d. If a surface lift like a t-bar is less impactful than a chair lift, then I urge BSR to consider this.

Onsite Issues - My understanding is that BSR is proposing their expansion on Peak 6 to increase
the quantity of their intermediate terrain and hopefully disperse the Comfortable Carrying
Capacity (CCC) to additional terrain. | have skied and toured this area many times, but | don't
believe that the above timberline skiing is true intermediate terrain. Wind, visibility, and sun
can change the conditions rapidly, so | would urge BSR to at the very least consider a midway
off-load at treeline where the terrain is more moderate and visibility is better. | would prefer
that BSR terminate their lift at treeline because of view corridor issues. Why not mitigate CCC
issues with Buddy Pass blackout dates and/or skier number caps? Why is BSR not improving
other areas on their existing terrain, like a quad chair replacing chair 6? For instance, why not
open new terrain in between peak 8 and peak 9 to the south of Snow White?

Lastly, | would like assurances that no new development take place in this or near this proposed
area. Current Peak 7 and Peak 8 development rights should signal the end of real estate
development in this area. This includes assurances that this area cannot be a receiving site for
TDR's, and/or new density now and in the future.

In conclusion, please urge the Breckenridge Ski Resort to do their best in addressing these
comments and issues and the many other issues that will be forthcoming from the community.

Sincerely,

John G. Warner, DDS



Jeffry Watson
<watsonjeffry@yahoo.com>

To wrnf_scoping_comments@fs.fed.us
01/17/2008 11:13PM

Subject Peak six expansion

There are two factors that come to mind. One is the effect expansion has on
the environment and the other is whether or not expansion helps or hurts the
community. Some would like for it to stay small but the overwhelming demand
for more room probably has the upperhand. Expansion can also hurt the
communtiy if the balance of growth is not there. This being a terrain
expansion it should not have many downsides. The areas that provide slope
entertainment do not always have to continue growing. The demand for more
terrain can not always be justified. The areas do need to have growth
limitations put on them. If not then what would happen to the forest and
surrounding wildlife preservations and natural forest land. Expansion is not
always a good thing even if the numbers work out in favor. If the townspeople
do not want expansion then expansion should not occur. If the communities
surrounding businesses approve expansion then who carries more weight. One
thing to keep in mind, opinions from conservatives do not control commerce.
Nor should public opinion be taken over business demand.

That arguement is probably why the opinion has been collected from the
community. The descision is tough and the impact on conservationalism is
divided equally. Thanks for the opportunity to give my opinion on expansion
and maybe it will help you make your descision. If you have any further
questions or comments please email me at Watsonjeffry@yahoo.com Have a good
day.



February 2, 2008

Maribeth Gustafson

Forest Supervisor

White River National Forest

P. O. Box 948

Glenwood Springs, CO 81602-0948
wrnf_scoping_comments@fs.fed.us

Subject: BSR Peak 6 Proposal
Dear Ms. Gustafson,
| am opposed to further expansion of the Breckenridge ski area for the following reasons:

v There is no demonstrated need for expansion of Breckenridge Ski Area, as it is already the second
largest ski area in Colorado. Any skier dispersion or circulation problems can be addressed via
improvements of existing lifts and trails, some of which have already been approved but not yet
installed.

v The cutting of runs and construction of a lift and base area would likely destroy high quality old
growth forest and fragment wildlife habitat by invading a mostly pristine area that has limited

winter use and almost no summer use. | am especially concerned about the large area above
timberline. | hike all over SouthWest Colorado in the summer. The areas above the timberline are
frequently harsh, dangerous, and unpleasant in the summer. How much more so in the winter. Will the
amount of use actually justify the destruction of this fragile land?

v Logging for ski and base construction and the proposed septic system could harm the nationally
important wetlands in Cucumber Gulch.

v | request that the Forest Service disclose the impacts of this expansion on Vail Resorts’ nearby real
estate development, and on affordable housing, traffic, and quality of life in Summit County.

v | protest the loss of excellent backcountry skiing and snowboarding terrain.

Please consider how precious our wild land and wildlife are. We gobble upmore and more each year,
until we will look back and there will be noneleft. | don't want to live in a world filled with concrete
jungles. Our health and survival depend on these large areas of wild land to cleanse our

air, water, and our psyches.

Thank you for your consideration,

Elisabeth Webber
PO Box 4593
Durango, CO 81302



"Weidman, Eric"

eweidman@penrad.org

To <wrnf_scoping_comments@fs.fed.us>
01/22/2008 11:46am

Subject FW: Breckenridge Peak 6 proposal

From: Weidman, Eric

Sent: Tue 1/22/2008 11:44 AM

To: wrnf_scoping_comments@fx.fed.us
Subject: Breckenridge Peak 6 proposal

Forest Supervisou Maribeth Gustafson
¢/0 Roger Poirer

| am commenting on Breckenridge Ski Resort's disire to expand at Peak 6.
As a nordic skier, | oppose the continued expansion of alpine skiing by the
ski resort. The nordic ski community has seen a continual erosion of our
trails at the expense of the private Vail/Breckenridge Company. The
Breckenridge Nordic center has lost trails to the Breckenridge Ski Resort
gondola, Shock Hill Condos and new housing; and the Peak 7 Independence lift
contributes to many downhill skiers spilling over onto the nordic trails
without passes and to the detriment of the groomed nordic trails. | fear the
peak 6 expansion will now cost the nordic community the New Nordic World
(previously known as the Siberian Loop) cross country ski and snow shoe
trails.

It seems the financial power of Vail Resorts (Breckenridge Ski Resort) trumps
the interests of other less financially powerful users of the White River N.F.
The alpine community has exponentially more groomed acreage for their sport
than the nordic community (cross country skiing and snow

shoeing) in Summit County, and this expansion will further this discrepancy.

Thank you,

Eric Weidman
Gold Camp Condos
Ski Hill Rd
Breckenridge, CO


mailto:eweidman@penrad.org

Rose Wentzell
rwentzelll3@yahoo.com
02/25/2008

| am writing to comment on the needless expansion of the Breckenridge ski area into the peak 6
area. The only people this benefits is the land owners of the adjacent property. The adverse
affects to the untouched area are too numerous to mention. The ski area has many ways to
expand skiing to the intermediate skier without damaging this area. | don't think public lands
should be used to increase the property value's of private landowners. Keeping this wildlife area
untouched is extremely important.

Thank you for listening.

Sincerely

Rosemary Wentzell


mailto:rwentzell13@yahoo.com

AWick10533@aol.com

01/21/2008 11:30am

TO wrnf_scoping_comments@fs.fed.us
Subject BSR Peak 6 Proposal

As a full time resident and knowledgeable local resident I fully agree with
the need as stated and wholly endorse the Scope of the Project and Decision as
proposed Forest Supervisor Maribeth Gustafson in her January 16,2008 memo.

Alan Wickert
Commissioner, Upper Blue Planning Commission President, Swan's Nest
Metropolitan District President, Swan River Ranch Owners Association



prwimbush@earthlink.net 02/04/2008 11:05AM

From. Penington R. Wimbush, 273 Ensign Dr., Dillon, CO 80435, 970-468-0386.

| say no to any further Breckenridge Ski Resort expansion not only
because of potential impacts to wildlife and water quality, but because there
comes a time when a ski resort can become too large.
Instead, | suggest that Breckenridge start limiting the number of skiers on
ther exicting terain at any one time, much like they do at Disney: when the
set number of visitors go thru the gate, the gate is closed until a sufficient
number of visitors leave, very simple, and as far as a ski resort is concerned
much safer for skiers.



Paul Witt
<pwitt@wittcommunications.com>

Department of Agriculture
United States Forest Service

Dear Sirs:
RE: Breckenridge Ski Resort Peak 6 expansion
| am writing to express my support for the proposed ski area expansion at Breckenridge Ski
Resort’s Peak 6 area.
I've been involved in the Colorado ski and tourism industry for the past 15 years, and know
firsthand the importance of maintaining and improving the ski experience for guests and area
operators alike. | believe that the Peak 6 expansion would address many current needs at
Breckenridge, a resort which hosts as many skier days in a season as Vail, but on only half the
terrain. Specifically, the Peak 6 expansion would help to
Reducing overuse of the existing intermediate and advanced intermediate terrain
Lower the skier per acre levels on a daily basis
Reduce congestion and overcrowding at ski lifts

Importantly, the expansion would have minimal off-area impacts, as there is sufficient
infrastructure already in place to serve the guests.

| urge you to approve this proposal.
Sincerely,

Paul Witt

Witt Communications, Inc.

Direct: 970-471-5380
pwitt@wittcommunications.com



mailto:pwitt@wittcommunications.com
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PO Box 7081
Breckenridge, CO 80424
2/13/08

970331-1804

US Forest Service

Maribeth Gustafson

C/0O Roger Poirer

Winter Sports Program Manager
PO Box 948

Glenwood Springs, CO 81602

Dear Ms. Gustafson,

I would like to provide my comments on the proposed expansion of the
Breckenridge Ski Resort onto Peak 6. Simply stated I support the proposal for expansion.

I’'m a 27 year resident of Summit County, avid skier (both alpine and nordic),
fisherman and outdoorsman. I enjoy backpacking, camping, and road and mountain bike
cycling. I've skied Breckenridge for 27 years and watched and contributed professionally
to the development of the resort.

Breckenridge offers a fantastic venue for visitors of all levels of skiing abilities.
The combination of accessibility to the national forest from a significant population base,
a great skiing product and the synergies of a great commercial and lodging base indeed
position the resort as one of the premier resorts in the industry.

Overcrowding of trail systems and on-mountain restaurant facilities continues to
be the Achilles heel of the resort. With a proven product comes a population seeking to
enjoy the experience, Expansion into new arenas will disperse crowds and offer an
improved level of skiing experience for all visitors to the forest. Some will suggest that
further developing terrain within the resort is an appropriate alternative. While in select
instances I agree, I do not believe that that will improve the situation. Indeed I believe it
will only exacerbate the crowding issue and degrade the product.

Some have noted that wildlife may be affected. I’ve spent a great deal of time in
the mountains and I believe the impact is negligible. Extractive industries are far and
away more damaging to the environment. Qutdoor enthusiasts’ tend toward a more
stewardship mindset. As such systems are available to mitigate potential issues and still
allow multiple users of our national forest to enjoy the setting.

I wholeheartedly support the lift alignment as submitted as this provides access to
all levels of ability. I do not support a lift alignment that stops at tree line as this
denigrates the experience. I would not support a top to bottom surface lift installation as
the distance is far too great to be practical. I would support additional surface lifts both
above and below tree line.

I also do not believe the visual impact is of consequence. It is quite obvious that a
ski area exists at this location and indeed it imparts excitement and anticipation that
visitors to the forest may find appealing.




I believe the formative issue is the ability of the surrounding community to
embrace the concept of indeed being a great skiing community and the social and
economic value of that status. A “no growth” or “wait and see” agenda compromises
opportunities and economic vitality.

In summary I believe this proposal benefits the user of the national forest by
supplying access to multiple users, it benefits the ski resort operator in terms of providing
a superior product and without question it benefits the community as it becomes a
catalyst to promote and provide economic and social vitality.

‘Sincerely,

A

Jeff Zimmerman



Mary Beth Gustafson

White River National Forest Supervisor

900 Grand Avenue

P.O. Box 948

Glenwood Springs, CO. 81602-0948

RE: Breckenridge Ski area peak six expansion

Dear Mary Beth,

Please find my comments on the scoping notice and general comments on Breckenridge
Ski Resorts proposed Peak Six expansion. | have many concerns regarding this proposal
and | hope you will consider them. My concerns range from environmental, to social, to
operational.

I would like to note that | have been a season pass holder at Breckenridge since 1982 and
have and continue to enjoy skiing at Breckenridge. | have skied Peak Six many times. |
cannot however, support the proposal as outlined for the following reasons.

A. Breckenridge Ski area (BSA) purpose and need and operational concerns:
While there is little doubt that BSA is one of the busiest ski resorts in the county and is
often very congested during peak visitation, | have serious doubts that the Pak Six
expansion as it is currently proposed is the best solution for the following reasons:

1. The top of the proposed lift terminal is at over 12,000’. This area is often buffeted
by high wind and white out conditions. This will almost certainly result in
frequent closures of the lift such as is not uncommon for the Imperial lift.

2. Evenif the lift is able to remain open during these weather conditions, most
guests will not be willing to endure the lift ride to the top in such conditions just
as most people opt to not ride the Imperial lift in nasty weather. Many times |
have taken one ride up the Imperial lift and not returned due to miserable weather
conditions, and | consider it safe to say, | am hardier than most of the skiers this
proposal is supposed to cater to. Why would we expect the situation to be any
different on peak six?

3. Currently, from the top of the proposed lift terminal to treeline, snow conditions
are often negatively affected by wind and sun. While when they are good, they
are very good, much of the above treeline slopes are often wind slab or sustrugi
conditions. South facing slopes to the south of the new lift upper terminal are
often thin and sun crusted and large portions to the north of the lift terminal are
often stripped of snow due to prevailing winds. The areas that hold the best snow
are east facing slopes above and to the west of the proposed upper terminal which
will require a long traverse from the lift. These slopes are quite a bit steeper than
the lower angle terrain immediately below the lift. Some of the North facing
terrain below the upper terminal and to the north east beginning at the
approximately 11,700 elevation does usually hold better snow but it is quite
steep. While grooming and skier compaction will alter these conditions to some
degree, it is my feeling that having the top terminal of the lift at 12,000’ in such
an exposed topography will not best serve intermediate skiers.



4. Breckenridge has not yet upgraded Six chair, E chair, or C chair. Upgrades of the
capacity of these chairs will help reduce lift lines. When Breckenridge went
through the planning process for the Imperial Express, an upgrade of six chair was
part of the proposal, six chair is often very congested, especially on powder days
and when the Imperial Chair or the T-bar are closed due to wind or avalanche
control. Why has this not happened if one of the goals of this proposal is to reduce
lift line congestion?

5. To reduce skier density on intermediate terrain has the ski area explored options
for increasing capacity of their current terrain within the current operating
boundaries? Expansion of lift skiing into areas such as the Windows and Doors,
while not oriented to intermediate skiers, could reduce congestion on some shared
slopes and lifts. Could a lift be installed and ski runs be cut immediately to the
north of the present ski area boundary and to the south of Cucumber creek? This
would expand the intermediate skiing opportunities yet greatly reduce the impacts
to the South Barton creek area.

6. Once below treeline, the proposed ski runs will not be as affected by wind, but
they will be fairly short or will be often traversing and double fall line. Once
again, it seems that for the total impact to the community and environment,
relatively little gain will be made if the goal is to expand quality intermediate
skiing experience.

7. Most of the runs radiating from the proposed top lift terminal, while not avalanche
terrain themselves, cross under avalanche run out zones. These avalanche paths
will have to be controlled before the lift will be able to operate resulting in
lengthy delays. BSA snow safety crews presently have a large work load
controlling terrain in the current boundary; will BSA be able to add the additional
snow safety personnel, a more highly trained position than the typical ski patrol
employee, to open this chair in a timely manner? Once again, if the purpose and
need of the lift is to reduce congestion, it seems the lift will have to minimize
down time due to weather and avalanche control.

B. Environmental concerns:

| have hiked and skied in the area between the present northern boundary of the ski area
and the Miners Creek drainage many times and know it to be a relatively pristine
landscape. The proposed Peak Six expansion will impact a significant portion of this
area. | have deep concerns about the environmental impact that such an intensive form of
recreation development will have on the area fro the following reasons:

1. The area is home to many species of wildlife such as Elk, Deer, Moose, Bobcat,
Pine Martens, small mammals and birds. Lynx have been known to visit the
area. This area presently experiences a modest amount of relatively low impact,
non motorized use such as, mountain biking on the Peaks and Wheeler trails and
utilizing the timber roads that in the winter are utilized as groomed cross country
ski trails some of which will be impacted by this proposal, peak bagging, on and
off trail hiking, and backcountry skiing.

Undoubtedly this does cause some disturbance to wildlife on a landscape scale at
current levels, but in numbers and dispersion so small that they are relatively
insignificant. The Peak Six expansion will increase the human disturbance many



times over in both summer and winter and result in the loss of certain habitats.
How will this affect the various species of wildlife that currently call the area
home? Certainly, the demand for recreation in Summit County will not go away
and there is a place and a need for the ski resorts, but it is my opinion that
continued expansion of such intensive industrialized and high impact forms of
recreation should be scrutinized more closely than ever and halted if the
environmental impacts are irreversible.

2. There are some magnificent stands of old growth forest in the expansion area
that are rare in Summit County. With the Pine Bark Beetle killing of so much of
the Lodge pole pine forest in Summit County; it greatly distresses me that
several clear cuts are proposed in an area of unique and relatively healthy forest.

3. The North, Middle and South Barton Creek drainages are relatively pristine with
little of the mining pollution that plagues much of Summit County waterways.

It appears on the map provided with the scoping notice that one of the cut ski
runs will be directly in the riparian area of Cucumber Creek. This creek supplies
water to the Cucumber creek wetlands complex protected by the town of
Breckenridge. It is difficult to imagine that the timbering process, snow
compaction, summer maintenance and intensive skier traffic will not negatively
impact water quality and wildlife habitat of this important waterway. Ski runs
also cross South Barton Creek, | have similar concerns about the impacts on
water quality and loss of important riparian area wildlife habitat that will occur
when these ski runs are cut.

4. A sewer line is proposed to service the proposed 150 seat restaurant, while 1 am
sure the line will be constructed to the best possible standards, breaks are always
a possibility and the consequences to such pristine waterways would be quite
serious.

5. I have concerns that the proposed restaurant and its associated road
improvements will be an attractive nuisance for the public and even if this use is
limited to ski area administrative traffic, this will introduce motorized traffic to
the area creating further disturbance. Is a restaurant truly necessary in this
location? Would the skiing public be served just as well by a restaurant/warming
hut in the Peak Seven area?

6. While the current proposal impacts the Cucumber, South Barton and North Fork
of South Barton Creek drainages, the ski area prescription extends to the south
side of Middle Barton Creek - an even more remote, pristine area. Will this
expansion guarantee further expansion into this area?

C. Social/community impacts:

There is little doubt that the Breckenridge Ski area is the engine that drives the economy
and prosperity of the town of Breckenridge and is a significant contributor to the
economy of Summit County. More and more it is my opinion that with the effects of
continued growth and expansion with is associated impacts, the negatives have begun to
outweigh the positives for the community. The social impacts that are of concern to me
are as follows:



1. The proposed expansion will result in the loss of a unique and presently
moderately used backcountry ski experience. Peak six has several areas that
provide relatively avalanche free terrain. This includes the low angle south east
aspect gully that begins almost exactly where the top terminal of the proposed lift
will be. In addition, portions of the east aspects of peak six to the south and
above the proposed top terminal will become lift served skiing, destroying a
relatively easily accessed powder skiing experience that is currently enjoyed by a
modest, but still significant number of skiers and snowboarders. Gladed
backcountry skiing below tree line in the upper Cucumber and South Barton
Drainage will also be lost. Similar backcountry skiing opportunities do not exist
to the north of the proposed expansion in comparable quantity to what will be
lost.

2. Current backcountry gates at the ski area do not exist from the summits of Peak
Seven. If this configuration is replicated on top of what is proposed as hike to
terrain on Peak Six, access will be lost to other backcountry terrain that is
currently utilized by the public. These areas are the SKY chutes on the west side
of the Ten Mile range to the north of Peak Six and the Peak Four area. Present
access to these areas is via the backcountry gate near the top of the Independence
chair and the top of Peak Six as it affords a route free of significant avalanche
terrain that does not exist to the north of the proposed expansion.

3. The utilization and upgrade of the timber roads in the Nordic Center Permit area
as an access for construction and maintenance of the proposed lift and restaurant
will greatly affect the present experience of people who utilize this road for
hiking and mountain biking in the summer months which is currently a quiet non
motorized experience.

4. While the stated purpose of the expansion is to disperse present skier numbers,
there is little doubt that the ski area will use the expansion as a marketing tool to
increase its market share of skier numbers. This was apparent when the ski area
vigorously promoted the Imperial lift as the “highest Lift in the country”. While I
cannot fault a publicly traded company for promoting its growth, the off site
impacts on the town of Breckenridge have begun to significantly affect the
quality of life of it’s citizens and guests. These effects are:

e Increased traffic congestion which becomes gridlock during peak times in
the morning and evening. This congestion is more than just a nuisance, it
interferes with the ability of emergency vehicles to move, this is
something that | have observed personally on Highway nine in
Breckenridge.

e If the proposal is accepted and implemented it will require an increase of
low wage employees such as lift operators, ski patrollers, workers for the
restaurant, and so on. The ski area has not proposed an increase of
employee housing to accommodate this increase. This will result in an
increase in demand for low cost housing in an already tight and expensive
market.

e The ski area has not proposed an increase in parking; this will become
even more an issue when the ski area develops its property near the lower



terminal of the Gondola. Parking is currently a serious problem in
Breckinridge. With little free parking available near the main access
points to the ski area, guests trying to avoid paying for parking typically
park on town streets and the town owned urban parking lots which take
parking spots away from residents and local business..

o It will result in increased congestion of other town infrastructure such as
shops, restaurants, sidewalks, grocery stores, and so forth. With little
room to expand its business district to accommodate an ever increasing
number of visitors is my opinion and that of many others, limited. | feel
the community of Breckenridge is already beyond its desirable carrying
capacity.

D. Conclusion:

While I consider the Breckenridge Ski resort as my “home hill” I do not favor continued
expansion of the ski area. There are too many negative impacts on the social fabric of the
community and the environment. In addition, | question the need for the proposed
expansion and even if the need does exist as purported by Vail Resorts, | question the
strategy for mitigating it. | feel that if this expansion goes forward, the ski area will
simply fill the seats of the chairlift and the ski runs with new skiers. Numbers will go up
and congestion will remain.

If the peak Six area is to be developed at all 1 would ask you to consider the
following modifications to the current proposal:

1. Build the lift further to the south of Cucumber Creek and terminate it at
or slightly above treeline. Incorporate a series of intermediate runs closer
to the present runs serviced by the Independence Chair.

2. If the lift remains in its presently proposed alignment, terminate the lift at
or slightly above treeline.

3. Design the trail layout so they avoid the riparian areas of Cucumber and
South Barton Creeks.

4. Eliminate the proposed restaurant in its proposed location or downgrade
it to a warming hut with composting toilets which will eliminate the need
for a sewer line.

5. Preserve all or as many as possible of the old growth and large trees as
possible.

Please carefully consider all these potential negative impacts of this proposal as it
currently exists.

Sincerely,
Michael R Zobbe

PO Box 2845
Breckenridge CO 80424





