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A.  Introduction 
 
NEPA regulations require that this Final EIS discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives 
explored but not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14(a)).  The range of alternatives considered 
includes all aspects of actions and alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study, as 
well as those alternatives considered in detail.  Alternatives considered in detail are contained in 
the Final EIS, Chapter II.  Actions and/or alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed 
study are described herein and are also part of Chapter II of the Final EIS (incorporated by 
reference).  They are contained in this appendix for efficiency and to aid in document readability. 
 
All actions and alternatives considered are based on the 1991 programmatic Master Plan 
(Alternative 7) and to a large degree on the proposal received from the MAA in March 1998 and 
subsequent refinements in December 1998 and March 2002.  Those proposals were developed by 
MAA in association with its employees and management, several contracted professional ski 
area designers and resource consulting firms, and the public.  The Forest Service 
Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) has worked collaboratively with MAA, their contractors, and the 
public throughout the process of “fine tuning” the initial March 1998 proposal in order to address 
issues raised by resource specialists and the public.  MAA has invested thousands of dollars to 
conduct site-specific investigations of alternative locations and layouts for ski lifts, runs and 
other facilities.  Based on input from Forest Service specialists, MAA, and contractors, all logical 
project locations and alignments have been evaluated in the field, with the objective of 
developing a range of alternatives with the least environmentally impactive locations and 
features possible while still meeting Purpose and Need.   
 
In response to comments identified during four years of scoping, the Comment Period on the 
February 2000 DEIS, the Comment Period on the July 2003 DEIS and in addition to ideas and 
proposals developed by ski area planners and the IDT, numerous alternatives and alternative 
components have been considered.  These ideas span a vast range of thinking and all ideas 
throughout the entire process have been carefully considered by the IDT.  Component actions or 
design alternatives as a package were either eliminated upon further analysis, or incorporated 
into the Proposed Action or alternatives.  The alternative packages or component actions within 
alternatives that have been eliminated from detailed study and the rationale for their elimination 
is discussed below (or in Appendix C, Response to Comments on the 2003 Draft EIS). 
 
In this appendix (Appendix D to the FEIS), considerations include those received during 
Scoping Phase 1 (October 1997 - February 2000), the February 2000 DEIS Comment 
Period (February 2000 - March 2002), Scoping Phase 2 (March 2002 - May 2003), and/or 
2003 DEIS Comment Period (July 25, 2003 - October 23, 2003). 
 
This appendix has changed from the 2003 DEIS to include ideas and comments tracked from 
the 2003 DEIS Comment Period, including additional alternatives as packages.  In some 
cases, letter numbers are included in the text.  For example, D03-3204, refers to comment 
letter #3204 on the 2003 DEIS. 
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B.  Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study 
 
This section will discuss alternatives considered as an optional package of actions, but 
eliminated from detailed study.  These alternatives were considered by the Forest Service IDT 
and Responsible Official, as an alternative way of attaining Purpose and Need, yet with reduced 
or different impacts associated with the Significant Issues and the Proposed Action (Alternative 
2).  In some cases, this discussion also helps to track and provide understanding of the history of 
the analysis process.  They are discussed as follows. 
 
1.  1991 ROD/FEIS Master Plan - C6 Portion 

 
This alternative would propose ski area expansion at this time, specifically and exactly as 
programmatically analyzed and authorized in the 1991 ROD/FEIS, and within the Middle Fork 
area (or in and around the C6 Chairlift).  As is and has been noted throughout this ongoing 
analysis process for ski area expansion, the primary differences between ski lifts, runs and 
facilities described in the 1991 FEIS (page II-45 and Alternative 7 map, Figure II-8) and the 
current proposal (March 2002) are a result of responsive planning incorporating site-specific 
resource constraints and design consideration.  Differences have primarily focused on reducing, 
mitigating, or eliminating resulting effects. 
 
As stated in the 1991 ROD, page 5, “Approval of this Master Plan will provide for the orderly 
expansion of the ski area.  It does not approve the exact final locations of component projects nor 
does it indicate a specific time-frame for construction of those facilities.  Additional detailed 
designs, plans, and environmental analysis will be required before on-the-ground construction of 
the Master Plan’s component projects.  Each project included within the scope of the Master Plan 
will require an additional level of environmental analysis before construction is approved.”  
“Specific location and design of new construction will occur after detailed engineering 
investigations are completed.  Parking, water, and sewage facilities will be constructed according 
to a schedule that will accommodate the expanded capacity of the lifts and ski trails.  Including 
the existing development at MASA, a total of eight lifts and approximately 197 acres of ski trails 
are authorized, by the Master Plan described in Alternative 7.  New lift technologies, terrain 
considerations, and other factors may result in minor changes in the trail acreage and lift types 
identified in Alternative 7.  Further study will also determine the feasibility of continuing or 
modifying the Sonnet area for downhill skiing or replacing that lift for snow play.  The actual 
schedule for all lift construction/removal/replacement will be determined in the environmental 
analysis for each lift.” 
 
Rationale:  Development of the C6 areas as exactly and programmatically authorized in the 1991 
ROD/FEIS would not be logical because site-specific changes have been proposed since then to 
reduce potential resource effects.  Furthermore, development of the programmatically approved 
facilities would not be in compliance with the decision made in the 1991 ROD, because that 
decision required site-specific analysis of locations and detailed designs and plans of component 
projects before implementation (see DEIS Chapter I, Section C).  An alternative based 
exclusively on this 1991 analysis was therefore eliminated from detailed consideration by the 
Responsible Official. 



Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion  FEIS Appendix D - 4 

2.  Previous MAA Proposals 
 
In March of 1998, MAA submitted a proposal to the Forest Service (based on the 1991 
programmatic Master Plan) which if authorized, would have implemented a variety of ski area 
facilities improvements.  This proposal was developed by MAA in association with its 
employees and management, and several contracted professional ski area designers and resource 
consulting firms, and was a refinement of the 1991 Master Plan (see above). 
 
The March 1998 proposal was reviewed on-the-ground and through various public meetings with 
the public and by many Forest Service resource specialists.  As a result of this public and agency 
review, numerous public concerns and potential impacts were identified.  In order to address 
these concerns, the Forest Service suggested that MAA revise the proposal.  The Forest Service 
IDT worked collaboratively with MAA and its contractors to address the concerns which 
resulted in many aspects of “fine-tuning” the original proposal.  A revised proposal was 
submitted by MAA in December 1998. 
 
Tiering to the 1991 ROD, a Draft EIS addressing ski area expansion was released in February 
2000, documenting detailed analysis of three alternatives including No-Action.  Extraordinary 
public response on that Draft EIS caused the Forest Service to conduct additional analysis that 
resulted in a new EIS process.  The Draft EIS (July 2003) reflects active citizen participation and 
expands the range of alternatives considered in detail.  This process was designed as a 
continuation of the ongoing environmental analysis and all input previously received has been 
utilized in the formulation of the Draft and Final EIS.   
 
Rationale:  Development of any of the previous MAA proposals as exactly and previously 
submitted would not be logical because site-specific changes have been made that reduce 
potential resource effects, and because it is illogical not to use the best available data that is 
reflective of the latest and most refined project proposal and resource data.  An alternative based 
specifically and exactly on any previous proposals was therefore eliminated from detailed 
consideration by the Responsible Official.  Reviewers are also cautioned to avoid comparison of 
any previous proposals to those presented and discussed in the Final EIS; there is only one 
proposal being analyzed as the Proposed Action in this Final EIS (MAA; March 2002). 
 
3.  Master Plan - Full Build Out 
 
This alternative would propose ski area expansion at this time within the entire ski area within 
the special use permit boundary, as programmatically analyzed and authorized in the 1991 
ROD/FEIS.  It would essentially include all lifts, runs and facilities as described and mapped 
with the 1991 analysis and decision. 
 
Alternatives being considered in detail include the Proposed Action, based on the March 2002 
proposal from MAA, two additional alternatives in the Middle Fork area, development in the 
Knoll area, and an alternative that primarily expands in the area of the current facility.  Full build 
out, as implied here, would essentially develop the Middle Fork area, the Knoll area, and the 
Current Facility, all at this time. 
 
As previously noted, the1991 ROD did not indicate specific time-frames for development of 
expanded facilities.  It did specify capacity, number of lifts, and total acreage of skiable terrain 
and number of vehicles for parking. 
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Rationale:  As noted throughout this process, the acreage estimates specified in the 1991 ROD 
have been found to be inaccurate under today’s technology.  It is also possible that the 
specifications for capacities, the area within the current ski area, and the estimate for acreage of 
ski terrain are similarly in error.  Based on current technology and the refined locations and size 
of potential facilities, it is likely that development of all skiing facilities (e.g., full build out) 
analyzed in 1991 would exceed the 1991 ROD specifications.  The first reason for eliminating 
the full build-out alternative is that development in this manner would exceed the approved 
capacities in the 1991 ROD, and such development would require an amendment to the 
previously-approved Master Plan. 
 
The Forest Service is not the proponent for ski area development and expansion, nor would 
federal funds be used for facilities development.  The current lessee to the permit holder and ski 
area proponent (MAA) has extensively studied proposed development and had come forward 
with a proposal to develop in the Middle Fork area.  This is based on their assessment of the 
most logical, feasible and potentially economically efficient portion of the permit area to develop 
first, and at this time.  Other alternatives being considered in detail by the Forest Service would 
develop less terrain in the Middle Fork area, or alternatively in the Knoll area, or would develop 
primarily in the area of the current facility.  The second reason for eliminating full build out at 
this time would be because the proponent has not proposed it, and would not proceed with it 
even if it were authorized.  Based on both of these reasons, the Responsible Official decided 
against analyzing a full build out alternative in detail, as part of this analysis, at this time.  It is 
not foreseeable that the MASA would be developed to that extent within the next 10 years. 
 
4.  February 2000 - DEIS Alternative 3 
 
Tiering to the 1991 ROD, a Draft EIS addressing ski area expansion was released in February 
2000, documenting detailed analysis of three alternatives including No-Action.  In addition to the 
Proposed Action (February 2000 DEIS, Alternative 2) an additional action alternative was 
analyzed and described as Alternative 3 (February 2000).  Alternative 3 reduced the development 
of ski terrain as compared to Alternative 2, including the elimination of “the Skiway.”  In 
addition, Alternative 3 provided lift-served access to Caliban and Dream Ski Runs via the 
“pumphouse lift”.  Extraordinary public response on that Draft EIS caused the Forest Service to 
conduct additional analysis that has resulted in a new EIS process.  The 2003 Draft EIS reflects 
active citizen participation and expands the range of alternatives considered in detail.  The 
Proposed Action, based on a revised proposal received from the proponent (MAA; March 2002) 
was also modified, including refinements that further reduce environmental effects and provides 
better lift service to the Caliban and Dream ski runs without development of the pumphouse lift.   
 
Rationale:  Development and analysis of the February 2000 Alternative 3 exactly as previously 
analyzed would not be logical because site-specific changes have been made that reduce 
potential resource effects, and because it is illogical not to use the best available data that is 
reflective of the latest and most refined proposal and resource data.  An alternative based 
specifically and exactly on any previous alternative analyzed in a previous Draft EIS was 
therefore eliminated from detailed consideration by the Responsible Official.  Reviewers are also 
cautioned to avoid comparison of any previous alternative from the 2000 Draft EIS, to those 
presented and discussed in the 2003 Draft EIS, or the Final EIS; they are not necessarily the 
same and do not represent themselves as being the same. 
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5.  July 2003 - DEIS Alternative 3 
 
Continuing the ongoing process, a Draft EIS addressing ski area expansion was released in July 
2003, documenting detailed analysis of six alternatives including No-Action.  Alternative 3 in 
the Final EIS has changed slightly from the 2003 DEIS by eliminating additional main parking 
lots (front and back).  The Tubing facility parking and the bottleneck widening would still take 
place (see components P-1 and P-3). 
 
Rationale:  Development and analysis of the July 2003 DEIS Alternative 3 exactly as previously 
analyzed would not be logical because site-specific changes have been made, based on public 
comment.  This degree of change is common and is not considered extraordinary for NEPA 
analysis under an EIS process, from draft to final.  It is illogical not to use the best available data 
that is reflective of the latest and most refined proposal and resource data and alternative design. 
Alternative 3 exactly as analyzed in the 2003 Draft EIS was therefore eliminated from detailed 
consideration by the Responsible Official.   
 
6.  July 2003 - DEIS Alternative 6 
 
Continuing the ongoing process, a Draft EIS addressing ski area expansion was released in July 
2003, documenting detailed analysis of six alternatives including No-Action.  Alternative 6 in 
the Final EIS has changed slightly from the 2003 DEIS by eliminating additional main parking 
lots (front and back).  The Tubing facility parking and the bottleneck widening would still take 
place (see components P-1 and P-3).  The main parking lot is replaced in FEIS Alternative 6 by 
the Knoll Parking lot and Access Road Center Turn Lane as described under Alternative 4 (see 
Components P-2 and IR-2).  Additionally, the Moraine Lodge is replaced under the FEIS (as 
compared to 2003 DEIS Alternative 6), by Moraine Toilets and Moraine Ski Patrol Building (see 
Components B-5 and B-4). 
 
Rationale:  Development and analysis of the July 2003 DEIS Alternative 6 exactly as previously 
analyzed would not be logical because site-specific changes have been made, based on public 
comment.  This degree of change is common and is not considered extraordinary for NEPA 
analysis under an EIS process, from draft to final.  It is illogical not to use the best available data 
that is reflective of the latest and most refined proposal and resource data and alternative design. 
Alternative 6 exactly as analyzed in the 2003 Draft EIS was therefore eliminated from detailed 
consideration by the Responsible Official.   
 
7.  Terrain Development Outside of Special Use Permit Area 
 
Public comment has questioned the lack of development in other areas surrounding Mt. Ashland, 
for alpine skiing terrain.  Specifically, people suggested development of the area within the 
Cottonwood Creek and Grouse Creek watersheds locally known as the “South Side”.  This was 
suggested as an alternative to any development within the Middle Fork area.  As defined in the 
1991 FEIS, the “South Side” extends west from the back parking lot to a point just west of 
Grouse gap.  Its south edge follows Road 40S15 to a point just west of Grouse Creek.  Its north 
edge (starting at the back parking lot) goes upslope and reaches the Crest about ¼ mile east of 
Mt. Ashland’s summit and follows the Crest to Grouse Gap.   
 
While this area has historically been used by alpine skiers and other winter sports, it is not within 
the Special Use Permit area boundary.  The 1991 ROD specifically and exclusively approves ski 
area expansion within the Special Use Permit Area boundary.
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Figure D-1 

 
 
Rationale:  Terrain development in any area outside of the Special Use Permit area authorized 
by the 1991 ROD/FEIS would not be in compliance with the programmatic decision, and would 
be out of scope to the current analysis.  The only actions being considered that are outside of the 
Special Use Permit area are related to watershed restoration, rare plant restoration, or 
transportation and safety.  Because terrain development outside of the Special Use Permit area is 
deemed outside of the scope of the programmatic decision in 1991, and because the site-specific 
analysis in this EIS must tier to the 1991 decision, South Side development was eliminated from 
detailed consideration in this EIS by the Responsible Official. 
 
8.  Other Alternatives that would Reduce Impacts to Inventoried Roadless 
 
Other alternatives were considered that would have designed runs and facilities that would have 
functioned to avoid or reduce developmental encroachment within the McDonald Peak 
Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA).  Also see below: Alternatives Received from the Public 
(Section B, 9 and 10).  The ski area permit boundary (approved with the 1991 ROD/FEIS) 
encroaches into this area with some current use, and programmatically allowed expansion 
activities into the Roadless Area, based on future analysis and authorization. 
 
Middle Fork Area 
The boundary of the IRA associated with the 1990 RRNF LRMP bisects the slopes in the Middle 
Fork area and consequently the proposed ski runs associated with the Proposed Action in a 
perpendicular manner.  An alternative that avoided all impacts to Roadless in the Middle Fork 
area would have cut across the proposed ski runs near the lower mid-point of several runs, 
including the LC-6 Lift, at an elevation of around 6,600 feet. Due to the topography of the 
Middle Fork area, there is no logical means of adjusting ski run or lift alignment to allow for the 
flow of skiers down the slopes to a central destination in the LC-6 lower lift terminal area as 
shown in the 1991 Master Plan while eliminating all impacts to the IRA.  Furthermore, 
realignment of lifts and runs would create additional and undesirable effects to wetlands. 

FSSetup
Note
Figure D-1 - Map of South Side of Mt. Ashland



Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion  FEIS Appendix D - 8 

Figure D-2 

 
 
Knoll Area 
The boundary of the IRA associated with the 1990 RRNF LRMP also bisects the slopes in the 
Knoll area and consequently bisects the proposed Knoll area ski lifts and runs in a perpendicular 
manner (see following maps).  An alternative that avoided all impacts to roadless in the Knoll 
area would also have cut across the proposed ski runs near the middle of several runs and one lift 
(LC-7).  Due to the topography in the Knoll area, there is no logical means of adjusting ski run or 
lift alignment to allow for the flow of skiers down the north-facing slopes to a logical destination 
in the portions of the Knoll area as shown in the 1991 Master Plan while eliminating all effects to 
the IRA. 
 
A second option would consider development of runs, lifts, and facilities in the “drainfield” and 
East Ridge areas above the Bull Gap Trail.  While this alternative would provide access to lower 
ability level terrain, it was eliminated for a combination of factors.  It would require development 
of separate satellite facilities at the Knoll for a limited number of runs (approx. 25-30 acres).  A 
minimum of three lifts plus one access lift would be required to serve this terrain.  The vertical 
drop for skiing would be relatively small (approx. 650 feet).  Capital and operating costs would 
be relatively high and would duplicate many services located at the Current Facility, thereby 
making it economically impractical to operate and remain competitive with other ski areas.  This 
would not assist MAA in meeting the stated Purpose and Need of ensuring economic viability 
and longevity.  The alternative would also not meet other aspects of Purpose and Need such as 
providing accessibility to existing lower level terrain and to improve guest/customer access and 
circulation patterns within the current ski area.  Furthermore, this alternative would also 
encroach into lands that possess some of the same undeveloped character values as those 
associated with the McDonald Peak IRA; this effect would be adverse and is associated with an 
identified Significant Issue. 

FSSetup
Note
Figure D-2 - Map of Middle Fork Area
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Figure D-3 

 
 
 

 
 
Rationale:  The Responsible Official determined these additional alternatives that proposed 
development in the Middle Fork or Knoll areas to avoid additional encroachment into the IRA 
would be infeasible, impractical and would not adequately address the Purpose and Need for the 
proposal.  
 
The Draft and Final EIS analyzes other alternatives in detail that reduce or eliminate effects to 
the McDonald Peak IRA.  Alternative 3 substantially reduces effects (in terms of development 
within the IRA boundary) over Alternative 2.  In addition, Alternative 6 has slightly less IRA 
effects, and Alternative 5 has no additional IRA effect over the current condition.  Alternative 1 
(No-Action) also has no additional IRA effect, as no development or expansion activities would 
occur at this time.  There are also other alternative packages discussed in this appendix that could 
provide reduced or no additional effects to the roadless area; they too have been considered and 
eliminated from detailed study.  Their potential function and rationale for elimination are 
discussed elsewhere in this appendix.

FSSetup
Note
Figure D-3 - Map of McDonald Peak Roadless Area
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The Responsible Official further determined that additional alternatives that would not encroach 
into and subsequently would not affect the unroaded character of the McDonald Peak IRA did 
not warrant further detailed consideration (because the range of alternatives considered in detail 
was already adequate and/or these additional alternatives would not be feasible). 
 
9.  Alternatives Received from the Public - 2000 DEIS 
 
During the scoping period after the February 2000 Draft EIS was released and prior to the 2003 
Draft EIS being released, several individuals and groups submitted suggestions for alternatives 
as an inclusive package.  These alternatives were submitted as a package and submitters typically 
asked that they be considered and analyzed as a complete alternative package in the forthcoming 
Draft EIS.  Specifically, a Rogue Group Sierra Club alternative, a Headwaters alternative, and an 
alternative submitted by Adam Briggs were received and were considered. 
 
Sierra Club 
This alternative included a number of component projects that were found to be identical to 
Alternative 5 considered in detail in the 2003 Draft EIS:  replacement of Ariel; a new lift in the 
area of the former “Poma” platter lift; a new lift from the Windsor base to a point near the 
junction of Caliban, Dream, and Circe runs; Ticket and Arrival Services Buildings; remodeled 
Base Lodge; Tubing Facility (but with no night lighting); selected run widening (but not to the 
same extent as Alternative 5); upgrading of the Sonnet run through widening and fill material 
(excluding the Blossom component as proposed by MAA); sediment trap improvement, and a 
sediment trap for Pumphouse Creek.  Unlike Alternative 5, the Sierra Club also proposed 
Wilderness designation for the McDonald Peak IRA (considered out of scope, see Appendix B) 
and a shuttle service with no expanded parking or a shuttle with expanded parking at the Knoll.  
 
Rationale:  This alternative package was not found to represent or fill a gap in the range of 
alternatives considered in detail due to its similarity to Alternative 5 (considered in detail, Draft 
and Final EIS).  It also does not respond in the same degree to the stated Purpose and Need for 
improving skier safety.  For instance, it does not include Lower Winter or Lower Juliet widening, 
ski runs that have been identified as areas with safety concerns.  Nor does it respond to the 
purpose of reducing cross-mountain skier traffic and access to facilities through its elimination of 
proposed guest services in the western portion of the ski area.  Since Alternative 5 contains most 
of the component projects of this public alternative, the Responsible Official has chosen to 
analyze it, instead of this public alternative, specifically as submitted. 
 
Headwaters 
This alternative included a number of component projects that are identical to components in the 
action alternatives evaluated in the Draft and Final EIS: a new lift in the area of the former 
“Poma” platter lift, Tubing Facility (but with night lighting to be evaluated at a later date); 
Tubing Facility parking; selected run widening (more than the Sierra Club alternative but less 
than Alternative 5); and upgrading of the Sonnet run through widening and fill material 
(excluding the Blossom component as proposed by MAA); snow fence construction; night 
lighting on the Bottom run; Base Lodge remodel; backcountry skiing in the Middle Fork; and 
Watershed Restoration.  Instead of constructing the Ticket and Arrival Services Buildings, this 
alternative would “construct ticket booths similar to other ski areas” and would relocate the 
upper portion of a shortened Skiway. 
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A primary feature of this alternative would be to expand the western portion of the current ski 
area.  This expansion would stay east of the Middle Fork with minimal encroachment on the 
McDonald Peak IRA.  A new lift would be installed in the existing Dream run.  Its top terminal 
would be located near the junction of Caliban, Dream, and Circe runs.  Its bottom terminal would 
be located at approximately 6,150 feet in elevation below the bottom of Dream.  Power to this 
bottom-drive lift would extend from the base of Ariel along the proposed Skiway beginning at 
that location.  Caliban and Dream would be extended to the bottom terminal of the lift.  In some 
respects, this alternative is similar to Alternative 3 in the 2003 Draft EIS in that it confines 
expansion to the east side of the Middle Fork and allows for a backcountry ski experience in that 
drainage.  Top terminal locations are nearly identical in the two alternatives in that both would 
not be located on the terminal moraine at the base of the Bowl.   
 
Rationale:  In addition to its similarity with Alternative 3 and component projects associated 
with other alternatives considered in detail, the Headwaters alternative was eliminated from 
further detailed study because of the following reasons: 
 

• Many of the components of this alternative (as received) were proposed by Headwaters to be 
evaluated at a later date (such as the possible need for a surface lift).  The EIS process is not 
conceptual in nature; it is a site-specific document that analyzes specific actions and their 
consequences.  This in turn will lead to a decision to approve or not approve specific actions.  
Approval of a “possible” surface lift in the future is not consistent with this site-specific EIS 
process. 

• The proposed lower terminal site would be on a 45-55 percent slope.  While technically 
possible, this slope angle would require a far greater amount of ground disturbance (cut and 
fill) compared to other terminal locations considered in detail under all of the action 
alternatives.  The IDT also considered realignment of the lift so that the lower terminal would 
be located near the tree island on Run 9.  This proved to be infeasible because this elevation 
is too high to provide Novice access to the lift via the Skiway from Ariel.  As a result, the 
revised layout would not meet the Purpose and Need. 

• Neither of the run extensions would provide Novice or Low Intermediate terrain.  The Dream 
extension would be an Upper Intermediate or Expert side hill run for its entire length with no 
fall line skiing (see EIS Chapter III, Recreation, Lift-Served skiing for a discussion of fall 
line skiing).  The Caliban extension, while on the fall line, would be rated as an Upper 
Intermediate run.  The 
upper portion of the 
Skiway Run in the 
Pumphouse Creek 
vicinity would be too 
narrow and steep for 
novice skiers and 
would also impact a 
small wetland at this 
location.  As a result, 
this layout would not 
meet the Purpose and 
Need for additional 
novice and 
intermediate terrain. 

Figure D-4 

FSSetup
Note
Figure D-4 - Map of Mountain Facilities Improvement
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• A number of the component projects in this alternative were infeasible or out of scope (such 

as power lines on lift towers, lift ticket watershed protection fee, and avoidance of cutting 
trees greater than 17 inches DBH in lift corridors and runs); these are discussed elsewhere in 
this appendix.  

 
Adam Briggs 
This alternative, while not as detailed as the proposals received from Headwaters and the Sierra 
Club, provided constructive information to the IDT toward the formulation of Alternative 3 in 
the Draft EIS.   As described in Chapter II, Alternative 3 functions to address the Significant 
Issues related to direct effects to Engelmann spruce, wetlands, and Riparian Reserves as well as 
reducing effects (compared to Alternative 2) associated with McDonald Peak IRA.  It proposed 
to only develop the area between the current ski area and the Middle Fork of the East Fork of 
Ashland Creek.  This is the same concept as developed by Mr. Briggs.  As suggested by Briggs, 
LC-6 was moved eastward from the location analyzed in the 2000 DEIS Alternatives 2 and 6.  
Likewise, the Middle Fork area west of the creek would only be used for off-trail skiing with no 
cleared runs.  Three new runs would extend from Caliban to the base of LC-6.  All of these 
components are similar to both alternatives. 
 
Rationale:  In addition to its strong similarity with Alternative 3 (in the 2003 DEIS), the Briggs 
alternative is not identical in two respects.  First, the Briggs alternative suggested that LC-6 
include an unloading platform on Dream and a summit-unloading terminal.  Adding another lift 
terminal at or near the summit would create unacceptable effects to Mt. Ashland lupine and 
Henderson’s horkelia, one of the Significant Issues identified in this EIS.  In addition, without 
extensive grading and re-contouring, there is simply not enough room at the summit area to 
include an additional chairlift.  The IDT then considered having the top terminal located on the 
west side of Dream instead of at the summit.  This site was not chosen because it would use 
existing lower ability level terrain that is also used as snowboard park.  Under Alternative 3, the 
terminal location was moved to a location slightly upslope between the Bowl and Upper Caliban 
runs just above the Circe junction (see Alternative 3 map).  This location also allows for the lift 
alignment to take advantage of land that is already cleared for Caliban, thereby slightly reducing 
the amount of tree removal required. 
 
Second, the Briggs alternative also placed a warming hut in the Dream run.  This structure, 
combined with the proposed lift terminal here would have utilized valuable terrain space on this 
run.  Alternative 3 includes toilet facilities and a ski patrol hut adjacent to the LC-6 terminal.  All 
of these facilities would be located off an existing run in a location that is relatively flat while 
still meeting the concerns expressed by Mr. Briggs relative to Engelmann spruce and wetland 
effects.  For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further detailed study by the 
Responsible Official. 
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10.  Alternatives Received from the Public - 2003 DEIS 
 
Sierra Club 2003 
In response to the 2003 Draft EIS, the Sierra Club expressed their support for Alternative 5 
except for the following components: Moraine Lodge, parking lot expansion, and Lower Juliet 
Run Widening.  This organization also expressed that other items should be removed, but did not 
provide the Forest Service with enough specificity to meaningfully respond. 
 
Therefore, the Responsible Official determined that alternative comments provided to the 2003 
DEIS regarding an alternative to consider in detail did not warrant further detailed analysis. 
 
Headwaters 2003 
In response to the 2003 DEIS, the Headwaters organization submitted a “Community 
Alternative”; this alternative is described in some detail in letter D03-3225.  This section will 
address this alternative as a package of action components; many individual components of this 
alternative are analyzed separately in following sections of this appendix.  This alternative was 
requested to be considered by “The Users Group,” Headwaters, the City of Ashland and others, 
as a separate modified alternative, based on DEIS Alternative 3. 
 
Headwaters stated goal for presenting this alternative (a modified Alternative 3) is to lessen 
impacts to the Middle Fork Area, the McDonald Peak Inventoried Roadless Area, and 
Cottonwood Creek.  The primary ideas and components of this alternative are listed below and 
are shown on Figure D-5, as developed by the Forest Service:  
 
• Retain all components of the 2003 DEIS Alternative 3 except for parking lot expansion and 

the Skiway (clarified below). 
• Modify LC-6 (Middle Fork Lift) by moving the base upslope and to the east on the ridge 

dividing the Middle Fork of the East Fork of Ashland Creek from Pumphouse Creek. 
• Add LC-5 (North Ridge Lift) and associated Run 21. 
• Add LC-13 as shown in Alternative 6. 
• Replace Run 18 (Skiway) with Emergency Egress route shown in Alternative 6. 
• Extend the existing Dream Run to the base of LC-6. 
• Make use of “natural lanes” between trees at the Tubing Facility. 
• Expand the Lodge by an additional 950 square feet from that proposed in Alternative 3. 
• Eliminate the Current Parking Lot Expansion, but retain the Bottleneck Widening and the 

Tubing Facility Parking. 
• Use an experimental plot to implement the glading component of Alternative 3. 
• Initiate Restoration projects before construction begins on any other improvements. 
• Issue two separate decisions in order to prevent non-controversial improvements from being 

implemented.  Specifically, allow for restoration and expansion projects to proceed within 
the Current Facility, but issue a second decision for parking lot expansion, Moraine Lodge, 
and lift and run development in the Middle Fork. 
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Figure D-5 

 
 
 

 
Rationale:  Due to its similarity with Alternative 3 and component projects associated with other 
alternatives considered in detail, the Headwaters alternative was eliminated from further detailed 
study by the Responsible Official because of the following reasons: 
 
• Virtually all of the component projects of the Headwaters Alternative 2003 are already being 

analyzed within other alternatives.  The Responsible Official could select the equivalent of a 
Headwaters Alternative in the ROD because 1) all components within this alternative are 
analyzed in the FEIS and 2) the effects of this selection would be equivalent to or less than 
that analyzed in the other action alternatives.  

• This alternative package was not found to represent or fill a gap in the range of alternatives 
considered in detail due to its similarity to Alternative 3 (considered in detail) and does not 
contribute to a reasonable “range” of alternatives relative to the Significant Issues.  In the 
Middle Fork area, direct effects to Engelmann Spruce, Watershed Resources, Water Quality, 
and Soils, would be nearly identical compared to Alternative 3.  Direct effects to the 
McDonald Peak Inventoried Roadless Area would be 5 acres in the Headwaters alternative 
and 15 acres in Alternative 3.  Within the Current Facility, direct effects to Mt. Ashland 
lupine and Henderson’s horkelia would be identical to Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6 (as a Forest 
Service Sensitive species: “may impact individuals but not likely lead to loss of population 
viability or Federal listing”).  ”).  Effects relative to economic feasibility would be less 
visitation (income) due to substandard design relative to the other Action Alternatives 
(Cushing, June 16, 2004, per. com.). 

• This alternative package was not found to represent or fill a gap in the range of alternatives 
considered in detail due to its similarity to Alternative 3 (considered in detail) and does not 
contribute to a reasonable “range” or contrast between alternatives relative to degree of 
attainment of Purpose and Need.  

2003 Community Alternative 

FSSetup
Note
Figure D-5 - Map of 2003 Community Alternative
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Relative to terrain balance and diversity, the alternative would provide about the same 
balance of terrain by ability level as Alternative 3, but far less than Alternatives 2, 4, and 6.  
This terrain balance would be somewhat compromised as much of the Novice terrain would 
be on cat tracks instead of relatively wide runs (e.g., Run 12).  Suitable Beginner terrain 
would be identical to Alternatives 2, 3, and 5.  Accessibility to existing terrain would be the 
same as Alternative 5 and 6 (installation of LC-13) while terrain for special programs and 
diversity of non-traditional terrain would be similar to Alternative 3 (see the following 
section which include tables that compare terrain acreages and distribution for the 
Headwaters and the Peak Experience alternative). 

• Recreational opportunities for non-skiers (Tubing Facility) would be met to a lesser degree in 
the alternative relative to Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6.  In terms of guest access and circulation, 
the alternative would provide better lift-served access to the western portion of MASA than 
Alternative 3 because of LC-13, but would not provide better access to skier service facilities 
in this portion of the ski area relative to Alternatives 2, and 5.   

• Alternative 3 of the FEIS is analyzed with no additional parking except for the Tubing 
Facility Parking and the Bottleneck Widening as suggested by Headwaters (and others). 

• As stated above, modification of LC-6 (by moving the base upslope on the ridge dividing the 
Middle Fork from Pumphouse Creek) does not additionally contribute to a reasonable 
“range” of alternatives relative to the Significant Issues.  In addition, the lower third of Run 
10 under this alternative would require grading in order to maintain fall line skiing on it’s 
cross-slope approach to LC-6.  FEIS Run 10 would require no grading in Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 6.  The modification of LC-6 would result in shorter runs with very little change to 
effects relative to Alternative 3. 

• An emergency egress route could replace the Skiway as part of a decision in the ROD (which 
would reduce Novice terrain), as the effects are analyzed in the FEIS and the effects of this 
selection would be equivalent to or less than that analyzed in the other action alternatives, 
which have greater effects.  

• Lifts LC-5 and LC-13 plus Run 21 are being analyzed in various combinations under 
Alternatives 3, 5, and 6.  Again, the Responsible Official could incorporate these components 
in a final decision. 

• The Dream Run was not extended to the Skiway (under FEIS Alternatives 2 and 3) or to the 
Emergency Egress route (Alternative 6) because of cross traffic concerns on Upper Rodger’s 
Way.  The latter run is the primary route to Ariel and to the Base facilities (via Comer 
Chairlift).  This cross traffic would pose somewhat of a safety hazard as well as interrupt 
skier flow during high use times (most weekends and holidays during the peak season from 
Thanksgiving through Presidents’ Day).  More advanced skiers and boarders would probably 
use the area below Dream whether left in its current condition or gladed, but that use would 
be substantially less than if the area was cleared as a Dream extension.  Additionally, slope 
angles approach 50 percent, so a Dream extension would most likely be rated as Upper 
Intermediate and would not provide terrain for lower ability levels skiers that would be using 
Caliban and Lower Dream. 

• At the Tubing Facility, consideration was given to leaving large trees between tubing lanes.  
The upper half of the proposed Tubing Facility is sparsely forested while the lower half is 
more densely forested on a relative basis.  Trees cannot be left between lanes due to liability 
and safety concerns.  Once a snow tuber starts down a lane, the user has very little control 
over the tube.  A person could conceivably leave a lane and strike a tree.  Also, leaving trees 
between the lanes would make it more difficult and costly for MAA to properly groom the 
lanes.   
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For analysis purposes, the Draft and Final EIS assumes that all trees would be cut within the 
Tubing Facility boundary.  A few trees may possibly be left near the top of each lane if 
groomers can work around the trees.  That decision would be made in the Implementation 
Plan for the Tubing Facility.  In all likelihood, a number of trees would be left between the 
Access Road and the actual snow tubing lanes (but not between the lanes). 

• The proposed expansion of the existing Base Lodge in Alternative 3 was arrived at by 
squaring off and incorporating all of the exiting bays and decks that protrude from the 
structure.  Further enlargement of the Lodge by an additional 950 square feet (as suggested 
by Headwaters) would intrude upon skier and pedestrian traffic as well as the Beginner 
teaching area adjacent to the Lodge.  The Forest Service believes that expected increases in 
skier visits and their need for more space at the Base Area can be handled by the total 
expanded footprint associated with the Arrival Services and Ticket Buildings along with the 
expanded footprint of the Base Lodge as described in Alternative 3. 

• Headwaters alternative suggests that an experimental plot should be gladed and monitored 
for five years before commencement of further glading in order to monitor possible impacts 
such as blowdown and soil erosion.  The Draft and Final EIS states that 20-40 percent of the 
trees (up to 17 inches DBH) would be removed.  These are maximum numbers.  In some 
cases, only 10-20 percent of the trees would actually be removed.  It is expected that fewer 
trees would be cut in the first year of implementation.  After a season of skiing, MAA and the 
Forest Service would determine if further selective tree removal would contribute to a more 
high quality ski experience.  The goal would be to cut as few trees as possible while still 
providing for wind protection and open lanes or routes through the stand while avoiding 
increased blowdown or soil erosion.  The Responsible Official sees no compelling reason to 
limit glading to one plot (of undetermined size) before proceeding to other areas five years 
later. 

• The Headwaters alternative states that restoration projects should be initiated before 
construction begins.  As stated in the Draft and Final EIS, all watershed restoration projects 
would be completed prior to or concurrent with the first development phase in the first year.  
Some restoration projects require material (such as large logs/woody material) be brought in 
and/or placed, which would require equipment (such as helicopters).  This equipment would 
be more readily available with concurrent construction or development activities associated 
with the first phase.   

• Further, some material for restoration (e.g., large woody material) would come from clearing 
activities associated with lifts or runs in proximity.  The Forest Service believes that 
restoration activities can be accomplished most efficiently from a labor and materials 
standpoint, as well as environmental effects, if done concurrently with new construction 
while still contributing to watershed recovery. 

• Finally, the alternative suggests that the Forest Service issue two separate decisions in order 
to prevent non-controversial improvements from being implemented.  Specifically, allow for 
restoration and expansion projects to proceed within the Current Facility, but issue a second 
decision for parking lot expansion, Moraine Lodge, and lift and run development in the 
Middle Fork.  For the reasons discussed above (efficiency and logistics) this suggestion was 
not considered as part of this (or any) alternative considered in detail.  Further, the method in 
which the agency prepares its decision is found to not be germane to an element of an 
alternative.   
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“Peak Experience” 2003 
In response to the 2003 DEIS, Paul Copeland (D03-3204) submitted an alternative referenced as 
the “Peak Experience” alternative.  This alternative has similarities to the Headwaters 2003 
alternative and to the 2003 DEIS Alternative 3.  Its stated purpose is to provide additional 
Novice and Intermediate terrain with reduced environmental impacts.  It declares that it also 
provides better terrain for snow boarders and a better configuration for advanced skiers than any 
of the 2003 DEIS alternatives. 
 
This alternative would primarily develop new facilities and terrain within the Current Facility 
and the east side of the Middle Fork of the East Fork of Ashland Creek.  The primary 
components of this alternative are listed below and are shown on Figure D-6 as developed by the 
Forest Service.  Overall, this alternative would retain most of the components of Alternative 3, 
but would rearrange them into a different configuration while adding some components of other 
alternatives. 

 
• Modify LC-6 (Middle Fork Lift) by moving the base upslope and to the east on the ridge 

dividing the Middle Fork of the East Fork of Ashland Creek from Pumphouse Creek.  
Specifically, the bottom terminal would be located just below the tree island on Run 9.  The 
top terminal would be located in the vicinity of the Upper Dream/Caliban junction. 

• Remove the existing Ariel chairlift and replace it with a relocated LC-13 lift that would 
extend from the base of Lower Tempest to somewhere in the vicinity of the Upper 
Dream/Caliban junction.  Lift access to the summit would be via a surface lift.  The bottom 
terminal of this surface lift would be in the vicinity of the top terminals of LC-6 and LC-13 
(Upper Dream/Caliban area). 

• Add LC-5 (North Ridge Lift) and associated Run-21 as shown under Alternative 5.  Also 
include LC-14 (Poma Lift) and associated Run 20A as shown in Alternatives 2 and 3. 

• Locate Run 18 (Skiway) at a higher elevation with a starting point on the west side of Ariel. 
• Extend the existing Dream Run to Run 18. 
• Retain (but shorten) Runs 9, 10, 10A, and 19.  Connect the bottom of Run 10 to LC-6 with a 

traverse run constructed like the Skiway with cut and fill methods. 
 
Figure D-6 

 
Peak Experience Alternative

FSSetup
Note
Figure D-6 - Map of Peak Experience Alternative
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Rationale:  Due to its similarity with Alternative 3 and component projects associated with other 
alternatives considered in detail, the “Peak Experience” (or Copeland) alternative was eliminated 
from further detailed study because of the following reasons: 
 
• Many of the component projects of the Copeland alternative are already being analyzed 

within other alternatives.  These include (with variations) the terrain and lift developments at 
the North Ridge, Poma, and east side of Middle Fork areas.  The Responsible Official could 
select some or all of these components in the ROD.  For example, the LC-6 pod would have 
already been analyzed in Alternatives 2, 3, and 6.  The Copeland alternative simply shortens 
the runs and the lift. 

• This alternative package was not found to represent or fill a gap in the range of alternatives 
considered in detail due to its similarity to Alternative 3 (considered in detail) and does not 
additionally contribute to a reasonable “range” of alternatives relative to the Significant 
Issues.  In the Middle Fork area, direct effects to Engelmann Spruce, Watershed Resources, 
Water Quality, and Soils, would be nearly identical compared to Alternative 3.  Direct effects 
to the McDonald Peak Inventoried Roadless Area would be 5 acres in the Copeland 
alternative and 15 acres in Alternative 3.  Within the Current Facility, direct effects to Mt. 
Ashland lupine and Henderson’s horkelia would be identical to Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6 (as 
a Forest service Sensitive species: “may impact individuals but not likely lead to loss of 
population viability or Federal listing”).  Effects relative to economic feasibility would be not 
be as favorable under this alternative due to increased capital costs associated with 
constructing six new lifts (serving shorter runs) as opposed to three lifts in Alternative 3 
(serving longer runs). 

• This alternative package was not found to represent or fill a gap in the range of alternatives 
considered in detail due to its similarity to Alternative 3 (considered in detail) and does not 
additionally contribute to a reasonable “range” or contrast between alternatives relative to 
degree of attainment of Purpose and Need.  Relative to terrain balance and diversity, the 
alternative would provide a similar balance of terrain by ability level as Alternative 3, but far 
less than Alternatives 2, 4, and 6.  Suitable Beginner terrain would be identical to 
Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6.  Terrain for special programs and diversity of non-traditional 
terrain would be similar to Alternative 3 (see the following section which include tables that 
compare terrain acreages and distribution for the Headwaters and the Peak Experience 
alternative). 

• Recreational opportunities for non-skiers (Tubing Facility) would be identical to Alternatives 
2, 3, 5, and 6.  In terms of guest access and circulation, the alternative would provide better 
lift-served access to the western portion of MASA than Alternative 3, but would not provide 
slightly better access to skier service facilities in this portion of the ski area relative to 
Alternatives 2, 5, and 6 (no Moraine Lodge).   

• As stated above, modification of LC-6 (by moving the base upslope on the ridge dividing the 
Middle Fork from Pumphouse Creek) does not contribute to a reasonable range of 
alternatives relative to the Significant Issues.  In addition, the lower third of Run 10 would 
require grading in order to maintain fall line skiing on its cross-slope approach to LC-6.  Run 
10 would require no grading in Alternatives 2, 3, and 6.  Modification of LC-6 would result 
in shorter runs with very little change in effects relative to Alternative 3. 
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• In the area to the east of Middle Fork, this alternative proposes to construct three new lifts 

(LC-6, LC-13, and a surface lift) and dismantle a fourth lift (Ariel) in order to provide access 
to less terrain than Alternative 3, which provides access to more terrain through construction 
of one lift (LC-6).  This would substantially increase both construction and operation costs.  
It would also increase the amount of grading and ground disturbance associated with lift 
construction (six terminals instead of two and approximately 30 lift towers instead of 18).  In 
terms of skier circulation, there would be cross-traffic and congestion in the Upper 
Dream/Caliban junction area where three terminals would be located adjacent to or within 
runs.  This could be mitigated to some degree through fencing and signing, but it would 
likely be difficult to manage. 

• The surface lift to the summit also presents challenges and problems.  The commenter states 
that high mountain surface lifts of this sort are common around the world and cites the 
Whistler Blackcomb Ski Area in British Columbia as one such example.  In comparison, 
Whistler has over 7,000 acres of skiable terrain, over 200 marked trails, and 33 lifts with a 
vertical drop of 1 mile.  The surface lifts at Whistler Blackcomb are located above timberline 
in vast open Bowls that are also accessed by chairlifts.  In contrast, this alternative’s 
proposed surface lift is located on a relatively narrow run in its upper portion with a 45 
percent slope in an area with potentially heavy skier traffic.  Out-of-control skiers on 
uppermost Dream could easily fall or slide into lift passengers.  The lift would be adjacent to 
a large snow fence and therefore subject to snow drift.  The snow fence provides a critical 
component in capturing snow in this windy location.  American National Standard Institute 
(ANSI) requires that the cross slope not exceed five percent and that the unloading area have 
a downgrade for ease of releasing the towing device and exiting the surface lift.  These safety 
requirements would require additional grading along segments of this lift and at the top 
terminal, as well as continued maintenance of the surface lift track during the winter.   

• In general, the configuration of the three lifts near the Moraine represents a “compromised 
design solution and would not be well received by the public” (Cushing, June 16, 2004, per. 
comm.).  The combined capacity of LC-6 and LC-13 would be about 3,000 people per hour 
(pph).  This would create a bottleneck for those wanting to use the surface lift to the summit, 
which would have a maximum capacity of 1,200 pph if installed as a T-bar.  (A platter-type 
surface lift would have less capacity.)   

• Lifts LC-5 and LC-14 and their associated runs are being analyzed in various combinations 
under Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6.  The Responsible Official could incorporate these 
components in a final decision. 

• Run 18 (Skiway) in this alternative would have a starting point on the west side of Ariel and 
would be at a higher elevation relative to its location in Alternatives 2 and 3.  The minimum 
slope angle requirement of 10 percent for Novice skier access to LC-6 is just barely attained 
by using this route.  Like Alternatives 2 and 3, the run would also function as the emergency 
egress route from the base of LC-6.  As a ski run providing access to LC-6, this run would 
only be feasible within the context of the Copeland alternative.  Its beginning point would not 
be accessible to Novice skiers approaching from the Base Area in Alternatives 2 or 3 due to 
its higher elevation.   

 
In terms of functioning as an emergency egress route, ski run, and catch line for tree skiers, 
the Responsible Official determined that from a safety standpoint, the route beginning at the 
bottom of Lower Tempest was a better location.   
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Reasons for this include:  1) snowcat and snowmobile traffic would not have to use Rodger’s 
Way and Lower Tempest, a high skier traffic area; 2) the Copeland route would create a four-
way junction, thereby increasing the risk of collisions between skiers; 3) although the 
Tempest route would also create a four-way junction, the terrain is in a broad and nearly flat 
area (relative to the Copeland junction ) and skiers are moving at slower speeds without 
snowcats and snowmobiles.  In addition, while the Tempest route requires crossing 
Pumphouse Creek, the Copeland route is adjacent to the small spring/wetland where potable 
water is obtained for the ski area.  Locating the route below this wetland would minimize any 
potential effects to MASA’s water source. 

• The Dream Run was not extended to the Skiway (Alternatives 2 and 3) or to the Emergency 
Egress route (Alternative 6) because of cross traffic concerns on Upper Rodger’s Way.  The 
latter run is the primary route to Ariel and to the Base facilities (via Comer Chairlift).  This 
cross traffic would pose somewhat of a safety hazard as well as interrupt skier flow during 
high use times (most weekends and holidays during the peak season from Thanksgiving 
through Presidents’ Day).  More advanced skiers and boarders would probably use the area 
below Dream whether left in its current condition or gladed, but that use would be 
substantially less than if the area was cleared as a Dream extension.  Slope angles approach 
50 percent, so a Dream extension would most likely be rated as Upper Intermediate and 
would not provide terrain for lower ability levels skiers that would be using Caliban and 
Lower Dream. 

• As stated above, modification of LC-6 (by moving the base upslope on the ridge dividing the 
Middle Fork from Pumphouse Creek) does not contribute to a reasonable range of 
alternatives relative to the Significant Issues.  In addition, the lower third of Run 10 would 
require grading in order to maintain fall line skiing on it’s cross-slope approach to LC-6.  
Run 10 requires no grading in Alternatives 2, 3, and 6.  Modification of LC-6 would result in 
shorter runs with very little change in effects relative to Alternative 3. 

 
Comparison of Headwaters 2003 and Peak Experience to Draft and Final EIS Alternatives 
The following tables compare some of the Purpose and Need elements relative to terrain 
distribution, quantitative ski terrain factors, and skier support facilities.  “HA” refers to the 
Headwaters alternative and “PE” to the Copeland “Peak Experience” alternative, which are 
discussed above.  
 
Table D-1.  Acreage and Percent Distribution by Ability Level, by Alternative 

Beginner Novice Low 
Intermediate Intermediate Upper 

Intermediate Expert Alt 
Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % 

1 3.3 3 11.0 9 0.0 0 13.3 11 51.3 41 46.2 37 
2 4.0 2 48.8 25 8.0 4 38.0 19 41.7 21 56.1 29 
3 4.0 2 31.7 19 8.8 5 34.4 21 40.5 24 48.4 29 
4 7.4 4 33.8 18 3.2 2 36.8 20 59.5 31 50.0 26 
5 4.0 3 32.4 22 1.0 1 20.8 14 42.6 29 47.2 32 
6 4.0 2 41.8 22 8.8 5 42.9 23 41.67 22 51.5 27 

HA 4.0 2 31.9 20 7.0 4 28.4 18 39.4 25 43.4 27 
PE 4.0 2 36.5 23 6.4 4 28.4 18 39.4 24 43.4 27 

Acres rounded to nearest one tenth (.1).  % rounded to nearest percentage point. 
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Table D-2.  Comparison of Quantitative Ski Terrain Factors Relative to a Quality Recreation 

Experience by Alternative 

Vertical Drop Longest 
Groomed Run Developed Ski Runs Ski Area Boundary 

Alt 
Feet Percent 

Increase Feet Percent 
Increase Acres Percent 

Increase Acres Length Percent 
Increase 

1 1,145 0 5,501 0 125 0 238 16,409 0 / 0 
2 1,584 38 8,216 49 196 57 506 22,654 113 / 38 
3 1,516 32 8,136 48 167 34 489 22,622 105 / 38 
4 1,655 45 5,501 0 191 53 391 32,434 64 / 98 
5 1,141 0 5,671 3 148 18 255 18,430 7 / 12 
6 1,584 38 8,307 51 190 52 498 22,321 109 / 36 

HA 1,355 18 5,501 0 160.3 28 410 23,285 72 / 42 
PE 1,305 14 6,504 18 161.8 29 403 22,408  69 / 36 

 
 
Table D-3.  Comparison of Skier Support Facilities by Alternative 

Projected Skier Visits 
Percent Increase Parking Guest Services 

Alt 
2005/06 2013/14 2023/24 Spaces Percent 

Increase 
Square 

Feet 
Percent 
Increase 

1 3 9 17 550 0 14,900 0 
2 6 28 45 751 37 27,100 82 
3 6 26 43 570 4 23,950 61 
4 6 27 43 878 60 23,410 57 
5 5 15 30 707 29 27,100 82 
6 6 29 46 878 60 23,950 61 

HA 6 26 43 20 4 24,900 67 
PE 6 26 43 707 29 23,950 61 

 
 
Rationale Summary for Eliminating Alternatives Received from the Public 
The alternatives discussed in this appendix (Sections B, 9 and 10) as received from the public 
were carefully reviewed by the IDT, the Forest Service Responsible Official, MAA and 
contracted ski area planners for understanding and analyzing each component, as well as the 
feasibility of the submittal as an alternative package.  Some ideas for component actions (e.g., 
suggestions for specific lift or run locations) were found to already be a component of an action 
alternative being analyzed in detail.  Other component actions were found to be technically 
infeasible or in some cases, could not be analyzed because they lacked enough specificity. 
 
In each case, when considering the public alternatives as a package, they were found to be 
essentially similar or identical to those already being analyzed in detail.  In cases where 
differences could be determined, the overall difference as an alternative package was not found 
to represent or fill a gap in the range of alternatives considered in detail.  Based on these 
conclusions, these alternatives were eliminated from detailed analysis by the Responsible 
Official.   
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11.  Alternatives to Avoid or Further Minimize Impacts to the Lower Wetlands and 
Engelmann Spruce 
 
The Draft and Final EIS include a number of alternatives, including the Proposed Action, that 
have as their function, reducing or eliminating impacts associated with the Lower Wetlands 
crossing area and associated Engelmann spruce grove.  This goal has been an integral part of the 
planning process since 1998.  In addition, a number of other alternatives were generated by the 
scoping process, were considered but eliminated from further detailed study.   
 
These alternatives were carefully reviewed by the IDT, the Forest Service Responsible Official, 
MAA and contracted ski area planners by understanding and analyzing each component, as well 
as the feasibility of the concepts as an alternative package.  They were all found to be financially 
infeasible or in some cases to have greater environmental consequences than alternatives 
considered in detail in the Draft and Final EIS.   
 
The overall differences as an alternative package was not found to represent or fill a gap in the 
range of alternatives being considered in detail.  Based on these conclusions, these alternatives 
were eliminated from detailed consideration by the Responsible Official.  Some of these 
alternatives eliminated may immediately strike the reader as unrealistic; they are discussed here 
in order to provide full public disclosure. 
 
Tunnel 
Under this concept, a tunnel would be constructed from the Run 12/14 junction to the bottom 
terminal of LC-6 (approximately 800-900 feet).  This alternative was eliminated from further 
detailed study because of excessive cost (probably millions of dollars), questions related to the 
storage and removal of the excavated material (including impacts to riparian areas associated 
with the operation of heavy machinery, impacts to the hydrology of the lower wetland area 
resulting from the substantial amount of excavation required, and the operational feasibility of 
such a tunnel (e.g., how would snow be moved into the tunnel, how would it be illuminated, and 
how would skier safety such as entrapment be addressed, etc. 
 
Tramway or Chairlift through Wetland 
Under this concept, a chairlift would be constructed from Run 12 (just above its junction with 
Run 14) to the bottom terminal area of LC-6.  This alternative was eliminated from further 
detailed study for the following reasons: While this would eliminate bridge construction impacts, 
it would still require a clearing width of 30-40 feet through the wetland/spruce area.  It would 
also require the construction of two additional lift terminals adjacent to this area, resulting in 
additional grading and soil excavation and the associated increased risk of sediment delivery to 
streams and wetlands.  Finally, there would be substantially increased construction and 
operational costs compared to the Alternatives Considered in Detail. 
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Deflector Bullwheel 
Virtually all chairlifts constructed in the United States are designed so that the haul rope (the 
wire cable to which chairs are attached) moves in a straight line between the bottom and top 
terminals.1  A deflector bullwheel allows for a lift to change direction at some point along its 
length.  The IDT considered a proposal whereby the LC-6 alignment, as considered in the 2000 
DEIS, would head in a south by southeast direction from the base terminal for a distance of 
approximately 800 feet.  At that point, a deflector bullwheel would be installed and the lift 
alignment would head in a south by southwest alignment to its top terminal on the Bowl 
moraine.  This alignment would eliminate almost all impacts to Engelmann spruce near the 
Lower Wetland area for the development of the lift corridor and trails.  However, the installation 
of a deflector bullwheel would require additional clearing and grading (up to the size of a 
football field) in order to accommodate the infrastructure required to allow for the angle in the 
lift alignment (Cushing 2003). 
 
This proposal was considered but eliminated for the following reasons: In Alternatives 2 and 6 of 
the Draft and Final EIS, the effects to spruce from the LC-6 alignment are reduced as compared 
to the 2000 Draft EIS.  This revised configuration analyzed in detail meets the stated Purpose 
and Need, without a deflector bullwheel.  Further, all of the remaining alternatives analyzed in 
detail completely avoid spruce impacts.  The total clearing impacts associated with a deflector 
bullwheel would exceed those associated with a standard lift (being analyzed in detail in 
Alternatives 2 and 6) due to increased length and the clearing associated with the deflector area.  
Finally, this highly engineered and technical installation would be very expensive to install and 
maintain; substantially increased over costs anticipated for the Alternatives Considered in Detail. 
 
Lower the Crossing Point 
This proposal would involve realignment of Runs 11, 12, 12B, and 14 with a lower crossing 
point (approximately 5,840 feet) and bottom terminal for LC-6.  Run relocation would avoid the 
wetland impacts between the 12/14 junction and the 12/12B junction.  Lift realignment would 
avoid direct impacts to Engelmann spruce.  This concept was eliminated from further detailed 
study for the following reasons: At a minimum, this proposal would require approximately 1,000 
feet of cut and fill along Runs 12 and 14 because the relocated runs would be located on a side 
slope.  In addition, roughly the same number of spruce would have to be cut and only a slightly 
smaller portion of the wetland would be impacted (compared to that considered in detail).  Base 
terminal location would require a greater area of excavation due to steeper slopes relative to 
locations being considered in detail in the Draft and Final EIS.  Bridge construction at the lower 
crossing point would require a longer length than that proposed under Alternative 2, and would 
be substantially more costly with greater risks for sediment delivery to waterways due to steeper 
slopes at this location. 
 
Move LC-6 lift to avoid entering into McDonald Peak IRA and/or Middle Fork 
Comment was made to the 2003 DEIS suggesting that the base of LC-6 lift be moved onto the 
ridge up north so it does not enter the Middle Branch drainage or the McDonald Peak roadless 
area (D03-894, D03-908, D03-915; D03-926).  In considering this, it was found that the bottom 
terminal of LC-6 could not be moved “up” and “north” at the same time.  The Forest Service 
believes that this comment meant to say move the base up and to the south in order avoid 
entering the McDonald Peak Inventoried Roadless Area.  

                                                 
1 Only one other lift in the United States has an angled lift with a deflector bullwheel.  This lift is located at the Breckenridge Ski Area in 
Colorado. 
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In response to scoping comments, the Forest Service developed Alternative 3 (Draft and final 
EIS) in order to lessen the effects associated with the Significant Issues.  One of these issues is 
the effect(s) to Inventoried Roadless Area.  If this lift is moved further south and up the ridge 
outside of the Inventoried Roadless Area, then the identified Purpose and Need is met to less 
degree with little change in the environmental consequences.  For these reasons, this idea was 
eliminated from detailed consideration. 
 
Two Chairlifts 
Under this concept, two chairlifts would be constructed in the LC-6 area, one on each side of the 
Middle Fork.  This would completely avoid the Lower Wetland complex.  The west-side lift 
bottom terminal would located at approximately 6,020 feet on proposed Run 12 just above the 
12/14 junction.  The east side lift would be located at approximately 5,900 feet near the proposed 
location of LC-6 in Alternative 2.  This alternative was eliminated from further detailed study for 
the following reasons: The west chairlift would be located almost entirely within Riparian 
Reserves and would also cross a number of wetlands.  There would be increased tree removal 
and grading because of the addition of second lift and clearing corridor.  Construction and 
operational costs would double.  Ski area boundary management would be complicated by skiers 
and boarders trying to ski through the wetland to get from the west lift to the east lift areas.  This 
would be an additional safety and operational management concern. 
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C.  Specific Actions Eliminated from Detailed Study 
 
This section discusses specific actions within possible alternatives that were considered as 
options, but have been eliminated from detailed study.  These component actions were 
considered by the Forest Service Responsible Official as potential alternative ways of providing 
features that address the Purpose and Need, yet with reduced or different effects, based on the 
Significant Issues identified through the scoping process.  Many of these actions are ideas 
received from the public during the February 2000 DEIS Comment Period, the July 2003 DEIS 
Comment Period, or from ongoing scoping.  Occasionally, a four digit numerical tracking code is 
referenced; these identify a Forest Service code for referencing the source of input.  Specific 
actions considered but eliminated from detailed study are discussed as follows. 
 
1.  Buildings 
 
Remodel Existing Lodge 
The public commented that this analysis should consider remodeling the current Base Lodge 
facility without changing the existing building footprint (2565).  Improvements including interior 
remodeling are part of all action alternatives.  Alternative 3 (Draft and Final EIS, considered in 
detail) includes remodeling and expansion of the building footprint.  Considerations for actions 
that do not create ground-disturbing effects (i.e., expansion of building footprint) would not 
require authorization under the NEPA process.  Authorization for this could occur via the annual 
operation plan approval process by the District Ranger.  Further, the Forest Service cannot direct 
the proponent to make any cosmetic changes that are within existing facilities.  Comments also 
suggested changes to the type of services, including food services provided within the existing 
lodge (2419).  This too, is out of scope of Forest Service requirements for authorization and 
analysis under NEPA.  These actions would be business decisions made by MAA and are outside 
of the scope of Forest Service decision space.  For these reasons, these ideas were eliminated 
from detailed consideration by the Responsible Official. 
 
Ticket Booths 
This idea from the public (2515.1 & DO3-2221) suggested that ticket booths should be 
constructed between the Lodge and parking lot.  They would be “similar to those in use at other 
ski areas” and would help reduce congestion at the lodge while improving skier access to 
services.  The Draft and Final EIS considers in detail a Ticket Services Building at this location, 
which would serve the same functions.  Other ski areas have a variety of structures that serve as 
ticket booths.  Some of these structures are temporary and some are permanent.  Some booths 
hold one person, other hold up to ten people.  Due to FEIS alternatives analyzing similar function 
and lack of detail by the commenter, this idea was eliminated from further detailed consideration 
by the Responsible Official.  
 
Moraine Lodge/Skier Services Buildings 
To address the concerns associated with the proposed Skier Services Building, several options 
were considered.  One option was to eliminate the building as proposed, yet provide additional 
skier services by expanding the current building near the main lodge (this option is considered in 
detail in Alternative 3).  Another option was to develop the Knoll and provide increased skier 
services at that location (this option is considered in detail in Alternative 4).   
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Different locations for the building were also considered.  One location suggested was at the top 
of the Ariel Chairlift (2520).  This option was considered infeasible due to the grading and 
clearing that would take place within Mt. Ashland lupine and Henderson’s horkelia populations.   
 
Another option would have placed the structure near the base of Ariel (2519).  This location was 
considered infeasible because skiers would be required to leave the LC-6 pod in order to use 
facilities associated with the structure.  This would result in additional congestion at the Ariel 
Chairlift base.  Additionally, unlike the moraine location, tree removal would be required at the 
base of Ariel. 
 
Both larger and smaller sizes for this facility were also considered (2475).  A larger facility was 
not considered feasible because of increased ground disturbance and possible impacts to a small 
nearby population of Henderson’s horkelia.  A smaller facility was not considered feasible 
because of the need to disperse and improve skier circulation at the ski area (Purpose #2) and to 
update and balance crowed skier service facilities (Purpose #3); (Chapter I, Purpose and Need). 
 
Analysis concluded that other sites do not have suitable terrain or utility access for a skier 
services facility (2529).  While alternate locations for a lodge in the western portion were 
considered (2495); the size and location evaluated in the range of alternatives considered in 
detail were determined to have the best terrain and skier and utility access opportunities.  It was 
determined that the need for expanded skier service facilities with a smaller or relocated facility 
could not be met as efficiently compared to those being analyzed in detail.  Based on the 
expected number of increased guests, and these actions were subsequently eliminated from 
detailed study by the Responsible Official.   
 
The adverse resource and social effects associated with the proposed Moraine Lodge location are 
best addressed by considering expansion of the main lodge, additional facilities at the current 
base area, or new facilities at the Knoll, all of which are considered in detail in the range of 
alternatives in the Draft and Final EIS. 
 
Toilet Facilities 
In response to a concern over the toilet facility location at the top of LC-6 because of exposure to 
wind, the IDT considered locations further down slope in areas protected by more trees (2521, 
1533.2, 2532).  Alternative locations were eliminated from detailed study by the Responsible 
Official for four reasons: 1) Options for the types of toilet facilities would be limited in the 
existing Special Use Permit area in the LC-6 area.  At the location proposed in Alternative 3, 
adjacent power would be readily available for lighting and heat.  2) The facility would be 
available for lift operators and patrol employees stationed at the top of LC-6.  In situations of 
maintenance needs, employees would be on site throughout the operational period when LC-6 is 
open.  3) Ground disturbance would be the same as at other locations so there would be no 
reduced resource impact by moving the toilet down slope.  4) Wind is not known to be a problem 
relative to construction or use of this facility at the proposed location.   
 
Patrol Building  
This public idea (2533.2) suggested that restroom and ski patrol facilities be located near the top 
of a proposed lift that would terminate near the junction of the Dream, Circe, and Caliban runs 
(see Headwaters alternative(s) above).  Alternative 3 in the Draft and Final EIS includes toilet 
facilities and a ski patrol hut adjacent to the LC-6 terminal location, which is different from the 
location proposed in Alternatives 2 and 6.  Since this public suggestion is nearly identical to that 
being considered in detail in Alternative 3, it was eliminated from further detailed study.
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Additional Structure at Base of LC-6 
An additional building (2530) at the base of LC -6 was considered as an option in any alternative 
that would necessitate emergency egress from the base of LC-6 either by transport on the lift or 
by snowcat up proposed Run 9 to Rodger’s Way, and then to the current Ski Patrol facility at the 
Rental Shop building.  The purpose of such a building would be to protect a snowcat that would 
be stationed at the base of LC-6 solely for emergency transport.  All action alternatives in the 
Draft and Final EIS that develop LC-6 have an emergency egress route that does not require 
evacuation via Run 9.  Injured skiers would be evacuated by snowmobile via the Skiway (R-18) 
in Alternatives 2 and 3 or via an emergency egress route (IE-1) in Alternative 6.  Since a snowcat 
would not be permanently stationed at the base of LC-6, an additional building was considered 
unnecessary and was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
2.  Parking 
 
One of the more critical current operational issues at MASA is parking space (see Chapter I, 
Purpose and Need).  The 1991 FEIS Project #19, Sufficient Parking and Access, provided 
conceptual approval of access and parking necessary to accommodate 1,905 vehicles.  An 
increase of approximately 40 percent in parking area is proposed to accommodate the anticipated 
increase in guests associated with the Proposed Action.  Access provided by MAA-subsidized 
mass transportation was considered in the determination of additional parking needs. 
 
Many potential parking lot locations were analyzed with the 1991 FEIS; details and conclusions 
for each option are documented in Appendix C of the 1991 FEIS.  T.J. Bossard and Associates, 
Barnhart/Malcolm, Forest Service resource specialists and MAA management performed 
analysis on these options at various times.  Upon careful review of these described options, 
MAA elected to pursue further analysis of three potential locations: Knoll, Rental Shop, and 
Access Road.  The Access Road and Knoll locations are considered in detail in the Draft and 
Final EIS.  The rental shop alternative has been eliminated from further detailed study.  These 
and other options for parking are discussed below. 
 
Terraced Poma Parking (1991 Master Plan) 
The 1991 Master Plan included a total parking capacity of 1,905 vehicles, approximately 1,300 
more than the current 550-600 vehicle capacity.  Under a terraced Poma parking component of 
parking lot expansion, approximately 400 additional parking spaces would be created in a series 
of lots extending from the northeast side of the Access Road (County Road 1151) switchback to 
the base of Sonnet.  A new paved road would provide access to these parking lots.  Beginning at 
the current junction of the Access Road and Forest Service Road 195, this road would pass 
through the Knoll saddle and then curve back to the southwest, and terminate at the current lot.   
 
This project is now considered infeasible because of concerns related to water quality in the 
Ashland Municipal Watershed, particularly possible increases in sediment production and 
delivery and the possible introduction of petrochemical and other pollutants.  In addition, high 
capital costs and guest inconvenience2 (e.g., an uphill walk with ski gear of over 1,200 feet to 
Base Lodge) associated with this project also contributed to its infeasibility.  Therefore, the 
Responsible Official eliminated this option from further detailed study. 

                                                 
2   A 1,200 foot walk is considered the upper end of “comfortable” (SE Group 2003) 
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February 2000 DEIS Alternative 2 Parking Lot 
Under this proposal for parking lot expansion, analyzed in detail in the February 2000 Draft EIS, 
all new parking lot expansion would take place along the Access Road leading into the current 
parking lot.  Approximately 13,000 to 20,000 cubic yards of soil would be removed from the cut 
slope of the Access Road and placed on its fill slope in order to provide the expanded parking 
area.  Because of concerns related to possible sediment transport to Cottonwood Creek and 
potential adverse visual impacts as viewed from the Pacific Crest Trail, this design has been 
eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Minimize Tree Cutting in Sonnet Area for Expanded Parking 
The Sonnet area is one of the most wind-exposed areas at the existing ski area.  Public comment 
identified a need to minimize tree cutting to mitigate for this wind effect (2483).  Alternative 2 in 
the 2000 DEIS considered in detail a proposal to remove most of the trees between the Access 
Road and Sonnet to accommodate expanded parking.  These trees provide a partial windbreak on 
the Sonnet run.  While the range of alternatives in the Draft and Final EIS evaluate expanded 
parking in the same vicinity, the various designs have been revised to incorporate far less tree 
removal than that proposed in the 2000 Draft EIS.  The Forest Service recognizes the importance 
of trees in this area to provide a windbreak and believes that parking lot designs being considered 
in detail in the FEIS would accommodate that purpose; additional mitigation was not further 
considered in detail by the Responsible Official. 
 
Decrease Parking Lot Cut and Utilize Access Road Stockpiles for Fill 
Public comment identified a desire to lessen the cut for parking and utilize access road stockpiled 
material for fill (2484).  Alternatives 3 and 5 considered in detail in the Draft and Final EIS 
decrease the cut size by approximately 0.3 acre, over that proposed in the 2000 Draft EIS.  
Material from the cut would adequately serve (balance) as fill in these alternatives and there is no 
need to import Access Road stockpiled material for additional fill.  For this reason, Access Road 
stockpile utilization was considered unnecessary and was eliminated from further detailed study 
by the Responsible Official. 
 
South Edge of Current Parking Area 
A parking proposal received from the public suggested that a second lot be constructed 
immediately south of the current lot, at a lower (double deck) level on the South Side (2482).  
This proposal would have required cutting into the existing parking lot fill slope, thereby 
threatening the stability of that lot and possible increased sediment delivery to Cottonwood 
Creek, along with increased impacts to wetlands in this area.  The fill slope of this lot would also 
not be contained within the current Special Use Permit area boundary.  For these reasons, this 
idea was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Rental Shop Area 
This project would extend the present parking lot toward the north onto a portion of the Juliet ski 
run.  Analysis by T.J. Bossard and Associates in 1997 showed this small area would provide 
about 35 spaces and would need to be combined with other areas to provide sufficient parking.  
This area was identified as a “critical skier path” and parking construction in this area would 
create conflicts with skier flow and a potential safety hazard.  In addition, this option would not 
adequately meet the Purpose and Need based on the expected number of increased guests as a 
result of ski area expansion.  For these reasons, this idea was eliminated from further detailed 
study by the Responsible Official. 
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Reduce Parking Lot Size and Use as Beginner Terrain 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to reduce the size of the current 
parking lot and use it as beginner terrain (2293).  Current capacity of the parking lot is already 
exceeded on weekends and holidays during the peak season (December thru mid February).  
Decreased parking capacity would further exacerbate this problem.  In order to create Beginner 
terrain, the nearly level parking lot would need to have the asphalt removed, the area re-
contoured, and a new chairlift installed.  The current parking lot receives more wind than any 
location at MASA, other than the summit area.  Most beginner skiers have a more difficult time 
with adverse weather conditions than skiers with more experience.  In addition, this option would 
require development of parking elsewhere and to shuttle most guests to the site.  For these 
reasons this concept was considered infeasible and was eliminated from further detailed study by 
the Responsible Official. 
 
Regulate Bus Parking Close to Lodge 
Public comment indicated that the Forest Service should regulate bus parking close to the lodge 
(i.e., limit the ability of busses to park near the lodge).  The Forest Service cannot direct the 
proponent to enact this type of action (2485).  This action would be part of ski area operations 
and is therefore not part of Forest Service discretion, nor part of NEPA authorization for ski area 
expansion being analyzed at this time. 
 
Regulate Employees Transportation Options 
Public comment indicated that the Forest Service should regulate MAA employee transportation 
options.  Regulating MAA employee transportation (2487) would be part of ski area operations 
and is therefore not part of Forest Service discretion, nor part of NEPA authorization.  
Additionally, MAA has been providing employee transportation as a service to its employees for 
many years. 
 
Parking (including covered area) at Bottom of Access Road 
Public comment indicated that the Forest Service should evaluate the development of parking at 
the bottom of the Access Road.  This idea (2478, 2507) could help with the crowded situations 
and would be supported in principle by the Forest Service, but the area described is not located 
on National Forest System Lands and is therefore not within the decision space of the Forest 
Service.  Coordination (by MAA) would likely be required with the State of Oregon and/or 
private landowners.  In addition, in the FEIS, Alternative includes no additional parking, and 
Alternative 3 includes approximately 20 spaces for the Tubing facility and the “bottleneck” area.  
This situation under these alternatives would indirectly force MAA to consider such an option. 
 
Requirement for Mass Transit 
Public comment indicated that the Forest Service should require the utilization of mass transit.  
This could potentially help with the crowded situations and would be supported in principle by 
the Forest Service.  A certain amount of this has been ongoing (see Chapter III, Transportation).  
This action (2292) however, is also not within the decision space of the Forest Service and would 
not require NEPA.  The Forest Service can endorse this action but cannot require it of the permit 
holder.  The Forest Service does not have the authority to require MAA to use any site located 
off National Forest System lands.  The Forest Service can only indirectly create the need for it by 
not approving additional parking at MASA. 
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Financial Incentives and Creative Options for Transportation 
Public comment indicated that the Forest Service should require financial incentives and creative 
options for transportation.  These ideas, including mass public transit options (subsidizing, 
pooling, discounts, etc.) (2480, 2292, D03-754) relate to ski area operation and management and 
are therefore not part of Forest Service discretion, nor part of NEPA authorization for ski area 
expansion at this time.  Operations by MAA have for many years, included provisions like this. 
 
Additional public comment to the 2003 DEIS (D03-3222) suggested that it may be possible for 
MAA to consider a pricing scheme that encourages ski area users to car pool by charging fees (or 
higher fees) to autos with less than three persons for parking at the ski area.  This could provide 
additional income for MAA and incentive for ski area users to car pool or use the shuttle service 
from the bottom of the Access Road.   
 
The MASA parking lot is part of the Oregon State Snopark system.  The parking lot serves both 
MASA customers and those using the dispersed facilities in the area such as the Bull Gap and 
Grouse Gap Nordic trail systems.  Fees are already charged by the State on either a daily or 
annual basis from November 15 through April 30.  These fees cover the cost of plowing the 
MASA parking lot and Snoparks throughout Oregon.  During periods of intense storms and high 
snowfall rates, MAA employees will use their snow groomers to assist ODOT in plowing the lot.  
However, these machines are not designed for traditional plowing of a parking lot and their use 
for this purpose is inefficient.  The Forest Service cannot require that MAA take over snow 
removal at the ski area.  If MAA did take this responsibility, it would require a great deal of 
capital investment for rotary and bladed snow plows.  This would also add to MAA’s annual 
operation and maintenance costs.   
 
MAA cannot charge additional fees because users are already paying a fee to the State.  It might 
be possible for MAA to offer ticket discounts to people who arrive in a car with three or more 
persons but that would provide less income, not more.  There would also be other items to 
consider such as how would fees be reduced (or increased) for the thousands of season pass 
holders who are not buying a ticket on a daily basis.  In any case, the Forest Service does not 
have the authority to require MAA to consider or implement a pricing scheme for parking. 
 
The Forest Service does not have the authority to require MAA to use the ODOT site at the 
bottom of the Access Road, the Callanan’s site, or any other site located off National Forest 
System lands.  The Forest Service can only indirectly create the need for it by not approving 
additional parking at MASA.  Based on public comment, Alternative 3 will be modified in the 
FEIS with no additional parking expansion within the Special Use Permit area (except for the 
Tubing Facility and Bottleneck Widening).   
 
Additional public comment to the 2003 DEIS (D03-926) asked if a plan could be made that 
reserves sites for backcountry skiers, Nordic skiers in general, and those involved with snowplay 
activities.  This would require that paying customers at MASA would need to park further away 
from the base area.  Income received from these customers helps pay for maintenance and 
operation of the parking lot for both paying customers and other users like backcountry skiers.  
Although plowing of the lot is performed by the State of Oregon, all other parking lot costs are 
paid for by MAA.  The “first come, first served” rule seems like the fairest method for finding a 
parking spot close to the ski area or to the back lot near the winter trails—for both paying and 
non-paying winter recreationists.   
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3.  Lifts   
 
A number of ideas were considered by the IDT relative to upgrading or replacing current lifts at 
MASA (2497, 2500, 2501, 2512).  Several ideas involved the Ariel Chairlift.  Alternative 5 
includes replacement of the Ariel Chairlift and is analyzed in detail in the Draft and Final EIS.  
Additional lifts were also considered and were eliminated from detailed consideration; they are 
discussed below. 
 
Modifications to Ariel Chairlift 
One concept explored was to provide lower level terrain access to Caliban and Dream by adding 
an unloading platform to the Ariel Chairlift at approximately 7,240 feet in elevation.  From the 
unloading platform, skiers could access the easier terrain of Lower Caliban and Lower Dream.  
This would require terrain modification to create a “skiway”-type run for a short distance 
(approx. 250 feet) to a junction with the upper part of Lower Dream.  An unloading platform on 
this steep narrow run below the Ariel lift would degrade the skiing experience for skiers coming 
down from the top of Ariel (the platform and unloading area would take up at least half the width 
of the run) and would present safety hazards to skiers coming down Ariel and to those unloading 
onto it.  Collisions would be a substantial risk, especially on icy days if a skier fell above the 
unloading platform and slid into other skiers unloading or into the platform structure itself.   
 
On days when Ariel was closed due to inclement weather, there would be no access to the lower 
level terrain on Lower Dream and Caliban.  Finally, in order to reach Lower Caliban, skiers 
would be traversing across the width of Dream, presenting another crossing of an existing run 
and contributing to an increased risk for collisions between skiers.  For these reasons, this project 
was considered infeasible and was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible 
Official. 
 
Another concept was to lengthen Ariel at its bottom end toward the Special Use Permit area 
boundary.  Site-specific investigation of the area near the boundary showed that the slope angle 
(35-45%) was too steep in this area to place a terminal.  While technically feasible, a substantial 
amount of cut and fill would be required at the terminal site.  Slope angles in this area exceed 
those needed for novice level terrain and would not fulfill a primary element of the stated 
Purpose and Need for the project – development of additional novice level skiing terrain.  For 
these reasons, this design was dropped from further detailed analysis by the Responsible Official. 
 
Eliminate Ariel Lift & Replace with LC-6 to Summit; Add Midway Unloading Platform 
Public comment (D03-894, D03-908) recommended that LC-6 be taken to the summit where 
Ariel is located in Alternative 5, and that a midway drop point be added.  It further recommended 
adding the LC-13 lift.  This idea suggested that by installing these two lifts in this configuration, 
it would be possible to eliminate the current Ariel Lift.   
 
As stated in the 2003 DEIS, adding a midway unloading platform was considered but eliminated 
in the “Briggs Alternative” (2003 Appendix D, page 10).  In that case, the top terminal of LC-6 
was in addition to the existing Ariel top terminal.  Under this suggestion, Ariel would be 
removed and LC-6 would be the only lift serving Mt. Ashland’s summit.   
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This proposal was considered but eliminated by the Responsible Official for the following 
reason: During periods of inclement weather, especially high wind, LC-6 would not be able to 
operate.  The consequence of this would be that the wind-protected terrain in the Middle Fork 
area served by LC-6 would not be available to skiers because the lift would be shut down.  By 
keeping the top terminal of LC-6 near the Moraine or Caliban/Dream junction (depending on 
alternative), shutdown due to inclement weather can be avoided at almost all times and the 
Middle Fork terrain would remain available to skiers and boarders.  
 
Other Existing Chairlifts 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered upgrades to other existing lifts at MASA.  
Those ideas primarily focused on “speeding up” existing lifts.  Faster lifts would not meet the 
Purpose and Need to develop additional Novice and Intermediate terrain nor would they enhance 
lift access to the western portion of the ski area.  For example, a faster Comer Lift would 
increase skier densities on Lower Juliet, already a congested area with a high accident rate.  In 
order to provide faster lifts, the currently functional lifts would either need to be replaced or 
redesigned at substantial cost.  For these reasons, this concept was dropped from further detailed 
analysis (except for the Ariel lift) by the Responsible Official. 
 
Pumphouse Chairlift 
The Pumphouse Chairlift was analyzed in Alternative 3 in the February 2000 Draft EIS.  It 
would extend from near the base of Ariel to a point approximately 250 feet east of the proposed 
LC-6 top terminal and provide novice access to the Middle Fork area.  Novice and low 
intermediate skiers would access the Pumphouse Lift bottom terminal via the proposed Rodger’s 
Way surface lift (LS-15).  Based on further review by the IDT and contracted ski area designers, 
it was determined that access for novice skiers could be accomplished with a single chairlift 
originating from the Windsor/Comer base area, thereby eliminating the need for a surface lift 
(2502, 2502.1) and the impacts associated with the conceptual Pumphouse Lift.  Skiers would 
benefit by riding one lift to the pod instead of two lifts as discussed in the 2000 Draft EIS.  The 
Windsor to Moraine chairlift  (LC-13) has replaced the Pumphouse lift and is analyzed in detail 
in Alternatives 5 and 6 in the Draft and Final EIS.   
 
The IDT also considered extending the Pumphouse Lift down slope toward the Special Use 
Permit area boundary (2498).  This was eliminated from further detailed study for three reasons.  
First, the Pumphouse lift has been replaced by the proposed LC-13 lift as stated above.  Second, 
site-specific investigation of the area near the boundary showed that the slope angle (35-45%) 
was too steep in this area to place a terminal.  While technically feasible, a substantial amount of 
cut and fill would have been required at the terminal site.  Finally, slope angles in this area 
exceed those needed for novice level terrain (see Chapter I, Purpose and Need).  For these 
reasons, this concept was dropped from further detailed analysis by the Responsible Official. 
 
Dream/Caliban Chairlift 
The public suggested two different locations for a lift (2533, 2533.1) that would attempt to serve 
one or more similar function as the proposed LC-6 chairlift.  The top terminal of both lifts would 
be located on the west side of Dream near the junction with Caliban.  Based on that input, 
Alternative 3 in the Draft and Final EIS considers in detail a top terminal location adjacent to or 
slightly upslope from the location suggested in both proposals.   



Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion  FEIS Appendix D - 33 

The bottom terminal location for each of these proposals was quite different.  The first proposal’s 
bottom terminal location would be the same or nearly identical to that analyzed in Alternative 3 
of the Draft and Final EIS.  The second proposal is located further to the east below the bottom 
of Dream at approximately 6,150 feet.  Both of these proposals were component parts of 
alternatives received from the public and are discussed in more detail above in “Alternatives 
Received from the Public,”(i.e., Headwater, “Peak Experience,” and Briggs).  In short, the 
bottom terminal location below Dream has been eliminated from further detailed study by the 
Responsible Official because of increased ground disturbance and lack of Novice to Intermediate 
terrain on the two runs associated with this lift (see Chapter I, Purpose and Need). 
 
Middle Fork Chairlift (LC-6) 
Four locations for the bottom terminal of LC-6 have been considered since March of 1998.  As 
presented in the March 1998 MAA proposal, the bottom terminal location (5,944 feet) for this 
lift would require that Run 12 cross through a relatively broad area of the Lower Wetland and 
Engelmann spruce grove (see Run 12 discussion below).  In order to reduce impacts to the 
wetlands and spruce, the lower terminal was moved 100 feet to the north/northeast, thereby 
allowing Run 12 to cross the wetland/spruce grove at a lower elevation where the extent of the 
wetland/spruce grove narrows.  This location (5,926 feet) was included as part of MAA’s 
December 1998 proposal and was analyzed in the 2000 Draft EIS.  Both of these locations have 
been eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official because two other 
terminal locations (discussed below) would reduce further or eliminate impacts to spruce and 
wetlands. 
 
Based on public comment and further site-specific studies, MAA’s March 2002 proposal moved 
the bottom terminal of LC-6 approximately 150 feet to the east (5,910 feet).  This location still 
meets Purpose and Need while further reducing impacts to Engelmann spruce.  It is being 
analyzed in detail in Alternative 2 and 6 in the Final EIS.  An additional location, analyzed in 
Alternative 3, fully avoids direct impacts to Engelmann spruce and wetlands. 
 
Figure D-6 
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Chairlift From Bottom Of Windsor Lift To Caliban/Proposed Run 9 Intersection 
With this concept, an additional chairlift would be developed originating near the base of the 
existing Windsor Lift, crossing over the base of the Ariel Lift and running along the skier’s left 
edge (north) of the Rodger’s Way run, terminating at the Caliban/proposed Run 9 intersection.  
Approximately 2,500 feet in length, this lift would transport guests from the Comer/Windsor 
base area to the top of proposed Run 9.  However, due to the slope angles associated with the 
upper portion of Run 9 (from the tree island up), this design would not have provided novice 
level access into the LC-6 Lift and run area (see Chapter I, Purpose and Need).  Additional 
design/operational concerns would be associated with: crossing over the base terminal of the 
Ariel Lift, developing enough width along Rodger’s Way to accommodate the lift and skiing, 
additional operations and maintenance requirements, and costs associated with the installation of 
an additional lift.  Because this design would not provide low angle, emergency egress, injured 
guests would have to be transported to the top of the LC-6 Lift by attaching the evacuation 
toboggan to the back of the chairlift.   
 
Life-threatening medical emergencies would have to be served by medical helicopter or 
evacuated by snowcat during inclement weather.  A sub-component of this concept would be the 
construction of a Skiway Run from the top of Run 9, to the tree island on Run 9.  The Skiway 
would include a “switchback” below the Dream ski run at approximately 6,450 feet in elevation.  
 
Because this option would still require construction of a Skiway Run, in this case including a 
switchback on steep terrain, and because of this design’s inability to ingress novice level guests, 
this option would not have provided an alternative with comparative contrast regarding the 
identified resource issues.  The Responsible Official determined that this configuration would 
not improve or satisfy the stated Purpose and Need of the project and dropped it from further 
detailed consideration. 
 
Additional Chairlift from Windsor/Comer Base Area to Middle of Proposed Run 9 
With this design, an additional chairlift would be installed originating near the base of the 
Windsor and Comer Chairlifts, and would run northwest and slightly downhill to terminate at the 
tree island in the middle of proposed Run 9.  The chairlift would provide access for novice 
ability levels into the LC-6 Lifts and runs.  Construction of the additional lift would necessitate 
clearing a corridor of vegetation approximately 30-40 feet wide along the length of the lift.  At 
approximately 3,200 feet in length, this additional lift would be longer than any of the existing 
lifts at MASA.  In order to minimize ground disturbance along the length of the lift, the existing 
side slope would be maintained and would therefore not serve as an emergency egress route.  
Since the lift alignment would not provide an appropriate emergency egress, injured guests 
would be transported to the top of this lift or to top of the LC-6 Lift by attaching the evacuation 
toboggan to the back of the chairlift.  Life-threatening medical emergencies would be served by 
medical helicopter or evacuated by snowcat during inclement weather.   
 
The installation of an additional 3,200-foot chairlift would constitute a considerable increase to 
the overall capital and operational cost for the LC-6 expansion area, while providing the singular 
benefit of novice ingress.  Further, lift corridor clearing would be similar to the clearing required 
for the proposed Skiway Run and ground disturbance would result from the installation of lift 
tower foundations.  The Responsible Official determined that this configuration did not provide 
enough comparative contrast regarding resource issues, and it was eliminated from further 
detailed study. 
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Include LC-5 Pod (North Ridge lift) in Other Alternatives  
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-908, D03-926, D03-3221, D03-3225) suggested that 
Alternative 3 include the LC-5 “North Ridge Lift” and beginning terrain (R-21) near the existing 
Sonnet run as shown in Alternative 5.  This idea suggested that this would provide Beginner 
terrain close to the Lodge. 
 
Alternative 3 already included development of a portion of the terrain on the North Ridge with 
LC-14 (Poma Lift).  Both lifts would provide access to lower level terrain near the current Base 
Lodge.  One function of Alternative 5 is to maximize terrain improvements within the Current 
Facility area.  Alternative 3 does not have this limitation as it expands into a portion of the 
Middle Fork area.  The North Ridge Lift is not included in Alternative 3 in order to help provide 
contrast between alternatives for analysis purposes.  For these reasons, this idea was eliminated 
from detailed consideration.  In addition, the Responsible Official could select LC-5 as an 
element of the ROD.  As a point of clarification, the North Ridge and Poma Chairlifts and their 
associated runs would provide Novice terrain, not Beginner terrain. 
 
Include Windsor to Moraine Lift (LC-13) in Alternative 3 
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-3221, D03-3225) suggested that Alternative 3 also 
include the LC-13 Lift (Windsor to Moraine Chairlift) in a modified Alternative 3.  
 
One primary objective of this lift is to provide access for lower level skiers to the easier terrain 
located on Lower Dream and Caliban as well as proposed runs in the Middle Fork.  In 
Alternative 3, access to this terrain is via the Betwixt and Skiway (R-18) Runs to LC-6.  The 
alternatives and their components were developed to provide reasonable and different ways to 
meet Purpose and Need within the context of the Significant Issues.  To include LC-13 would 
duplicate the objective of providing access to the west side of the Current Facility and/or the 
Middle Fork area that is already met by the Betwixt/Skiway route in Alternative 3.  For these 
reasons, this idea was eliminated from detailed consideration.  Since LC-13 is being analyzed in 
detail in Alternatives 5 and 6, the Responsible Official could add LC-13 to a modified 
Alternative 3 if selected.   
 
4.  Infrastructure 
 
Roads 
 
Knoll to Base Area Road (1991 Master Plan) 
Refer to Terraced Poma Parking (1991 Master Plan) discussion above.   
 
Construction Road to Windsor Top Terminal 
This proposal (2514) would construct a new road from Comer’s top terminal to the existing 
Falstaff Road segment which begins on the west side of the Romeo run.  Another new road 
would be constructed from the Falstaff road to Windsor’s top terminal (on the Avon ski run) for 
lift maintenance purposes.  New construction and reconstruction of the Falstaff Summer Work 
Road is being considered in detail in Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 6.  Alternatives 1 and 4 do not 
include this construction.  Since the Windsor lift has not required a road to its top terminal since 
construction in the late 1970s, there is no need for new road construction to service this lift.  
Therefore, this road was considered but eliminated from further detailed study by the 
Responsible Official. 
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Construction Roads to Bottom of Middle Fork (LC-6) and East Fork Chairlifts (LC-7) 
This proposal would construct a new road either to the base of LC-6 (Alternatives 2,3, 6) or to 
the base of LC-7 (Alternative 4).  The LC-6 road would generally follow the proposed Skiway 
route (R-18) in Alternatives 2 and 3 or the emergency egress route (IE-1) in Alternative 6.  Total 
length would be approximately 4,000 feet.  The LC-7 road would generally follow the 
emergency egress route (IE-2) and Run 4 in Alternative 4.  Total length would be approximately 
2,100 feet.  These roads would be needed for construction access and maintenance of bottom 
drive terminals.   
 
In order to minimize effects associated with road construction, both lifts are proposed as top 
drive.  With top-drive terminals, as opposed to bottom-drive, the roads associated with each lift 
would be substantially shorter.  The LC-6 road along Falstaff would include about 2,100 feet of 
new construction within the current developed area.  The LC-7 road to the Knoll summit would 
include about 1,400 feet of new construction.  Roads to the top of each lift would be located 
outside of the McDonald Peak IRA.   
 
Construction roads to the bottom of Middle Fork (LC-6) and East Fork Chairlifts (LC-7) would 
result in increased effects to soils due to their longer length and would possibly increase 
sediment transport to waterways.  Both roads would enter into a small portion of the McDonald 
Peak Inventoried Roadless Area and could affect the current unroaded character and value of this 
area.  For these reasons, this project was eliminated from further detailed study by the 
Responsible Official.   
 
Power 
 
Install Power Lines on Lift Towers  
In an effort to minimize effects to soils through trenching for power lines, consideration was 
given to supporting electrical lines on lift towers (2543).  This concept was eliminated from 
further detailed study because it violates American National Standard Institute requirements  
for voltage limitations (40 volt maximum) on overhead lines supported by lift towers (ANSI 
B77.1-1999).   
 
Underground Power in Skiway  
This proposal (2561) suggested that a lift in the Middle Fork area should have a bottom-drive 
power source instead of top-drive source.  The current underground line is located on the Ariel 
and Upper Dream runs.  The top drive lift locations considered in this Draft EIS would require an 
underground extension of approximately 500 feet from the current line in existing ski runs on 
relatively gentle terrain.  This line would serve skier services facilities (lodge and/or toilets) and 
a ski patrol hut.  An underground extension to LC-6 as suggested by commenter would be 
approximately 3,500 feet of disturbance to soils for the installation, would require trenching 
across Pumphouse Creek, and would be more costly.  It would also require trenching on portions 
of the Skiway where no grading is proposed.   
 
This proposal was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official because of 
the following reasons: 1) increased cost, 2) greater effects to soils, 3) direct effects to streams 
due to trenching in Pumphouse Creek, and 4) such a power installation would not serve skier 
service facilities. 
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Alternative Power for Skier Service Facilities on West Side of Current Ski Area 
This idea (2542) suggested alternative power sources such as wind and solar for skier service 
facilities that would be located in the Circe/Caliban/Dream ski run areas.  An alternative power 
source(s) might eliminate the need to trench electrical and sewer lines across the current ski area 
(Alternative 3 in the Draft and Final EIS considers in detail the elimination of a sewer line.)  This 
assumption was based on the premise that LC-6 would be a bottom-drive lift, a concept that was 
considered but eliminated (see above).  Any lift constructed near the moraine or the junction of 
Caliban and Dream would be supplied by a branch line from the existing power line on Dream.  
Since power would be adjacent to facilities proposed for this area, there is no need to rely on 
alternative sources of power, which could be problematic and costly at this elevation.   
 
The Forest Service encourages MAA to investigate alternative power sources but cannot require 
MAA to invest in the necessary research and development costs associated with this technology.  
Likewise, the Forest Service cannot require MAA to purchase alternative or renewable power at 
increased cost from Pacific Power such as Blue Sky™ or Green Mountain Energy™.  For these 
reasons, this idea was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Helispots 
 
Public comment suggested that a helispot be a requirement under all action alternatives.  A 
proposal for a helispot has its basis in safety, and emergency access and egress.  Alternatives 
being considered in detail include a helispot when the Skiway is not included.  However, to 
require a helispot under all action alternatives (2412), and in addition to the Skiway would be 
optional, and primarily relate to ski area operation and management and is therefore not part of 
Forest Service discretion.  For these reasons, this idea was eliminated from further detailed study 
by the Responsible Official. 
 
Bridge 
 
Use Removable Light Weight Portable Spans for Wetland Crossing 
Public comment on the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-3200) suggested a method that provides a 
temporary crossing of the Middle Fork with a series of light-weight portable spans that can be 
removed and stored nearby each spring.  This method would not require scarification or 
excavation.  
 
The team of Forest Service specialists and the consultants hired by MAA reviewed a number of 
potential alternative crossing types and locations for access across the Middle Fork.  The 
permanent bridge alternative was developed by the team as the method that best addressed 
environmental concerns.  Key environmental elements considered included: preservation of the 
integrity of the ecosystem and wetlands characteristics, minimizing impacts to ground cover 
vegetation by equipment or foot traffic, minimizing short and long-term erosion and 
sedimentation, minimal disturbance to the natural structure of the stream bank, providing for 
unimpeded passage of infrequent high water events that could carry woody or sediment-rich 
flows, and construction methods. 
 
A temporary bridge of this size carrying heavy loads must be placed upon a prepared foundation 
to ensure performance and safety.  This method anticipates that the temporary (or seasonal) 
bridge components would be constructed off-site and then airlifted by helicopter onto a prepared 
foundation.  The 3,000 square foot bridge deck must be capable of supporting heavy snow and 
equipment loads that require heavy steel or wood girders to span the crossing.  
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Biannual installation and removal of the bridge superstructure would require a heavy-lift 
helicopter or ground disturbance by heavy equipment capable of lifting this structure.  There are 
no known locations where the bridge deck and spans could be stored on-site without causing 
repeated disturbances to sensitive ground and vegetative cover.  For these reasons, this idea was 
eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
5.  Snowplay 
 
Knoll Snowboard and Snowplay Area 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to develop a satellite snowplay 
area at the Knoll (2535).  It would include clearing an area for a terrain park and half-pipe, a T-
bar or rope tow, a tubing facility, ski patrol facility, rental shop, warming hut, restrooms, and 
parking lot.  Development at the Knoll for this proposal would include construction of a center 
turn lane on the Access Road (see Chapter II, Project IR-2), reconstruction and paving of 
approximately 0.1 mile of Road 195, and approximately 3,600 feet of new water lines extending 
from the current base area to the Knoll.  Terrain at this location could facilitate a tubing facility, 
but extensive grading and re-contouring would be required in order to provide a suitable runout 
zone for users of the tubing facility.  The tubing area location evaluated in detail in the Draft and 
Final EIS alternatives (on the South Ridge) would not require any grading for the runout zone. 
 
A separate satellite facility at the Knoll would require a large capital investment to serve a 
relatively small number of guests that can otherwise be incorporated into expansion areas that are 
adjacent to the current ski area.  There would be no discernable differences between the Knoll or 
South Ridge locations relative to Significant Issues identified in this Draft EIS except for the 
increased costs associated with the Knoll, the disturbance to soil from grading, and the 
development of a center turn lane on the access road.  For these reasons, the project was 
eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Leave Large Trees Between Tubing Lanes (two lanes instead of three) 
Additional public comment to the 2003 DEIS (D03-3225) asked that the tubing facility be 
designed to take advantage of natural tree lanes in this area.  The physical characteristics may 
have created “natural lanes” where tubing run(s) could be created with very little cutting of old 
growth.  The upper half of the proposed Tubing Facility is sparsely forested while the lower half 
is more densely forested on a relative basis.  Trees cannot be left between lanes due to liability 
and safety concerns.  Once a snow tuber starts down a lane, the user has very little control over 
the tube.  A person could conceivably leave a lane and strike a tree.  Also, leaving trees between 
the lanes would make it more difficult and costly for MAA to properly groom the lanes.   
 
For analysis purposes, the Draft and Final EIS assumes that all trees would be cut within the 
Tubing Facility boundary.  A few trees may possibly be left near the top of each lane if snow 
groomers can work around the trees.  That decision would be made in the Implementation Plan 
for the Tubing Facility.  In all likelihood, a number of trees would be left between the Access 
Road and the actual snow tubing lanes. 
 
6.  Runs 
 
A number of ideas were considered by the IDT, MAA and contracted ski area designers relative 
to extending, widening or redesigning existing runs.  Additionally, several ideas were considered 
involving different design or features of runs being proposed, and altogether different locations 
for runs.  These ideas and their rationale for elimination are discussed below.
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Extend Caliban and Dream Ski Runs 
Both of these run modifications (2538) were considered and eliminated as part of Alternatives 
Eliminated from Detailed Study (see Headwaters 2000 discussion above).  Neither of the run 
extensions would provide Novice or Low Intermediate terrain (see Chapter I, Purpose and Need).  
The Dream extension would be an Upper Intermediate or Expert side hill run for its entire length 
with no fall line skiing (see Chapter III, Recreation, Lift-Served Skiing for a discussion of fall 
line skiing.)  The Caliban extension, while on the fall line, would be rated as an Upper 
Intermediate run. 
 
Lengthen Dream and Caliban Run to Base of Modified LC-6  
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-3221, D03-3225) suggested that the Dream and 
Caliban runs be extended to the base of LC-6.  This idea should not be confused with the 
“Extend Caliban and Dream Ski Runs” idea above   
 
The Caliban Run has been extended in all Alternatives (2, 3, and 6) that develop LC-6.  This 
extension is equivalent to proposed Run 9 that continues down the ridge dividing the Middle 
Fork from Pumphouse Creek.  The Dream Run was not extended to the Skiway (Alternatives 2 
and 3) or to the Emergency Egress route (Alternative 6) because of cross traffic concerns on 
Upper Rodger’s Way.   
 
The latter run is the primary route to Ariel and to the Base facilities (via Comer Chairlift).  This 
cross traffic would pose a safety hazard as well as interrupt skier flow during high use times 
(most weekends and holidays during the peak season from Thanksgiving through Presidents’ 
Day).  More advanced skiers and boarders would probably use the area below Dream, but that 
use would be substantially less than if the area was cleared as a Dream extension.  Slope angles 
approach 50 percent, so a Dream extension would most likely be rated as Upper Intermediate and 
would not provide terrain for lower ability levels skiers that would be using Caliban and Lower 
Dream. 
 
Re-contour and Fill in Lower Dream 
This concept, as presented by the public (2517), would use “earthen fill secured with rock rip 
rap…to even out the slope and potentially change Dream’s rating from an intermediate trail to a 
novice trail.”  The proposal did not state where the material would come from or how it would be 
transported to the site.  The bottom portion of Dream has a slope angle of approximately 44 
percent and has a vegetative cover primarily composed of shrub and herbaceous vegetation.  In 
order to attain the 30 percent average grade needed for Novice skiers, about 2 acres of raw fill 
material would need to be placed on the slope.  At an average depth of three to four feet, this 
would require around 10,000 cubic yards of material (1,000 standard-sized dump truck loads).  
This concept was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official for the 
following reasons: vagueness of the proposal; conversion of a vegetated slope to a large fill site 
in need of vegetation; the need for road construction to access the site; and excessive cost 
relative to the benefit received. 
 
Grade Rodger’s Way Near Ariel and Windsor  
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-1888) suggested that the way Roger’s Way is 
presently designed requires hiking (on skis or snowboard) just east of Ariel and then again 
around Windsor on the return trip to Comer and the lodge.  While experienced skiers can carry 
enough speed to not be an issue, a small amount of grading in these areas or adjustment of the 
trail would make the return to the lodge much easier for inexperienced or younger skiers. 
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These two relatively flat areas are a short distance by skier standards (approximately 100-150 
feet).  Although it is an inconvenience to some, a small amount of grading would not improve 
the situation.  A large amount of grading would need to take place at the Ariel location (between 
Ariel’s bottom terminal and Lower Tempest) for a small improvement in slope angle.  If Ariel is 
replaced at some point in the future (as described in Alternative 5), the bottom terminal would be 
moved upslope, thereby allowing for improved skier traffic and better slope angle since the 
current motor room would be removed.  The Windsor/Comer area already receives a large 
amount of skier traffic.  Increasing the slope angle here for those entering from the west would 
increase speed for all skiers, which from a design standpoint, is not something to be encouraged 
in a congested area.  For these reasons, this idea was eliminated from further detailed study by 
the Responsible Official. 
 
Build “Windsor Round-About Loop” Run 
This run was proposed as Project 6 in the 1991 FEIS and was approved in the 1991 Master Plan.  
As stated in the EIS, “This project would develop an egress ski trail from the upper terminal of 
the Windsor chairlift along the southeast side of the mountain.  This would provide a long easy 
descent with unique vistas in order to assist the novice and beginning-intermediate skier who 
inadvertently use the Windsor lift.  Roundtrip use of this egress trail will not be encouraged” 
(1991 FEIS, p. II-7).   
 
As identified by the public (2518) and further analyzed by the IDT, at least 50 percent of this 
proposed run would require cut and fill in order to provide an acceptable side slope for lower 
ability-level skiers.  The “Windsor Round-About Loop” was eliminated from further detailed 
study by the Responsible Official for the following reasons: to avoid impacts to the botanical 
Special Interest Area located on the Klamath National Forest; to avoid conflicts with off-trail 
skiers and boarders who use this extremely popular area on a daily basis; and to avoid potential 
conflicts with Nordic skiers using the south side of Mt. Ashland.  The proposed run also was 
found to have questionable utility as described in the 1991 FEIS.  The primary purpose of its 
development as an egress route where use would not be encouraged is counter to the expressed 
EIS Purpose and Need to provide additional Novice to Intermediate-level skiing terrain. 
 
Re-route Lower Juliet 
Under this concept, a new ski run would be located below the cat-track portion of Lower Juliet in 
order to provide an alternate route to the Windsor/Comer bottom terminal area.  The goal of this 
option was to reduce skier density on Lower Juliet, which is the only route for all skiers wishing 
to access the western portion of MASA.  The area below Lower Juliet is currently used as an 
over-the-snow route by MAA snowcats and snowmobiles.  If a new run were located here, there 
would be no separation of uses, resulting in potential user conflicts.  In addition, extensive slope 
re-contouring would need to occur in order to create a ski run with a novice rating.  For these 
reasons, this proposal was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Glade Run 11 
Run 11 glading was considered in detail in the 2000 DEIS.  In order to provide a greater contrast 
in analysis relative to wetland and Riparian Reserve consequences, the Draft and Final EIS 
proposes to fully clear this proposed run in Alternative 2 and eliminate it in Alternative 6.  If the 
Responsible Official chooses an action alternative that develops the Middle Fork area, glading 
(2411) would still be an option in a blended alternative.  For these reasons, this proposal was 
eliminated from additional detailed study or inclusion in an alternative. 
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Add Glading to Alternative 6 
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-134) suggested that glading added to Alternative 6 
as shown in Alternative 3.  This would provide advanced skiers with a variety of terrain and frees 
up open runs for beginners and intermediates, with very little impact on the land. 
 
Glading was added to Alternative 3 because less acreage was developed as cleared runs relative 
to Alternatives 2, 4, and 6.  Under Alternative 6, approximately 65 acres would be cleared for 
runs while in Alternative 3 would clear 42 acres.  Since ski run density would be less in 
Alternative 6, glading was not added to this alternative.  It is expected that more advanced skiers 
would make use of the natural glades in the Middle Fork area and that this would “free up” the 
cleared runs to some degree. For these reasons, this idea was eliminated from further detailed 
study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Consider Clearing Run 18G (Alternative  3) 
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-3204) suggested that a possible run not included in 
any alternative is the area proposed as gladed Run 18G in Alternative 3 that could be a cleared 
intermediate run.   
 
This area was not included as a cleared run for two reasons.  First, based on a close look at the 
contour intervals and on-site measurements taken with a clinometer (slope measuring device), a 
cleared run in this area would be rated as Upper Intermediate due to slopes that are 50% in some 
cases.  Second, and more importantly, a cleared run would encourage increased skier traffic on 
the Skiway (Run 18).  In order to reduce environmental effects, the Skiway was designed to the 
minimum width possible to serve as Novice access to LC-6.  A cleared run where gladed Run 
18G is located would increase overall skier densities on the Skiway for the last half of its length, 
thereby diminishing the Novice experience on this proposed run.  For these reasons, this idea 
was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Additional Grooming in Existing Runs 
All lower ability level terrain at MASA is currently groomed on a regular basis along with the 
upper intermediate terrain of Romeo, Winter, Pistol (generally weekends only), and Upper 
Dream.  Further grooming of upper ability level terrain (2416) would not meet the Purpose and 
Need to develop additional novice and intermediate terrain (see Chapter I, Purpose and Need).  
Additionally, over-snow grooming is not an action that requires Forest Service authorization and 
analysis under a NEPA process.  For these reasons, grooming was eliminated from further 
detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Additional Run West of Caliban 
This proposal would add a run between Caliban and the current ski area boundary (2417).  This 
additional run was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official because of 
side hill terrain that would not be conducive to a quality ski experience.  In addition, the area is 
highly used for off-trail skiing, especially on powder skiing days.  Alternative 5 includes light 
glading of this area to improve the off-trail experience in this area. 
 
Leave Large Spruce Trees in Ski Runs 
In order to reduce effects to Engelmann spruce, this concept would leave selected large trees 
(>17 inches DBH) in the designated run corridor near the base of proposed Run 12 (2450).  In 
the design phase of MAA’s proposal, it was determined that minimizing effects to spruce would 
be best accomplished by narrowing Run 12 to the absolute minimum (60 feet) possible for a safe 
passage through the mixed stand where the spruce occur.   
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From a ski run design and safety standpoint, single trees or tree islands are best located on wider 
runs (>90-100 feet).  Leaving spruce or other species in Run 12 at this location would also not 
meet one of the Purpose and Need elements of providing for and improving skier safety.  For 
these reasons, this concept was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible 
Official. 
 
Widen Skiway 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to further widen the Skiway 
(R-18) beyond that proposed by MAA in order to more effectively evacuate injured skiers 
without closing the run (2590).  The width of the Skiway was designed by SE Group, a ski area 
planning firm with experience throughout North America.  The Forest Service concurs with their 
judgment that the width of the Skiway is adequate and safe for removing injured skiers via 
snowmobile without closing the run.  In the rare event that a snowcat would be required, 
temporary closure of the run would inconvenience guests for only a short period of time 
(approximately 5-10 minutes).  Further widening would also result in increased tree removal and 
ground disturbance with little increased benefit to ski area operation.  For these reasons, this 
proposal was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Alternatives to Skiway Run and/or Emergency Egress Route in Middle Fork Area 
Based on the identified resource and public issues received during scoping and the Comment 
Periods on the 2000 and 2003 Draft EISs, the Forest Service gave full consideration to the 
following six alternative methods of providing access to the base of the proposed LC-6 Chairlift. 
 
Each of the concepts considered were evaluated on their ability to provide needed ingress for 
lower ability level guests (Novice to Low Intermediate), the extent to which the design 
responded effectively to resource issues identified with the proposed Skiway Run, and the 
alternative’s effect on evacuating injured guests from the proposed Middle Fork runs.  Many of 
these concepts refer to getting novice skiers to the “tree island” on Run 9.  The reason for this is 
that Run 9 is rated Low Intermediate above the island and Novice below the island. 
 
• Provide Novice Ingress Via Road 300 Along West Ridge and Former Proposed Run 12A   

Utilize the existing Road 300 which “switchbacks” down the southwest side of Mt. Ashland 
on the KNF to a point on the West Ridge just above the switchback near “Rabbit Ears.  From 
this point, the route would drop down the north slope on the RRNF along the route of the 
former proposed Run 12A (in 2000 Draft EIS) to join proposed Run 12 at the top of the 
upper meadow.  Under this configuration, novice level guests would access the Ariel Lift via 
the proposed Surface Lift and would then ski approximately 3/4 mile along Road 300 to the 
entrance of proposed Run 12A.  While this concept would provide novice level ingress to the 
area, it would require that all guests accessing both the Ariel and newly accessed Middle 
Fork area, use the Ariel Chairlift.  This situation could potentially lead to overcrowding of 
the Ariel Lift.  Permitting skiing use of Road 300 would require an expansion of the Mt. 
Ashland Special Use Permit Area (approximately 19 additional acres), and an amendment to 
the Klamath National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan to adjust the land 
allocation for Administrative Use and Late-Successional Reserve.  This scenario would 
necessitate regular snow grooming of this portion of the 300 Road.  Use of the road and/or 
the Ariel Lift for accessing the area would not provide reliable access due to frequent high 
winds and blowing snow.   
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On days when the Ariel Lift is closed due to high winds (approximately ten days per season), 
the proposed area would not be accessible by any ability level guest.  This situation would 
result in the closure of roughly 66 percent (129 acres) of the skiable terrain at MASA3.  
Additionally, windy conditions and poor visibility could preclude use of Road 300 for 
accessing the LC-6 area on many days when the Ariel Lift is operational due to safety 
concerns.  Since this design would not provide a low angle emergency egress, injured guests 
would have to be transported to the top of the LC-6 Lift by attaching the evacuation toboggan 
to the back of the chairlift.  Life-threatening medical emergencies would be served by 
medical helicopter or evacuated by snowcat during inclement weather.  Based on the impacts 
to existing recreation resources, potential adverse skiing situations, and the need for 
additional permit area expansion as presented above, the Responsible Official eliminated this 
design from further detailed analysis. 

 
• Traverse From The Top Of The Windsor Lift 

This option evaluated the creation of a Skiway Run originating at the top of the Windsor Lift, 
traversing across upper Winter, Tempest, Ariel, upper Pistol, and Dream, to intersect with 
Caliban at approximately the 6,870 foot elevation level.  This Skiway Run would bisect five 
intermediate/advanced skiing trails with potentially dangerous right-angle intersections. 
 
Additionally, due to the slope angles associated with the upper portion of Run 9 (from the 
tree island up) this design would not provide novice level access into the lift and runs (see 
Chapter I, Purpose and Need).  Further, this configuration would increase the use, potentially 
leading to over-crowding, of the Windsor lift (all guests wishing to access the Ariel or LC-6 
areas would be required to ride the Windsor Lift).  Because this traverse would not provide a 
low angle emergency egress, injured guests would have to be transported to the top of the 
LC-6 Lift by attaching the evacuation toboggan to the back of the chairlift.  Life-threatening 
medical emergencies would be served by medical helicopter or evacuated by snowcat during 
inclement weather.  Based on this alternative’s potential conflict in crossing existing ski runs 
and the remaining need for an additional constructed Skiway Run, the Responsible Official 
determined that this alignment would unduly impact the recreation resources while not 
providing a comparative contrast with the identified resource issues.  Because this design 
does not provide novice level access to the LC-6 area, it would not fulfill a primary element 
of the stated Purpose and Need for the project – development of additional novice level 
skiing terrain.  For these reasons, the Responsible Official dropped this design from further 
detailed analysis.  

 
• Windsor to LC-6 

While not strictly an alternative to the Skiway Run, this design would eliminate the need for 
the Surface Lift.  It was determined that the minimum ten percent grade needed to 
sufficiently move skiers and snowboarders back to the base of LC-6 was not met with this 
design.  To gain a 10 percent grade from this starting point would have caused skiers to come 
out on the steep slopes below the proposed LC-6 bottom terminal.  In addition, the crossing 
of “Pumphouse Creek” would require a bridge due to the “V-shaped” channel found 
immediately below the proposed crossing in Alternative 2.  Based on the impacts, potential 
adverse skiing situations, and the need for additional creek crossing structures as presented 
above, the Responsible Official eliminated this optional design from further detailed analysis. 

                                                 
3  Calculations are inclusive of the LC-6 terrain, based on 196 acres of total developed ski terrain 
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• Elimination of the Proposed Skiway Run (R-18) and Emergency Egress Route (IE-1) 

This scenario was briefly analyzed as a readily apparent remedy to the resource issues 
associated with the proposed Skiway Run.  Without the proposed Skiway Run or Emergency 
Egress Route, the design would not satisfy a primary element of the stated Purpose and Need 
related to skier safety.  Since this design would not provide a low angle emergency egress, 
injured guests would have to be transported to the top of the LC-6 Lift by attaching the 
evacuation toboggan to the back of the chairlift.  Life-threatening medical emergencies 
would be served by medical helicopter or evacuated by snowcat during inclement weather.  
For this reason, the Responsible Official dropped total elimination of the Skiway Run and 
Emergency Egress Route from further detailed analysis. 

 
Run 12: Creek and Wetland Crossing 
The creek and wetlands evaluation process consisted of the following components:   
 
• Familiarization with the Overall Project and Crossing Component   

This included a series of full team meetings on the site with representatives of Ski Ashland 
and the Rogue River National Forest.  Further communications were made with the ski area 
planning firm SE Group, who, along with MAA, developed the overall proposal. 
 

• Delineation of Wetlands 
Utilizing the current Army Corps of Engineers wetlands delineation manual, as well as other 
appropriate sources of information including detailed topographical mapping (surveying) of 
this area, this process was completed in August, September and October 1998.  The wetlands 
delineation process and results are detailed in the Wetlands Delineation for Area 1, Mt. 
Ashland Ski Area Expansion Wetland Crossing Project and associated plan sheets.  This 
delineation includes the following reports: Ski Ashland Wetlands Evaluation - Soils Report 
by George Badura, Profile Sheet Showing Foundation Information and accompanying 
Engineering Geology, Geomorphology, and Geotechnical Summary of the Selection and 
Characteristics of the Northern Wetlands Crossing Route, by George Badura and Bill Hicks, 
as well as excerpts from the Summary of Vegetation Survey Results, by Richard Brock and 
Linda Chesney, and the technical memorandum Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analyses, by 
Kevin Coulton and Christie Beeman of Phillip Williams and Associates.  The complete text 
of these inventories, studies and reports are incorporated by reference to the Draft and Final 
EIS. 

 
• Extensive Research by IDT 

An interdisciplinary group of specialists was used to develop a ski run design that would 
minimize wetland impacts of the various crossing options leading to the development of the 
Proposed Action.  The results are detailed in the documents: Wetlands Crossing Alternatives 
matrix, Wetlands Delineation for Area 1, Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion Wetland Crossing 
Project, and the plan sheets: Wetlands Crossing Alternatives, Proposed Bridge Schematic, 
and Profiles and Cross Sections.  The complete text of these documents listed herein are also 
incorporated by reference. 
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Upon completion of these components and data collection, three potential crossing areas were 
identified: 
 

South Route.  This is essentially the March 1998 proposed route as originally designed by Ski 
Ashland and SE Group prior to the 2003 Draft EIS.  A different variation takes advantage of the 
upland area in the middle of the wetland. 
 
Middle Route.  This route crosses the three small creeks separately at areas where they are narrow.  A 
different variation utilizes a portion of the upland area in the middle of the wetland. 
 
North Route.  This route skirts the west edge of the wetlands and crosses the two easterly creeks 
where they converge. 
 

Each of the routes and variations were analyzed utilizing the soils, vegetation, hydrologic, 
engineering, and geologic data as well as ski run design criteria.  The results of this analysis are 
detailed within the various reports and summarized in the Draft Wetland Crossing Alternatives 
matrix and the Draft Wetlands Crossing Alternatives Plan Sheet (NW Biological Consulting and 
Polaris Land Surveying, 1998). 
 
The results of the above analysis determined the preferred ski run route to submit as a proposal.  
The North Route showed environmental advantages over the Middle or South Routes.  The 
impacts relating to issues of water quality, erosion potential, vulnerability to debris/sediment, 
soil compaction, and construction are reduced by utilizing the North route.  Reduced impacts are 
a result of the reduced number of creek crossings and decreased wetland zone entry. 
 
This route requires only a single bridge over the confluence point of the two easterly creeks, and 
requires no footings within designated wetland areas.  The proposed bridge design, in an upland 
area, is located and designed to require minimum impact to the surrounding soil.  The bridge 
structural designs as submitted, correspond with the hydraulic design requirements for bridge 
opening size and dimensions.  Since skiing activities would be concurrent with relatively low 
flow periods, the westerly creek crossing would not present a need for a constructed crossing. 
 
With the North Route, a much smaller portion of the wetland would be included within ski run 
boundaries than the Middle or South routes (or the 1991 proposal), and because of this, the risk 
for short and long-term impacts would be reduced.  Based on the reasons and consequences 
discussed above, the Responsible Official has eliminated the South and Middle routes from 
further detailed analysis. 
 
Manual Grooming with Multiple Crossing Points (instead of bridge) 
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-3263) suggested that the actual stream crossing is 
narrow enough that it makes more sense to require the ski area to manually groom the crossing 
until snow depth accumulates to the point that it is stable enough to support a groomer.  This 
commenter felt that the least impact would be to glade the crossing, leaving tree islands in place, 
so skiers could cross in a few spots, as opposed to one crossing point on a bridge. 
 
Manual snow grooming refers to packing the snow by foot or side stepping down the slope on 
skis.  This was a common practice for grooming slopes prior to modern snow-grooming 
techniques.  It is still used at certain times to prepare race courses as “boot packing” compresses 
the snow surface more than a groomer.  As stated in the EIS, there is no perceptible increase in 
stress at the ground surface from recreation or grooming activities once two feet of snow is 
present.  While ski or boot packing could be an option, there would be no need to require it. 
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The concept of glading or leaving tree islands within the Run 12 wetland crossing was discussed 
above.  Run width (60 feet) at the crossing is at the absolute minimum to be considered safe.  
Expert skiers may find other places to cross the Middle Fork above the bridge, but the designated 
crossing point needs a bridge as the creek is usually open—meaning that snow is not covering 
the creek on a consistent basis throughout the winter.  For these reasons, this idea was eliminated 
from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Alternatives to Ski Run Clearing 
Consideration was given to an alternative design that would remove additional trees outside or 
in-between the proposed run clearing areas, to provide for more scenic (visual) diversity of 
appearance.  This additional treatment is termed “feathering” by landscape architects.  While this 
treatment would add to visual diversity and would reduce the linear appearance of ski runs as 
viewed from a distance, it would also result in greater area of disturbance.  By increasing the 
area of disturbance, this alternative could potentially increase effects to wetlands, geologically 
unstable areas, wildlife, botanical resources, and would result in the removal of more trees, 
within potentially significant areas.  Additionally, there would be greater effects associated with 
increasing the removal of late-successional and old-growth stands that are important to many 
people for their spiritual and aesthetic value.  Due to the additional and potentially adverse 
effects, an alternative involving additional clearing or “feathering” outside of the ski runs, was 
dropped from further detailed analysis by the Responsible Official. 
 
The currently proposed ski runs include mitigation (opportunity during implementation) for 
retaining trees during run clearing that are not critical to the design of the runs.  This provision is 
applicable to the area within the proposed ski runs.  
 
7.  Watershed Restoration 
 
In addition to and concurrent with expanded ski terrain and facilities, MAA has proposed the 
development and implementation of various watershed restoration projects, as well as structural 
and non-structural erosion and sediment controls.  Watershed restoration is a component of the 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy of the Northwest Forest Plan (B-12).  These watershed restoration 
projects would be designed to assist in maintaining or improving the trend toward watershed 
recovery in the Ashland Creek, Neil Creek, Cottonwood Creek and Grouse Creek sub-
watersheds.  These restoration projects were developed in conjunction with Forest Service and 
consultant resource specialists during the development of the MAA proposal and environmental 
analysis.   
 
Extensive and recent analysis of on-site conditions led to the identification of areas being 
proposed for restoration.  Some sites identified for restoration are likely related to ongoing ski 
area operations.  Other sites being proposed and identified as needing restoration are due to 
natural factors and outside of ski area operations.  The package of restoration projects being 
proposed represents a logical and feasible set of actions that could improve conditions in the 
upper portions of the watersheds affected by the ski area and its operations.  These projects are 
primarily within the Special Use Permit area; some are not. 
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The inclusion of additional sites not within, related to, or adjacent to the Special Use Permit area 
would be beyond the scope of Forest Service purview to require it of the proponent for ski area 
expansion being considered for authorization at this time.  These sites (if identified) would likely 
be further downstream from the SUP area are more likely related to Forest Service roads or past 
timber harvesting.  Additional restoration project sites that are within the SUP area and/or related 
to ski area management are considered within scope and could be included, if they were to be 
identified in the future. 
 
The inclusion of fewer sites (than those identified and proposed) would not meet (to the same 
level) the stated Purpose and Need element for maintaining and improving the trend of watershed 
recovery.  Based on these reasons, the addition or reduction of restoration treatments (other than 
those being proposed) was not considered in detail by the Responsible Official. 
 
Unless otherwise noted in Chapter II, all restoration projects are common to all Action 
Alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 6).  If an Action Alternative is chosen, all restoration 
projects would be completed prior to or concurrent with the first development phase in the first 
year.  Alternative methodology for restoration treatments was considered by the IDT, for each 
proposed site.  Because of the extensive experience of resource professionals based on 
effectiveness monitoring, alternative treatments (other than those being proposed) was also 
eliminated from detailed consideration by the Responsible Official. 
 
8.  Other 
 
This section discusses miscellaneous specific actions, potentially connected actions, or ideas that 
were considered as options, but have been eliminated from detailed study.  These component 
actions are primarily ideas received from the public during the 2000 Draft EIS Comment Period, 
the 2003 Draft EIS Comment Period, or from ongoing scoping.   
 
Knoll Nordic Center 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to develop a Nordic ski center at 
the Knoll (2418; D03-3230).  Typical Nordic centers have groomed trails for skating, classic 
Nordic skiing, and snow shoeing.  They typically include a ski school, rental shop, and base 
lodge with amenities.  Trail networks range from 15k to 50k and are generally marked Easier, 
More Difficult, and Most Difficult.   
 
A Nordic center at the Knoll would certainly be a consideration if the area were not developed 
for Alpine skiing.  The 1991 ROD programmatically approved development of Alpine skiing at 
this location.  Until a decision is made as to whether ski expansion (if approved) takes place in 
the Middle Fork, Current Facility, or the Knoll, it would be premature to consider a Nordic 
center at the Knoll.  Given a decision for expansion in areas other than the Knoll and pending 
preliminary environmental analysis and other factors, this idea remains a potential proposal.  The 
proponent (MAA) or the permit holder (City of Ashland) have not presented a formal proposal to 
the Forest Service.  For this reason, this idea was eliminated from further detailed study by the 
Responsible Official.  Such a proposal could be considered at a later time and under a separate 
NEPA process. 
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Groom Grouse Gap Nordic Trail 
About 2.4 miles of this 6.7-mile trail are currently groomed from the back lot to the summit as a 
travel route for special use permittees, but no ski tracks are set.  Winter use on the south side of 
Mt. Ashland is comprised of a number of different and sometimes conflicting activities: all types 
of Nordic skiing, lift-assisted skiing, snowboarding, and snowplay.  Public comment received 
during development of the 1991 Master Plan strongly indicated a desire for this area to remain 
“free-of-charge” to Nordic skiers and other users.  Regular grooming of this trail by MAA (2511) 
would require investment in time and equipment and MAA has made no such proposal.  In 
addition, all but 0.1 mile of this trail is outside the MASA permit area.  Winter issues and 
management strategies associated with this trail in particular, and the Siskiyou Crest in general, 
will be analyzed in the future, via a separate process.  For these reasons, this idea was eliminated 
from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Engelmann Spruce Utility 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to utilize spruce for MAA 
buildings (2453) and/or for use by local craftsmen in constructing musical instruments (2454).  
The resonant qualities of this species are highly valued for piano sounding boards and violins.  
The end use of any tree species resulting from authorized tree removal for run and lift clearing 
and subsequently sold to MAA is not at the discretion of the Forest Service.  Interested 
individuals or organizations would need to contact MAA if they have a desire to acquire 
Engelmann spruce or to see it used in a specific matter (if an alternative was chosen that removes 
spruce).  Further, under alternatives analyzed in the Draft and Final EIS, there would not likely 
be enough Engelmann spruce of sufficient size to facilitate building construction or the making 
of instruments. 
 
Interpretation 
In response to public and agency comment, the IDT considered three general options related to 
natural resource interpretation in the MASA vicinity.  These options included establishment of 
an interpretive center (2540), interpretive signing on ski runs (2545), and sensitive species 
education and interpretation (2465) primarily related to rare plants (specifically Mt. Ashland 
lupine and Henderson’s horkelia). 
 
The Forest Service endorses and encourages the use of National Forests for natural resource and 
environmental education (FSM 1623) and conceptually supports all of the above options.  The 
proponent (MAA) or the permit holder (City of Ashland) have not proposed any of the three 
options listed above.  An interpretive center could be located in the existing lodge or one of the 
proposed buildings in the Draft and Final EIS.  Interior set-up of an interpretive center would not 
require federal analysis under NEPA.   
 
Interpretive signing on ski runs is included as a mitigation measure by the Forest Service under 
all action alternatives.  Sensitive species education and interpretation for lupine and horkelia are 
included as part of the 2002 Conservation Agreement between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the Forest Service (USDA FS and USFW 2002).  The RRNF and KNF have conduced a 
separate NEPA analysis and public involvement regarding implementation of selected 
conservation actions, including interpretive signing, relative to the Conservation Agreement.  
Based on this discussion, the Responsible Official finds that additional interpretation and 
resource education actions (beyond those included as mitigation measures) is not related to 
authorization for ski area expansion, and is not being proposed as part of ski area expansion or 
being analyzed in detail at this time. 
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Access Road Safety Signing and Trash 
The public made suggestions that MAA should be required to post “drive with caution” signs 
(2479) and to pick up all trash every spring from the Access Road (2580).  The Forest Service is 
not authorized to enforce either of these suggestions as a decision action under NEPA.  Access 
Road signing and trash pick-up is a Jackson County responsibility although MAA has recently 
led an effort to coordinate various groups and individuals to pick up trash on the Access Road.  
The Forest Service would certainly support any efforts by MAA to have an annual trash removal 
day in the spring.  Further, this is not related to authorization for ski area expansion, the subject 
of NEPA analysis, and is not being analyzed in detail at this time. 
 
Limit Weekend Use; Increase Weekday Use 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a concept that would limit weekend use and 
encourages weekday use in order to avoid weekend crowding (2490).  Ideas included placing a 
limit on the number of visitors on weekend and discounting weekday and/or season passes.  For 
example, during the 2002-04 seasons, MAA offered discounted season passes.  In addition, 
MAA offers “Tightwad Tuesdays” where lift tickets are discounted by 40 percent, and free 
lessons and extended hours are offered on Wednesdays.  Regardless of these offers, the Forest 
Service cannot dictate lift prices nor can the agency limit or control use unless there is obvious 
threat to public safety and health.  Further, this is not related to authorization for ski area 
expansion, the subject of this NEPA analysis, and is not being analyzed in detail at this time. 
 
Maximum Diameter Limit for Tree Removal 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to avoid cutting trees in selected 
runs and lift corridors that have a DBH of greater than 17 inches (2526).  This concept was 
eliminated from further detailed study because ski runs and lift corridors require tree removal for 
unhindered skiing and grooming.  In all action alternatives, there would be opportunities for 
slight variations in run location and tree island additions to avoid larger trees.  In lift corridors, 
depending on the engineered height of the lift from the ground surface, only small trees could 
remain within the clearing limit.  Because this action would be infeasible as a universal 
requirement, it was eliminated from detailed consideration by the Responsible Official. 
 
Alternatives to Utilization of Timber 
The first and foremost use of the vegetation and tree material generated by clearing from the ski 
run and lift areas would be utilization for erosion control and as a long term source of organic 
materials (coarse woody material).  Commercial grade trees (timber) above and beyond these 
needs may be removed and utilized by local mills.  Due to steep slopes, sensitive soils, and lack 
of adequate haul roads in the area, helicopter yarding would be utilized for the vast majority of 
the timber removal.  Minimizing soil disturbance would be a primary consideration.  Run and lift 
clearing would occur during the summer and during dry conditions. 
 
Analyzed in the Draft and Final EIS as a connected action, logs would be flown from the 
location where felled to the vicinity of the ski area parking lot where adequate room exists for 
safe operations.  Gravel or wood chips would be temporarily placed on the existing paved 
surfaces to protect the pavement during log landing operations.  The landing area has access to 
Road 20 and County Road #1151, where the logs would be hauled to Interstate 5 and then to a 
milling site in the Rogue Valley or Northern California.  When log landing operations are 
completed, the protective material would be gathered up and hauled away.  The primary species 
is Shasta red fir with small amounts of white fir, mountain hemlock and Engelmann spruce.  All 
Federal requirements for designation and evaluation of timber, and administration of logging 
operations would be utilized.  
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The Forest Service considered four alternative methods to disposition of the commercial grade 
timber that would be generated.   
 

• One method would be to treat the run clearing timber as a Forest Service timber sale and 
offer it via competitive bid.  This option has potential to cause delay to other ski area 
developmental activities and result in a multi-year timber contract.  Coordination with MAA 
and ski expansion developments would be complicated and felled material would not 
necessarily be considered as a priority for erosion control and coarse woody material needs.  
In addition, efficiency associated with use of helicopters for ski lift installation and material 
transport would be compromised. 

 
• Another optional method considered would be for the MAA to log and deck the commercial 

material, for subsequent administrative timber sale (competitive bid) by the Forest Service.  
This option has the same problems with delay and coordination, in addition to a potential 
problem with adequate space (the existing parking area) to deck the entire volume of timber 
generated.  Safety concerns also exist with having large amounts of logs decked for an 
extended period of time in an area that receives heavy recreational use, as well as risk of 
deterioration and/or vandalism. 

 
• A third optional method would be to give the timber (at no charge) to the proponent under 

FSM 2464.12 (1).  This option does not appear to be authorized under FSH 2409.18 Chap 
84.1(1) except for material used to benefit the National Forest.  Current policy (FSH 2409.18 
Chap 84.1(1)) would not allow the resale of free use timber, nor can it be used for 
construction or firewood.  This option would therefore not facilitate ski area expansion, nor 
would it capture the value of National Forest timber. 

 
These concerns (flexibility, timing, coordination, safety, and timber values) resulted in the 
Responsible Official to drop from detailed consideration the option of giving the timber to the 
proponent at no charge, the competitive bid timber sale, and the option of having MAA log and 
deck the generated timber for a future Forest Service administrative timber sale. 
 
Forest Service analysis has indicated that the likely methodology for disposition of the Federal, 
commercial grade timber would be via a Timber Settlement agreement.  Under this method (the 
fourth optional method), timber would be sold to the proponent at a predicted bid (appraised) 
value.  See EIS Chapter II for more detail on the proposed methodology.   
 
Additionally, a public idea suggested removal of hazard trees on the South Side in conjunction 
with this logging operation (2595).  This could be facilitated by logging operations only if the 
hazard trees (as defined by OSHA) posed a threat to humans associated with the logging 
operations or haul route.  As such, this was not analyzed in detail as part of any alternative. 
 
Collaboration with Other Ski Areas for Diversity of Terrain 
MAA’s proposal addresses specific needs at this ski area and to progress toward the desired 
future condition as outlined in the Master Plan.  The Forest Service relies on permit holders to 
meet the needs of the recreating public at the recreation site under permit.  Promoting Novice 
and Intermediate terrain at other ski areas (2575) would not help this area move toward the 
desired future condition and would not meet the purpose and need stated in the EIS.  The concept 
of nationwide or regional collaboration for specific types of terrain being emphasized at certain 
ski areas (1201; D03-3224) is beyond the scope of this project analysis.  These ideas were 
considered but not analyzed in detail by the Responsible Official for these reasons. 
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Use Shakespeare Naming Convention for Ski Runs 
The naming convention (2550) for ski area facilities is at the discretion of the ski area permit 
holder and its operators, and not the Forest Service.  Interested individuals or organizations 
would need to contact MAA if they have a desire for a ski run(s) naming convention. 
 
Finance Expansion through Commercial Development 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a concept to analyze land exchanges and 
commercial development on public and private lands (2652) as a means of financing ski area 
expansion.  This comment was considered “out of scope” as no proposal has been received for 
such actions and none are reasonably foreseeable as defined by C.F.R. 1508.27(7)(a) 
 
Minimize Tree Cutting by Narrowing Ski Run Widths 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to further narrow ski runs beyond 
that being proposed (42-S98).  Narrower ski runs widths would result in less tree removal.  SE 
Group, in consultation with MAA and the Forest Service, primarily designed the ski runs as 
proposed by MAA and provided input on ski run locations and widths in other action 
alternatives.  SE Group is a nationally recognized ski area planning firm.   
 
Proposed run widths have been designed to be as narrow as possible while still providing for a 
quality recreation experience.  They have also been located in open areas, to the extent possible, 
in order to minimize tree cutting.  In addition, in order to minimize impacts to Engelmann 
spruce, Run 12 has been narrowed to approximately 60 feet in width.  Further narrowing of this 
run in the Lower Wetland would not be acceptable from a safety standpoint.  In general, further 
narrowing of runs would result in changes to ability level ratings from lower levels to higher 
levels, thereby not meeting a prime component of Purpose and Need—the development of 
additional Novice to Intermediate skiing terrain.  For these reasons, trail narrowing was 
eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Consider Overnight Accommodations 
In response to public comment, the IDT considered a proposal to consider overnight lodging at 
the ski area (399-S98).  MAA did not propose overnight lodging and the IDT could not 
determine an overriding need for the proponent to provide such a service.  The 1991 FEIS 
estimated that construction costs for an overnight lodging facility (about 25 units with dining) 
would be approximately $875,000.  Depending on size and design, costs would be expected to be 
greater using today’s dollars.  Construction of such a facility may be desirable at some point in 
the future, but a demonstrated need or desire for overnight lodging has not been put forth by 
MAA or the public at large.  For these reasons, this idea was eliminated from further detailed 
study by the Responsible Official. 
 
Provide Snowcat skiing in Middle Fork Area  
Public comment to the 2003 Draft EIS (D03-899) suggested that limited and selective pruning 
could be done across the bottom of the Middle Fork expansion area for pathways for snowcats to 
transport skiers out of the area. 
 
The IDT considered a proposal to offer snowcat skiing in the Middle Fork area instead of lift-
served skiing.  MAA did not propose snowcat skiing and the IDT could not determine an 
overriding need for the proponent to provide such a service.  There are numerous areas along the 
Siskiyou Crest and the Ashland Creek Watershed where this service could be offered pending 
environmental analysis.  No such proposal has been received by the Forest Service.  For these 
reasons, this idea was eliminated from further detailed study by the Responsible Official.
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In most ski conditions, only advanced and expert skiers/boarders would take advantage of 
snowcat skiing.  A prime element of purpose and need is to provide additional terrain to lower 
level skiers, especially those rated as Novice and Low Intermediate.  Snowcat skiing would 
contribute to terrain diversity and may be desirable at some point in the future at the Knoll 
(within the SUP) or at some other location along the Siskiyou Crest. 
 
9.  Mitigation 
 
This section discusses miscellaneous specific actions or ideas that were considered as mitigation 
of consequences resulting from ski area expansion, or are actually mitigation of current 
conditions, regardless of ski area expansion.  These alternative action ideas resulted from the 
2000 Draft EIS Comment Period, the 2003 Draft EIS Comment Period, or from ongoing scoping.   
 
Allow Backcountry Nordic Skiing in Middle Fork Area 
In conjunction with ski area expansion, this concept would allow backcountry skiing by non-
paying skiers (2510) in the Middle Fork area served by the proposed chairlift.  Access would be 
from the south side of Mt. Ashland.  Most backcountry skiers are in the “backcountry” in order 
to avoid the sights, sounds, and people associated with a developed ski area.  The Forest Service 
believes that demand for this concept would be very low.  However, there may be ways that this 
could be accomplished if liability concerns are addressed.  The concept would be best addressed 
through the annual winter operating and safety plan developed by MAA and approved by the 
Forest Service.  Allowing non-paying skiers into the developed portion of the ski area is not an 
action requiring analysis under a NEPA process and is at the discretion of the proponent, 
therefore this concept was eliminated from further detailed study at this time. 
 
Gate at Bottom of 300 Road/Rabbit Ears 
This idea (2809) is designed to control vehicle access and mitigate impacts to rare plants.  It 
conceptually is mitigation of current conditions.  The road that accesses the Mt. Ashland summit 
(FS 2000300) was constructed decades ago.  A late spring/early summer road closure via the 
installation of a gate on this road for lupine and horkelia protection from vehicles is included as 
part of the 2002 Conservation Agreement between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Forest Service (USDA FS and USFW 2002).  That agreement identifies the goal of studying the 
feasibility and desirability of a seasonal (gated) closure, during the period when vehicles can get 
part way, but not all the way to the summit (which creates the situation of vehicles leaving the 
roadway and affected rare plants or habitat). 
 
The RRNF and KNF have conduced a separate NEPA analysis and public involvement regarding 
implementation of selected conservation actions, but not including this action.  Pending further 
analysis and coordination, the Responsible Official finds that this action is not related to 
authorization for ski area expansion, and is not being proposed as part of ski area expansion or 
current ski area operation, is largely not within the Special Use Permit area boundary, and is not 
being analyzed in detail at this time.  It could be proposed in the future, independent of and with 
independent utility from ski area expansion. 
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Lupine/horkelia: Specific Mitigation for Each Population 
This idea (2815) is also related to mitigation of impacts to rare plants.  It conceptually is 
mitigation of current conditions as well as from ski area expansion activities.  The MAA 
expansion proposal includes mitigation for rare plants.  To be effective however, they are not 
specific to each area where plants or plant habitat exists, they are specific to the entire area of 
potential impact and range of plant populations.  The Conservation Agreement does not specify 
specific mitigation for each population.  All proposed mitigation is in alignment with the 
Conservation Agreement and other methods would not be consistent with the agreement and was 
not further considered in detail by the Responsible Official. 
 
Install Rope Barrier above Road 20 – Mt. Ashland Campground 
This public proposal (2826) would involve installation of a rope barrier in the “toilet bowl” area 
above the Mt. Ashland Campground and Road 20 on the south side of Mt Ashland.  This area is 
outside of the MASA Special Use Permit area.  The purpose of the rope would be to prevent lift-
served skiers from entering the road (a designated Nordic trail) at a high rate of speed.  Forest 
Service policy allows for backcountry use by lift-assisted skiers into general forest areas.  This 
use has been occurring on Mt. Ashland’s south side for 40 years.   
 
This mitigation measure (primarily related to current conditions) has been eliminated from 
further detailed study for a number of reasons.  First, roping this area off, perhaps for 1,000 feet, 
would require a substantial amount of time and investment.  The Forest has neither the time nor 
the funds to invest in this type of action at this location.  It cannot be required of MAA because it 
is outside of their permit area.  Second, liability and safety concerns preclude this from being a 
viable method of reducing speed.  The rope would need to be checked on a daily basis at a 
minimum and several times daily during periods of high use and stormy conditions.  During 
whiteout and riming conditions the rope may not be visible.  The Forest Service believes that the 
rope would increase skier hazards rather than diminish those hazards.  Third, the Forest Service 
is working with interested parties to lessen conflicts on Mt. Ashland’s south side.  This ongoing 
process does not require NEPA.  For example, with the input of the Southern Oregon Nordic 
Club, the Forest Service and MAA worked on a different method of boundary management that 
eliminates MASA signing on the south side of the mountain. 
 
Rope Barrier Above Back Parking Lot 
This public proposal (2827) would involve installation of a rope barrier above the back (west) 
parking lot to prevent skiers from skiing down or jumping off the cutbank.  This too is primarily 
a mitigation associated with current conditions.  This concept has been eliminated from further 
detailed study because the area is currently posted with “caution” signs and is best managed 
through review of MAA’s annual winter operating plan.  Skiers and snowboarders ski at their 
own risk on the southeast side of Mt. Ashland within the Special Use Permit boundary and they 
have a choice as to whether they choose to ski down the cutbank. 
 
Stabilize Landslide Areas Within Ashland Watershed 
This concept (2828) would require actions outside of the SUP area in within the downstream 
portions of the Municipal Watershed.  This would also be related to current conditions.  MAA 
has proposed the development and implementation of various watershed restoration projects, as 
well as structural and non-structural erosion and sediment controls.  Extensive recent analysis of 
on-site conditions led to the identification of these being proposed for restoration.  Some sites 
identified for restoration are likely related to ongoing ski area operations.  Other sites being 
proposed and identified as needing restoration are due to natural factors and outside of ski area 
operations.  
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There are no active landslides within the SUP area; therefore active landslides existing 
downstream and outside of the SUP are likely natural, or caused by events other than from the 
ski area (EIS Chapter III, Geology).  The package of restoration projects being proposed 
represents a logical and feasible set of actions that could improve conditions in the upper 
portions of the watersheds affected by the ski area and its operations.  The inclusion of landslide 
stabilization, not directly related to ski area operations and with utilization of cooperative 
funding (2828) (i.e., MAA) would be beyond the scope of ski area expansion being considered 
for authorization by MAA at this time and was eliminated from detailed consideration by the 
Responsible Official. 
 
10.  Monitoring 
 
Monitoring of Mitigation for Summer (and Winter) Use 
This concept (2911) is based on monitoring of mitigation of Mt. Ashland Lupine and 
Henderson’s Horkelia.  It is based on mitigation of current conditions and changed conditions 
resulting from ski area expansion.  Monitoring of summer and winter use is included as part of 
the 2002 Conservation Agreement between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Forest 
Service (USDA FS and USFW 2002).  That agreement identifies how monitoring will be 
accomplished and how the Forest service and US Fish and Wildlife will cooperate to accomplish 
this monitoring.   
 
Because of the goals associated with the Conservation Agreement, the responsibility for 
monitoring and for enacting mitigation measures for current conditions outside of the SUP are 
not held by the ski area proponent.  The primary intent of this concept has therefore been 
accomplished and was found to be out of scope to the analysis of ski area expansion at this time 
by the Responsible Official.  Monitoring of mitigation measures during ski area development and 
construction within the SUP is part of the proponent’s responsibilities and is included under all 
action alternatives. 
 
Monitoring of Naturally Occurring Unstable Areas 
This concept (2913) would require the proponent to monitor unstable areas within the entire 
Ashland Creek Municipal Watershed.  For reasons similar to those discussed under watershed-
wide restoration, this action was found to be out of scope as a requirement of the proponent, and 
to the analysis of ski area expansion at this time by the Responsible Official.  Watershed-wide 
monitoring of unstable (and other) areas will be accomplished and is ongoing by the Forest 
Service.  Other projects within the Ashland Creek Watershed may also monitor conditions 
outside of the SUP area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 


	Appendix D - Actions and Alternatives Considered but Eliminated
	Table of Contents
	A. Introduction
	B. Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study
	Figure D-1 - Map of South Side of Mt. Ashland
	Figure D-2 - Map of Middle Fork Area
	Figure D-3 - Map of McDonald Peak Roadless Area
	Figure D-4 - Map of Mountain Facilities Improvement
	Figure D-5 - Map of 2003 Community Alternative
	Figure D-6 - Map of Peak Experience Alternative
	Table D-1. Acreage and Percent Distribution by Ability Level, by Alternative
	Table D-2. Comparison of Quantitative Ski Terrain Factors Relative to a Quality Recreation
	Table D-3. Comparison of Skier Support Facilities by Alternative
	C. Specific Actions Eliminated from Detailed Study
	Figure D-6. Map of Locations for Bottom of LC-6

