” At the March 18, 2005, mesting, the Forest Service admitied
that the maps shown to my clients did not inchide the Riparian Reserves for the wetlands,
but only included perennial and intermittent streams. As you know, the Northwest Forest
Plan requires that the Forest Service designate riparian reserves for wetlands. For
wetlands greater then 1 acre, the Forest Service must designate a Riparian Reserve thai
includes at least 150 feet slope distance from the edge of the wetland (and possibly
further). For wetlands less than 1 acre, the Riparian Reserve must include, at a minimum,



