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This Summary is intended as a brief overview of the site-specific analysis for ski area expansion at Mt. 
Ashland1.  It does not present the depth of analysis contained within the complete text of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement; please consult the complete text for further detailed information, including 
large scale maps of the Alternatives Considered in Detail.   
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), documents analysis of a site- specific project proposal to 
expand a portion of the Mt. Ashland Ski Area.  This proposal and analysis is tiered to the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and its Record of Decision (ROD) for Mt. Ashland Ski Area, released in 
July of 1991.  The focus of this analysis is on a March 2002 proposal to develop a portion of the ski area 
programmatically approved in the 1991 “Master Plan”.  Analysis of the current proposal also considers new 
information and changed circumstances since the programmatic 1991 decision on the Master Plan was made, 
i.e., the current conditions (see FEIS Affected Environment, Chapter III).   
 
The FEIS does not re-open the decision approving expansion based on the 1991 Master Plan that has already 
been made.  The Final EIS analyzes options for authorizing expansion activities at this time, including the 
No-Action option.  The Final EIS is prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), and the regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA (40 CFR parts 1500-
1508). This Forest Service analysis involves categories of Federal actions (decisions) that procedurally 
require the preparation of an EIS (FSH 1909.15, section 20.6).  The FEIS contains analyses that are 
consistent with NEPA and the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500). 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Mount Ashland Ski Area (MASA) is an existing winter sports recreation area located within the 
Siskiyou Mountains in Southern Oregon on National Forest System Lands (NFSL), and is operated under 
special use authorization issued by the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest, Ashland Ranger District.  A 
small portion of the ski area is located on the Klamath National Forest.  MASA is located about 7 air miles 
south of the City of Ashland, primarily within the Ashland Creek Watershed (see Map I-1).  This municipal 
watershed serves as the source of drinking water for the City of Ashland.   

                                                           
1  The format for this Summary is adapted from “Eight NEPA Questions” (8 questions any EA or EIS should readily answer), developed by Owen L. 
Schmidt, Attorney USDA, OGC Portland OR. 
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Ski area construction began in 1963.  The currently existing ski area development consists of a day lodge, a 
ski rental shop building, ancillary structures, four chairlifts, and approximately 123 acres of ski runs.  A 
parking lot for approximately 550-600 vehicles is located south of the lodge along Forest Road 20 (see Map 
I-2).  The legal location description for all actions being considered is T. 40 S., R. 1 E., within portions of 
sections 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, and 22, W.M., Jackson County, Oregon.   
 
The Mt. Ashland Association (MAA) currently leases the ski area from the City of Ashland, holder of a 
Forest Service Special Use Permit (SUP) for the MASA.  According to its bylaws, MAA operates the ski 
area for the City of Ashland as “a non-profit corporation organized under the laws of the State of Oregon 
exclusively to provide educational and recreational opportunities in Jackson County, Oregon, to members of 
the general public.” 
 
MAA is proposing this expansion, and is therefore the “proponent”.  MAA is responsible for all financial 
aspects of construction of improvements related to proposed ski area expansion.  The role of the USDA 
Forest Service is to analyze a Proposed Action as it would affect NFSL and to consider authorization of 
MAA to implement actions.  The Forest Service has not invested public funds to propose and design an 
expanded ski area; the responsibility for this lies with the proponent.  The Forest Service has the 
responsibility (and obligation) to analyze a proposal for an action on Federally managed lands and to conduct 
analysis under NEPA, that would determine the appropriateness of authorizing action. 
 
A Draft EIS was prepared and a Notice of Availability was published by the Environmental Protection 
Agency in February 2000.  An amended Notice of Availability was released on April 14, 2000 (FR page 
5520156), which extended the Comment Period from April 3, 2000, to May 4, 2000.  The extent of public 
and agency comment on that Draft EIS was substantial.  Substantive comments and suggestions, especially 
regarding alternatives considered and additional components of actions or alternatives that were not 
considered in detail, caused the Responsible Official to decide to prepare a new Draft EIS.  
 
This and all previous phases of the process are considered a continuation of the ongoing environmental 
analysis.  A new NOI was issued on April 1, 2002 (FR page 15356, 15357).  A (new) Draft EIS was made 
available for comment under the provisions of the NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Notice, Comment, and 
Appeal Procedures for National Forest System Projects and Activities, (36 CFR 215).  The Forest Service 
accepted written, electronic and oral comments as provided in §215.6.  Pursuant to 36 CFR 215.6 (b), a 60-
day public comment period for the Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion DEIS formally began on July 25, 2003 
with publication of a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (FR 44080).  A press release announcing 
the availability of the DEIS was sent to local media in southern Oregon and northern California on July 22, 
2003.  At the request of the City of Ashland, the public comment period was extended for an additional 30 
days on August 18, 2003.  This extension allowed for a 90-day comment period that closed on October 23, 
2003.  
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR 215.6 (b), (1), A “Response to Comments” appendix documents the Responsible 
Official’s consideration and response of all substantive comments submitted in compliance with paragraph 
(a) of this section.  This document is contained in FEIS Appendix A. 
 
WHY IS THE ACTION BEING PROPOSED? 
 
The overall objective for MASA expansion proposal is two fold:  1) Provide facilities necessary for an 
enjoyable and diverse recreation experience, which would ensure long-term economic viability of MASA 
and maintain the competitive position of MASA with other ski areas in the local and regional market, and 2) 
Maintain and/or take advantage of opportunities to restore the conditions in the four affected sub-watersheds, 
and be consistent with Forest Plan direction. 
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The Forest Service overall Purpose and Need focuses on maintaining and/or enhancing environmental 
resources and providing the public quality recreational opportunities in an outdoor natural setting on NFSL.  
The basis for accomplishing this is contained in Federal laws and Forest Service policy directives, the Forest 
Plans, and the Special Use Permit.  This direction also provides the Forest Service the authority for ski area 
management on National Forest System Lands. 
 
Therefore, the underlying Forest Service Need is: 
 

 To respond to a proposal by MAA that would expand facilities at this time, within the 
designated Special Use Permit area, and in accordance with the programmatic Master Plan 
approval made by the 1991 ROD/FEIS.   

 
In this environmental analysis, the Forest Service evaluates the MAA proposal and develops and considers 
alternatives to it in such a manner as to ensure compliance with applicable laws, regulations, policies and 
direction, and to maintain consistency with the Rogue River Forest Plan as amended by the Northwest Forest 
Plan, and the Klamath National Forest Plan.  In the 1991 ROD and FEIS, the Forest Service decided that 
expanding MASA was an appropriate use of NFSL (see Section D, this chapter).  In this current process, the 
Forest Service is responding to a modified request (March 2002) by MAA to allow construction of some of 
the expanded ski facilities programmatically approved in 1991.   
 
The proponent, MAA, has designed and submitted a proposal for action that would provide those facilities 
necessary for enjoyable skiing and a diverse and safe recreation experience.  MAA, believes that: 
 

 Operations and economic viability at the MASA would be enhanced by construction of 
proposed new facilities, which are intended to bring the ski area up to date relative to ski 
industry terrain and safety standards.   

 
The Proposed Action would accomplish this by addressing existing shortcomings at MASA to meet current 
skier and future use expectations for a quality recreation experience, and would position MASA to take 
advantage of potential future growth in the local and regional skier market.  This, in turn, would allow the ski 
resort to remain competitively viable within their market niche into the future.  The Forest Service agrees 
that this proposal would meet the stated objectives and has agreed to consider options for meeting them. 
 
Although the Forest Service and MAA have separate needs and objectives for the Proposed Action, they are 
connected through a committed long-term partnership to provide quality recreation opportunities on NFSL.  
By satisfying current and future visitors, MASA would remain a healthy and competitive ski resort.  This 
would help fulfill Forest Service policy, objectives, and direction for ski area management in the respective 
Forest Plans. 
 
WHAT WOULD IT MEAN NOT TO MEET THE NEED? 
 
To not meet the need is defined by the No-Action alternative (Alternative 1 in the Final EIS).  Alternative 1 
identifies and describes the baseline conditions of the physical, biological, social and economic environments 
within the present Mt. Ashland Ski Area.  The term ‘No-Action” means no change to present conditions; the 
current set of recreation and resource management activities would continue; no additional expansion, 
developmental activities or modification of existing facilities, or restoration activities would be authorized at 
this time, under this analysis. 
 
An additional function of this alternative is to provide an alternative that would not authorize ski area 
expansion or further developmental activities within the McDonald Peak Inventoried Roadless Area at this 
time (see FEIS Chapter III, Section E, 4, and Chapter I, Section C, 3).  However, existing activities identified 
as occurring within less than one acre of the Inventoried Roadless Area would continue.



Final EIS  S - 4 Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion 

Alternative 1 does not address the stated Purpose and Need (FEIS Chapter I) which includes terrain balance 
and diversity, guest access and circulation, updating and balancing guest services and facilities, skier safety, 
economic viability and longevity, and the trend of watershed recovery. 
 
The No-Action Alternative would not improve the current recreation experience.  The ski area boundary 
would not change in size or location and off-trail skiing opportunities would remain the same.  During the 
peak season, some ski runs would continue to be crowded with increases in skier density, due to likely 
increases in skier visits.  Presently, the Novice skier has limited accessible terrain on Lower Juliet and then a 
substantial jump to the more difficult side hill terrain on Avon (the easiest way down from the Windsor 
Chairlift).  Since there is currently no Low Intermediate terrain at MASA, skiers must go directly from 
Novice to Intermediate terrain in their upward learning progression.   
 
Skier safety problems would increase due to higher skier densities, especially on the narrow “cat-track” 
portion of lower Juliet and the Lower Winter area where race events are conducted.  The current Ski Patrol 
facility may not be able to handle an increase in skier injuries if they should occur.  Similarly, MASA would 
continue to experience crowding at the Base Lodge, Rental Shop, and parking lot.  On those days when 
parking is required on the Access Road because of an overflow at the parking lot, pedestrians on the Acess 
Road would continue to be at risk.  The ski area would continue to be known for its steep and short ski runs 
and outmoded facilities.  With increased use, these problems would likely become exacerbated over the long 
term. 
 
WHAT ACTION IS PROPOSED? 
 
The proponent, MAA, has designed and submitted a proposal for action that would provide those facilities 
necessary for enjoyable skiing and a diverse and safe recreation experience.  MAA, believes that operations 
and economic viability at the MASA would be enhanced by construction of proposed new facilities, which 
are intended to bring the ski area up to date relative to ski industry terrain and safety standards.   
 
The Proposed Action would accomplish this by addressing existing shortcomings at MASA to meet current 
skier and future use expectations for a quality recreation experience, and would position MASA to take 
advantage of potential future growth in the local and regional skier market.  This, in turn, would allow the ski 
resort to remain competitively viable within their market niche into the future.  The Forest Service agrees 
that this proposal holds merit for meeting the stated objectives and has agreed to consider additional options 
for meeting them. 
 
Under the Proposed Action (described and analyzed as Alternative 2 in the FEIS) the Forest Service would 
authorize MAA to construct two chairlifts, two surface lifts, and approximately 71 acres of associated new 
ski terrain primarily within the western half (the East Fork of Ashland Creek or “Middle Fork” area) of the 
MASA SUP area.  There would be an additional 4 acres of clearing for lift corridors and staging areas.  In 
addition, expanded features would include a tubing facility in the southern portion of the permit area; three 
guest services buildings, a yurt, additional night lighting; additional maintenance access road segments; 
additional power, water lines and storage tanks, sewer lines; and additional parking areas resulting in an 
increase in vehicle parking by 220 spaces.  Watershed restoration projects would be implemented, including 
structural storm water control, and non-structural controls, such as the placement of woody material.  In total, 
ski run development would require approximately 68 acres of tree removal.  This tree removal would 
generate approximately 1,822 thousand board feet of commercial grade timber.  Under Alternative 2, the ski 
area boundary would allow off-trail skiers to continue down the ridge to a point just above the lower 
switchback on the 300 Road where it would intersect the west edge of Run 12 at the top of the Upper 
Meadow area.  It would follow the edge of Run 12 to LC-6.  From that point, it would extend upward in an 
easterly direction along the edge of Run 9 and the Skiway Run (Run 18) to its junction with Rodger’s Way.  
At that point, skiers would turn north into the Middle Fork area.  
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ARE THERE OTHER ALTERNATIVES THAT WOULD MEET THE NEED? 
 
There are a number of component actions and combinations of components analyzed as an alternative 
“package” considered in the FEIS.  Appendix D of the FEIS discusses many component actions and 
alternatives that were considered by the Responsible Official, but eliminated from detailed study.  Chapter II 
in the Final EIS identifies and compares a range of actions and alternatives that address, in varying degrees, 
the Purpose and Need for future expansion of the MASA.  Six alternatives are considered in detail including 
No-Action.   
 
Three action alternatives considered in detail that are primarily based on a site-specific analysis of a current 
proposal received from the proponent to develop a portion of the Master Plan in the Middle Fork area2.  Two 
additional alternatives are analyzed in detail that would expand the ski area predominately in areas other than 
Middle Fork, within the SUP area and in accordance with the programmatic Master Plan approval made by 
the 1991 Record of Decision and Final Environmental Impact Statement.   
 
The following brief descriptions of the Alternatives Considered in Detail in the Final EIS are presented in 
this Summary.  The complete text of the FEIS contains 11 by 17 inch map foldouts in color, with contours, 
based on orthographic photos, corresponding to all six alternatives (FEIS Chapter II). 
 
Action Alternatives are options that were considered by Forest Service Responsible Officials, as alternatives 
that propose some form of ski area expansion and development.  Five Action Alternatives are analyzed in 
detail in the Final EIS.  For purposes of this documentation under NEPA, the Proposed Action being 
analyzed is contained in Alternative 2.  Additional Action Alternatives were developed to consider 
alternative ways to attain the stated Needs and the specific Purpose elements identified in Chapter I of the 
FEIS.  This alternative range is also designed to address the significant resource and social issues identified 
during scoping as being associated with ski area expansion and/or Alternative 2.   
 
All Action Alternatives incorporate proposed design and facilities based on extensive professional study of 
the existing facility and SUP area, as well as agency and public comment received on the February 2000 
DEIS, scoping in 2002, and comments received on the July 2003 Draft EIS.  All Action Alternatives also 
incorporate improvements based on extensive public dialogue and recent developments in the snow sports 
business (such as the increase in snowboard use, and the advent of terrain parks and tubing areas).  
 
Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 is designed to address the Purpose and Need identified in Chapter I, with less resulting 
consequence in regard to factors associated with the identified Significant Issues.  Specifically, Alternative 3 
is primarily based on Alternative 2, with modifications that would not develop skiing terrain west of the 
proposed LC-6 Chairlift and would not develop additional parking except for the Tubing Facility 
(approximately 20 spaces) and Bottleneck Widening (MAA would develop some type of shuttle system off 
of NFSL from Interstate 5 and/or the Rogue Valley).  This alternative functions to address the Significant 
Issues in comparison to Alternative 2, by avoiding direct effects to Engelmann spruce, reducing direct effects 
to wetlands and Riparian Reserves, reducing effects to water quality, and reducing effects on Mt. Ashland 
Lupine and Henderson’s horkelia.  It would also reduce effects associated with the McDonald Peak 
Inventoried Roadless area over Alternative 2. 

                                                           
2  Within the overall 960 acre SUP area, there are three somewhat distinct sub-areas that logically correspond to geographic locations of potential 
expansion activities, and are associated with the Alternatives Considered in Detail.  In this analysis, reference is made to these three areas in order 
to provide clarity of geographic reference.  The “current facility”, is located in the central and southern portion of the SUP area where ski area 
developments currently exist.  The “Middle Fork” area is the area associated with the northwest portion of the SUP area and the Middle Fork of the 
East Fork of Ashland Creek and Chairlift LC-6.  The “Knoll” is the area in and around the northeast portion of the SUP area associated with the 
geographic feature known as the Knoll. 
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Under Forest Service authorization, MAA would construct two chairlifts, one surface lift, and approximately 
42 acres of associated new ski run terrain primarily within the western half of the SUP area, including 
widening of nine existing runs.  There would be an additional 2 acres of clearing for lift corridors and staging 
areas, and approximately 51 acres of gladed skiing terrain.  In addition, a 4-acre tubing facility in the 
southern portion of the SUP area; three guest services buildings, a yurt, additional night lighting; additional 
maintenance access road segments; additional power, water lines and water storage tank, sewer lines; an 
additional snow fence, and an increase in parking by 20 spaces.  Watershed restoration projects would be 
implemented, including structural storm water control, and non-structural controls, such as the placement of 
LWM and SWM.  All proposed facilities would be developed within the existing SUP area, with the 
exception of some of the restoration projects. 
 
This alternative would result in the addition of approximately 42 acres of new Beginner to Expert skill level 
skiing terrain.  In addition, 51 acres of terrain would be gladed.  Not including glading, this constitutes an 
approximately 34 percent increase in terrain and would combine with 125 acres of existing ski runs to 
provide approximately 167 acres of total terrain at MASA.  In total, ski run development would require 
approximately 42 acres of tree removal.  This tree removal would generate approximately 1,251 thousand 
board feet of commercial grade timber.  Since MASA opened in 1963, the ski area boundary has extended 
down the West Ridge within the SUP permit boundary to a point just above the upper switchback on Forest 
Road 300.  This alternative would retain that ski area boundary on the West Ridge.  The boundary to the 
north would then generally follow the location of proposed Runs 12 and 15 in Alternatives 2 and 6. 
 
Alternative 4 
Alternative 4 is designed to address the Purpose and Need identified in Chapter I, with less resulting 
consequence with regard to some of the identified Significant Issues.  Specifically, Alternative 4 would 
develop skiing terrain at this time in the eastern portion of the SUP, in and around the “Knoll” area.  
Development in this area was analyzed as part of the Master development Plan and was programmatically 
authorized in the 1991 ROD/FEIS.  This alternative functions to address the Significant Issues by avoiding 
effects to Engelmann spruce, reducing effects to wetlands and Riparian Reserves, reducing effects to water 
quality, and avoiding effects on Mt. Ashland Lupine and Henderson’s horkelia.  This alternative was 
developed by the Forest Service to be responsive to Purpose and Need and to address (reduce) environmental 
consequences over Alternative 2.  Under this alternative, the Forest Service would authorize MAA to 
implement a variety of facilities improvements primarily in the Knoll area, instead of in the Middle Fork 
area.   
 
Under Forest Service authorization, MAA would construct five chairlifts, and approximately 66 acres of 
associated new ski run terrain primarily within the eastern portion of the SUP area, including widening of 
existing runs.  In addition, there would be approximately 4 acres of clearing for lift corridors and staging 
areas.  Additional facilities include a Knoll area lodge, a vehicle/lift shop, maintenance access road segments, 
additional power, water lines and storage tanks, sewer lines; an additional snow fence, and a new parking lot 
providing 328 spaces.  Watershed restoration projects would be implemented, including structural storm 
water control, and non-structural controls, such as the placement of woody material.  
 
This alternative would result in the addition of approximately 66 acres of new Beginner to Expert skill level 
skiing terrain.  Constituting an approximate 52 percent increase, the proposed terrain enlargement would 
combine with 125 acres of existing ski runs to provide approximately 191 acres of total terrain at MASA.  In 
total, ski run development would require approximately 57 acres of tree removal.  This tree removal would 
generate approximately 1,845 thousand board feet of commercial grade timber.  Under Alternative 4, the 
current ski area boundary would remain the same within the current ski area portion of this alternative.  From 
the current Lodge Run area, the boundary would extend down the lower edge of the Bull Gap Road to 
proposed Run 7.  From that point on it would follow the outside edge of Runs 7 and 4 to the Emergency 
Egress route where it would rejoin a reconstructed Bull Gap Road.  From that point, the boundary would 
follow the road down to Run 3 and then up Run 1 to the Knoll Summit.  It would then follow the south edge 
of LC-10 to the Knoll parking lot.
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Alternative 5 
Alternative 5 is designed to address the Needs and Purposes identified in Chapter I, with less adverse 
consequences with regard to some of the identified Significant Issues.  Specifically, Alternative 5 would 
develop skiing terrain primarily within the currently developed portions of the SUP area.  Many of the 
components being proposed under this alternative for development in this area were not specifically analyzed 
in the 1991 ROD/FEIS.  This alternative is primarily designed to be responsive to public comments received 
on the 2000 Draft EIS, scoping in 2002, and public comment on the July 2003 DEIS.  While many people 
commented on development of the current ski area, this alternative also functions to address the Significant 
Issues by avoiding effects to Engelmann spruce, reducing effects to wetlands and Riparian Reserves, 
reducing effects to water quality, reducing the effects on Mt. Ashland Lupine and Henderson’s horkelia, and 
avoiding additional effects on the McDonald Peak Inventoried Roadless Area, as compared to Alternative 2. 
 
This alternative was developed by the Forest Service to be responsive to Purpose and Need and to address 
(reduce) environmental consequences of other Action Alternatives that propose development in currently 
undeveloped areas.  Under this alternative, the Forest Service would authorize MAA to implement a variety 
of facilities improvements primarily in the Current Facility area, instead of the Middle Fork or Knoll area.   
 
Under Forest Service authorization, MAA would construct three chairlifts (including replacement of existing 
Ariel), two surface lifts, and approximately 20 acres of associated new ski run terrain within the central 
portion of the SUP area, including widening of eight existing runs.  There would be approximately 2 acres of 
clearing for lift corridors and staging areas, and an additional 44 acres of gladed terrain.  In addition, this 
alternative includes a 4-acre tubing facility in the southern portion of the SUP area; three guest services 
buildings, a yurt, additional night lighting; additional maintenance access road segments; additional power, 
water lines and storage tanks, sewer lines; an additional snow fence, and an increase in parking by 160 
spaces.  Watershed restoration projects would be implemented, including structural storm water control, and 
non-structural controls, such as the placement of woody material.   
 
This alternative would result in the addition of approximately 23 acres of new Beginner to Expert skill level 
skiing terrain.  In addition, 44 acres of terrain would be gladed.  Not including glading, this constitutes an 
approximate 18 percent increase in terrain and would combine with 125 acres of existing ski runs to provide 
approximately 148 acres of total terrain at MASA.  In total, ski run development would require 
approximately 17 acres of tree removal.  This tree removal would generate approximately 391 thousand 
board feet of commercial grade timber. Under Alternative 5, the ski area boundary would remain 
substantially unchanged except for the area served by LC-5.  The Bull Gap Maintenance Road and the Mt 
Ashland Access Road bound a finger-like extension north of the Radio Facility, and would help orient skiers 
in case they skied beyond the boundary. 
 
Alternative 6 
Alternative 6 is designed to address the Purpose and Need identified in Chapter I, with less consequence in 
regard to factors associated with the identified Significant Issues.  Specifically, Alternative 6 is primarily 
based on Alternative 2, with environmental modifications that would reduce effects, but would not reduce 
skiing terrain as much as is proposed under Alternative 3.  This alternative functions to address the 
Significant Issues by reducing effects to Engelmann spruce, reducing effects to wetlands and Riparian 
Reserves, reducing effects on soils and water quality, and reducing effects on Mt. Ashland Lupine and 
Henderson’s horkelia.  It is also designed to provide an adequate range of alternatives considered in detail.  
Alternative 6 is somewhat of a blending of expansion components being considered within the Middle Fork 
area. 
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This alternative was developed by the Forest Service to be responsive to Purpose and Need and to address 
(reduce) environmental consequences with expansion in the Middle Fork area, over Alternative 2.  Under this 
alternative, the Forest Service would authorize MAA to implement a variety of facilities improvements.  
Projects being proposed include: construction of a new chairlift and associated skiing terrain within the 
western portion (the Middle Fork area) of the SUP area, additional skier service facilities, a chairlift 
providing access to Lower Caliban and Lower Dream, a short surface lift in the vicinity of the Base Area to 
better utilize existing terrain, a snow tubing area, additional parking, and necessary supporting infrastructure.   
 
Under Forest Service authorization, MAA would construct two chairlifts, two surface lifts, and 
approximately 65 acres of associated new ski run terrain primarily within the western half of the SUP area, 
including widening of six existing runs.  There would be approximately 5 acres of clearing for lift corridors 
and staging areas.  This alternative also includes a 4-acre tubing facility in the southern portion of the SUP 
area; three guest services buildings, a yurt, additional night lighting; additional maintenance access road 
segments; additional power, water lines and storage tanks, sewer lines; an additional snow fence, and a new 
parking area providing 328 spaces (in the Knoll area).  Watershed restoration projects would be 
implemented, including structural storm water control, and non-structural controls, such as the placement of 
LWM and SWM.   
 
Under Alternative 6, the use of an excavator for run clearing (and other excavation work associated with 
clearing for lifts; lift towers and creek crossings, except where accessible by road) would be restricted to a 
lightweight, low ground pressure machine (e.g., a “spider”).  This relatively light (16,000 pound) excavator 
can be air lifted in and out of construction sites.  Under Alternative 6, the specified crossing of Lower Run 12 
(IM-3) would use log footings, as opposed to excavated concrete footings (see component descriptions for 
IM-2 and IM-3 in Section F, Chapter II for more detail). 
 
This alternative would result in the addition of approximately 65 acres of new Beginner to Expert skill level 
skiing terrain.  Constituting an approximately 52 percent increase, the proposed terrain enlargement would 
combine with 125 acres of existing ski runs to provide approximately 190 acres of total terrain at MASA.  In 
total, ski run development would require approximately 65 acres of tree removal.  This tree removal would 
generate approximately 1,757 thousand board feet of commercial grade timber.  
 
Under Alternative 6, the current roped ski area boundary would extend down the West Ridge to a point 
above the upper switchback on Road 300.  It would turn north and follow the west edge of Run 15 where it 
would intersect the west edge of Run 12 at the top of the Upper Meadow area.  It would follow the edge of 
Run 12 to LC-6.  From that point, it would extend upward in an easterly direction along the edge of Run 9 
and the Emergency Egress route to its junction with Rodger’s Way.   
 
WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES? 
 
The effects (environmental consequences) of all alternative considered in detail are analyzed in the context of 
the response to Significant Issues.  NEPA requires Federal agencies to focus analysis and documentation on 
the significant issues related to a Proposed Action.  The interdisciplinary team with Responsible Official 
involvement and approval has identified the following as Significant Issues associated with the Proposed 
Action presented in this analysis.  While the Final EIS and this Summary focus on the Significant Issues, all 
relevant issues identified through scoping are considered and documented in the various resource analyses in 
the complete Final EIS (approximately 45 other or non-significant issues are analyzed).  FEIS Appendix B 
identifies and discusses issues that were determined to be out of scope.   
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This section of the Summary provides a comparative response to the alternatives considered in detail to the 
stated Significant Issues.  These elements are designed to delineate the range of alternatives considered and 
to provide indicators for the alternative’s degree of effect in regard to the Signficant Issues.  These elements 
are further elaborated below.  This section utilizes a graphical presentation of the alternatives response to a 
significant issue portrayed on a “continuum”.  
 
Each alternative considered in detail is portrayed by its corresponding number (1-6), on a line 
representing the “most effect” and “least effect” established as the poles or ends.  For each Significant 
Issue element, the alternative that results in the most effect regarding an issue indicator is on the left 
pole, and the alternative that results in the least effect is on the right pole.  The other alternatives are 
then plotted between these poles, based on a relative assessment of effect consequences in a comparative 
analysis.  While the analysis is often based on specific indicators with resultant numbers, this continuum 
does not imply precision in its placement of the ranking of alternatives; it is done for a relative 
comparison only.  When more than one alternative (represented by an oval on the line) and alternative 
numbers occur under the line, it implies that these alternatives are essentially the same. 
 
Effects on Soils and Site Productivity 
 
Direct and Indirect Effects of Erosion and Sediment Delivery to Streams:  The removal of vegetation 
and ground disturbance associated with clearing for ski runs and lifts could displace and create direct soil 
erosion effects within the SUP area.  This erosion could increase sediment production and indirectly, affect 
sediment delivery to streams in the Ashland Creek and/or Neil Creek Watersheds on the RR-SNF, and in the 
Cottonwood Creek and Grouse Creek Watersheds on the KNF.   
 
For all affected watersheds, background sediment level is approximately 10.3 cubic yards per year at 
the Site Scale.  The largest increase in erosion would be approximately 10.1 cubic yards in the first two 
years after disturbance, before returning to near background levels by year three (Alternative 2). 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Effects on Site Productivity:  Implementation of ski expansion activities could affect site productivity 
and/or create detrimental soil conditions (through compaction, loss of site organic matter and loss of topsoil) 
as a result of the operation of heavy equipment, removal of vegetation and woody material, etc.   
 
The largest amount of detrimental soil conditions that would result is 15.8 acres under Alternative 2 
within the 1,469-acre Site Scale Analysis Area.  Alternative 2 would result in an estimated 20% 
detrimental conditions of developed areas. 
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Effects on Hydrologic Function 
 
 
Effects to Streams and Wetlands:  The removal of vegetation and ground disturbance associated with 
clearing for ski runs and lifts could directly and/or indirectly affect streams, wetlands, and hydrologic 
function such as runoff and stream flow within the Ashland Creek and/or Neil Creek Watersheds on the RR-
SNF, and in the Cottonwood Creek and Grouse Creek Watersheds on the KNF.  
 
There is no predicted or measurable change to streams, stream flow or runoff.  There are 42.5 acres of 
wetlands at the Site Scale and 384 acres at the Watershed Scale.  At the site scale, the most effect 
would be 0.83 acres under Alternative 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Effects to Riparian Conditions:  Ski expansion activities, such as ski lift and run development may occur 
within and could affect riparian areas, NWFP Riparian Reserves, and their associated functions.   
 
There are 219 acres of forested cover within Riparian Reserves at the Site Scale.  Alternative 2 would 
change current conditions by 3.5 percent.  At the Watershed Scale, there are 4, 942 acres within 
Riparian Reserves. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Effects on Water Quality 
 
Effects on Water Chemistry:  The removal of vegetation and ground disturbance associated with clearing 
for ski runs and lifts within or near streams could change pH, increase water temperatures, introduce bacteria, 
and/or introduce petrochemical pollutants, particularly in the Ashland Creek Watershed, a municipal 
watershed.   
 
 
All Action Alternatives have the same effect, very low and immeasurable changes on water chemistry. 
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Cumulative Watershed Effects:  Implementation of the ski expansion activities may have the potential to 
contribute to an increased risk for adverse cumulative watershed effects, considering this and other 
foreseeable actions in the Upper Ashland Creek Watershed, the Upper Neil Creek watershed, the Upper 
Cottonwood Creek watershed, and the Grouse Creek watershed.   
 
None of the Action Alternatives would increase the risk ratio value more than an estimated 5% 
(Alternative 2), and no watershed would exceed threshold levels, with consideration of all reasonably 
foreseeable actions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Effects to Engelmann Spruce 
 
Direct Effects and Stand Health:  Ski expansion activities could directly affect a locally rare stand of 
Engelmann spruce.  Although not listed or protected by law or policy, this stand is at the extreme end of its 
range and may represent a unique component of biodiversity.  Ski expansion activities, such as clearing, 
could affect Engelmann spruce by creating an “edge effect”, potentially changing stand health conditions and 
resistance to disease.   
 
The most effect to spruce within the SUP area (18.2 acres) would be 1.8 acres or 10%, under 
Alternative 2.  Engelmann spruce occupies roughly 6.1 miles of stream reaches in the East Fork 
Ashland Creek Watershed.  Effects on stand health are relative to degree of effect: Mitigation 
Measures are proposed to moderate these effects. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Effects to Mt. Ashland Lupine and Henderson’s Horkelia 
 
Direct and Indirect Effects and Long Term Viability:  The implementation of ski expansion activities, 
particularly in the area of the West Ridge (on the summit between the National Weather Bureau radar site 
and the area locally known as the “Rabbit Ears” rock outcrop) may affect two rare vascular plant species 
listed by the Forest Service as Sensitive: Mt. Ashland Lupine (Lupinus lepidus var. Ashlandensis), and 
Henderson’s horkelia (Horkelia henderosonii).   
 
Construction of snow fence under all Action Alternatives would affect less than 0.02 acres of habitat.  
The Mt. Ashland Lupine population covers roughly 43 acres and has about 36,000 individuals.  No 
Action Alternative is expected to adversely affect the viability of the population as a whole. 
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Effects Associated with Human Social Values 
 
Effects to Inventoried Roadless Area:  Although allocated to Developed Recreation as an existing ski area 
(RRNF LRMP 1990), and as decided in the 1991 Master Plan ROD/FEIS, ski expansion activities could 
affect the McDonald Peak IRA and could affect the current unroaded character and value, primitive 
recreation, as well as the potential value for additional future Wilderness.   
 
Under Alternative 2, 41 acres (0.44%) of the 9,425 acre IRA would be directly affected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Effects to Undeveloped Areas:  Ski expansion activities could affect other undeveloped areas adjacent to 
the McDonald Peak IRA (but not inventoried as Roadless), currently possessing roadless characteristics, and 
similarly affect values and opportunity for primitive recreation.   
 
Of the 280 acres outside the IRA that have undeveloped character within the SUP area, 18 acres would 
be affected under Alternative 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Effects to Spiritual Values:  Removal of large or old-growth trees and changes to late-successional 
ecosystems associated with ski expansion activities may conflict with human spiritual values that people 
place on large trees, and the natural environment.   
 
Alternative 4 would reduce late-successional forest by 37 acres (of 570 acres of currently late-
successional forest within the Site Scale). 
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Effects Associated with Economics 
 
Effects Related to Skier Demand:  There is concern that skier demand is insufficient to establish and 
support the need for expansion.   
 
The projected increase in demand ranges from 0.5% to 1.7% in the short term. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Long-term Operational Ski Area Feasibility:  As an economic concern, ski expansion may affect the long-
term operational economic feasibility (i.e., economic viability during drought years, competition from other 
ski resorts given the extent of expansion commitment, etc.) of MASA.   
 
Based on a discounted cash flow analysis, consequences are shown as Net Present Value (NPV), based 
on “medium” or expected visitation trend.  The No-Action Alternative was not evaluated as part of this 
analysis as it would not require a major capital investment.  Alternative 2 is the only alternative with a 
positive NPV. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CAN ADVERSE EFFECTS BE MITIGATED? 
 
Project specific mitigation measures have been developed for all Action Alternatives analyzed in detail.  
These include appropriate measures a defined by NEPA Regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14(f) and 1508.20.  
Additional measures incorporated into this Final EIS emphasize applicable Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) and Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines (for the RRNF and KNF).  These mitigation measures 
would be carried out under all Action Alternatives to reduce, rectify, avoid, eliminate, and/or compensate the 
potential resource impacts identified in the Final EIS Chapter IV as required by 40 CFR 1508.20.  Details on 
specific mitigation measures are described in Chapter II of the Final EIS. 
 
WHAT FACTORS WILL BE USED IN MAKING THE DECISION BETWEEEN 
ALTERNATIVES? 
 
Important factors in consideration of a decision are the response between alternatives to the overall Purpose 
and Need and response to the Purpose elements identified in the FEIS (Chapter I).  The Forest Service and 
MAA cooperatively determined six specific Purpose elements for ski area expansion at the MASA at this 
time.  Purpose elements (decision factors) address Forest Plan consistency, opportunities for watershed 
recovery, and the shortcomings at MASA.  These elements of Purpose were designed to delineate the range 
of alternatives considered and to provide indicators.  These elements are further elaborated below.  This 
section of the Summary also utilizes a graphical presentation of the alternatives response to an element of 
Purpose, portrayed on a “continuum”. 



Final EIS  S - 14 Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion 

Each alternative considered in detail is portrayed by its corresponding number (1-6), on a line 
representing the “least” and “best meets” established as the poles or ends.  For each Purpose element, 
the alternative that results in the least attainment of Purpose is on the left pole, and the alternative that 
results in the best attainment of Purpose is on the right pole.  The other alternatives are then plotted 
between these poles, based on a relative assessment of attainment in a comparative analysis.   
 
While the analysis is often based on specific indicators with resultant numbers, this continuum does not 
imply precision in its placement of the ranking of alternatives; it is done for a relative comparison 
only.  When more than one alternative (represented by an oval on the line) and alternative numbers occur 
under the line, it implies that these alternatives are essentially the same.   
 
Terrain Balance and Diversity 
 
Balance Of Terrain By Ability Level:  
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to develop additional Novice to Intermediate level skiing and 
snowboarding terrain in order to address the current deficit, and to better meet the public demand for 
Novice and Intermediate level terrain, as expressed by industry standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suitable Terrain For Beginners:  
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to develop Beginner terrain with more appropriate slope 
gradients. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Accessibility of Existing Lower Level Terrain:  
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to provide appropriate access to the existing lower level terrain 
at MASA by eliminating the requirement for lower level skiers to navigate higher level slopes. 
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Terrain for Special Programs and Competitions at MASA: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to increase total available terrain at MASA, thereby allowing 
additional opportunities for special programs and competitions while maintaining adequate skiing 
opportunities for the general public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Diversity of Non-traditional Terrain at MASA: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to increase the total acreage of available terrain, thereby 
allowing MASA to provide additional non-traditional attractions such as terrain parks, half pipes, and 
gladed terrain.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recreational Opportunities for Non-skiers: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to provide non-skiing recreational opportunities at MASA to 
meet the current demands of the non-skiing public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Guest Access and Circulation 
 
Lift Access: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to enhance lift access to the western portion of MASA, thereby 
improving guest circulation and partially eliminating dependency on the Ariel Chairlift as the only access 
to the western portion of the ski area. 
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Skier Density and Access to Skier Service Facilities: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to improve guest access to the terrain associated with the Ariel 
Chairlift and to provide easier access from the Ariel Chairlift area to skier service facilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Update and Balance Guest Services and Facilities 
 
Proportionately Sized and Efficient Skier Service Facilities: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to enhance the guest experience by updating the quality of the 
existing skier services facilities (e. g., food service, toilets, and parking) and by increasing the quantity of 
services provided at MASA, to better balance with the capacity of the existing and proposed lifts and runs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Accessibility of Skier Service Facilities: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to provide additional guest services facilities at MASA to 
reduce crowding in the existing Base Area, to reduce the cross-mountain skier traffic, and to reduce the 
distance from the ski terrain to guest facilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Skier Safety 
 
A concurrent Purpose of ski area expansion at this time is to enact improvements that will provide for and 
improve user safety. 
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Economic Viability and Longevity 
 
Augment and Modernize MASA Facilities: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to augment and modernize existing MASA facilities, thus 
ensuring the greatest possibility for an economically viable and stable ski area with a competitive and 
quality recreation experience. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Customer Awareness and Regional Competition: 
 
A specific Purpose of ski area expansion is to provide facility improvements at MASA in order to appeal to 
the broadest spectrum of the skiing and snowboarding market place, thus ensuring its economic viability 
and longevity.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Maintain and Improve Trend of Watershed Recovery 
 
A concurrent Purpose of ski area expansion is to maintain or improve the trend of watershed recovery of 
watersheds associated with the MASA SUP area.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WHAT MONITORING IS NECESSARY? 
 
Monitoring of all construction and development activities is a required element of all Action Alternatives and 
will be carried out according to the Monitoring Plan.  A detailed Monitoring Plan will be incorporated by 
reference and made an attachment to the Record of Decision, if an expansion alternative is selected.  
This will allow it to be developed specifically to the alternative and the expansion components it may 
contain, and be specific to the area(s) where expansion is being authorized (i.e., Middle Fork, Knoll, or 
Current Facility areas and/or the sub-watersheds in which components would be authorized).   
 
The objectives of the Monitoring Plan are to monitor the implementation of authorized actions, the use of 
Mitigation Measures, and the effectiveness of required mitigation.  The plan includes monitoring at the 
Project Scale (where actions occur), at the Site Scale (an area slightly larger than the SUP), and at the 
Watershed Scale Analysis Areas (if changes are detected at the Site Scale).
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WHICH ALTERNATIVE IS THE PREFERRED? 
 
NEPA requires that this FEIS identify the agency’s Preferred Alternative or alternatives, if more than one 
exists.  The Forest Supervisor of the Rogue-River-Siskiyou National Forest has identified Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 6, as presented in the FEIS and considered in detail as the Preferred Alternatives.  The final 
decision will likely include some combination of elements and options primarily contained in these two 
alternatives and may include elements of other Alternatives Considered in Detail. 
 
The "agency's preferred alternative" is the alternative (or alternatives) which the agency believes would 
fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, environmental, technical 
and other factors.  The concept of the "agency's preferred alternative" is different from the "environmentally 
preferable alternative," (an element documented in a Record of Decision), although in some cases they may 
be both.  A Preferred Alternative is identified so that agencies and the public can understand the lead 
agency's orientation.  
 
Alternative 6 was identified as the Agency’s Preferred Alternative in the 2003 DEIS.  This has changed for 
the FEIS based on further analysis and public and agency comment to the 2003 DEIS.  Substantial concern 
was expressed in regard to the human safety aspects of an Egress Route (Component IE-1) in Alternative 6, 
versus the safety aspects of the Skiway (R-18), which serves emergency egress as proposed under 
Alternative 2.  Substantial concern was also expressed over the safety, potential congestion and skiing 
experience associated with the Windsor to Moraine Lift (LC-13) associated with Alternative 2.  Additional 
concern was expressed over the cost of this lift (approx. $770,000) and the financial effects of construction 
and maintenance of this lift, versus the surface lift (LS-15) proposed under Alternative 2.  For these reasons, 
and in conjunction with the attainment of Purpose and Need that both Alternative 2 and Alternative 6 
provide, both alternatives are identified as Preferred in the FEIS. 
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