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Economic Feasibility Analysis For Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion  
July 2004 

Background 
 
The Mt. Ashland Association is seeking to expand its ski operation at the Mt. Ashland Ski Area 
(MASA) on U.S. Forest Service Land near the town of Ashland, Oregon.  The Mt. Ashland 
Association (MAA) currently leases the ski area from the City of Ashland, holder of a Forest 
Service Special Use Permit for the MASA.  According to its bylaws, MAA operates the ski area 
for the City of Ashland as “a non-profit corporation organized under the laws of the State of 
Oregon exclusively to provide educational and recreational opportunities in Jackson County, 
Oregon, to members of the general public.” 
 
This economic feasibility analysis was conducted for the five proposed action alternatives.  The 
No-Action alternative was not evaluated as part of this analysis as it would not require a major 
capital investment.  The purpose of the analysis is to determine which of the action alternatives, 
if any, yield a favorable return on investment.  To make this determination, the analysis forecasts 
operation revenue and expenses for each of the proposed action alternatives for a period of 
twenty years.  The ski area’s income, net of operating, debt service and administrative costs, 
were discounted to establish a net present value for the investment. 
 
To account for variances in operating conditions over time, a sensitivity analysis was conducted 
using the net present value model.  Variations in the ski area’s economic performance may be 
caused by many factors, including snow conditions, the health of the regional or national 
economy, and changing demographics and consumer interests.  Changes in any of these factors 
would affect ski area visitation.  There are hundreds of conditions and permutations that could be 
tested.  To simplify the analysis, therefore, the model simulates the ski area’s economic 
performance under poor growth in skier visitation, expected growth in skier visitation, and very 
favorable growth in visitation.  The ski area’s economic performance was simulated for each of 
these scenarios by adjusting revenue and operating costs and observing the effect on net present 
value.  The analysis, therefore, shows how the various action alternatives respond under adverse, 
expected, and favorable economic conditions. 
 
Data Sources 
 
Data for the analysis comes from several sources including the U.S. Forest Service, MAA, and 
Cogan Owens Cogan (COC).  Forecast skier area visitation for each action alternative is based 
on a skier demand analysis prepared by Cogan Owens Cogan (COC).  The COC visitor forecast 
separated alpine skiing and snow-play visitation and relies on historical trends both nationally 
and in the regional market to estimate visitation assuming three different growth scenarios – 
high, medium and low.  In the economic analysis, the medium visitation trend is identified as the 
“expected” condition for the net present value calculation.  The low trend simulates poor 
performance and the high trend represents the favorable growth trend. 
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Historical data from MAA accounting records for the period from 1996 through 2001 were used 
to establish expected operating revenues and expenditures as well as administrative costs. 
Annual operating revenue and costs are tied closely to days of operation.  USFS provided data on 
days of operation.  Between 1996 and 2002, days of operation varied from a low of 99 days to a 
high of 152 days.   
 
To minimize the influence of extraordinary good years and extraordinary bad years on expected 
performance, a median value was used to represent expected operating conditions for the ski area 
instead of the arithmetic average.  The median value occurred in three of the six years analyzed, 
and was within 20 days of the value for two other years in that period. The median value was 134 
days.  To be conservative, the analysis rounds down to a 130-day season.  
Base-Year Model 
 
The year 2003 was chosen for the base-year.  This year represents current conditions at the ski 
area without any of the proposed improvements in the various action alternatives.  The base-year 
economic pro-forma used the historical correlation between days of operation, visitation, and 
related operating revenue and expenses in the period from 1996 through 2002.  This analysis 
established expected revenues and costs for the ski area assuming a 130-day season and COC’s 
projected visitation for the base year.  The base-year model also establishes a set of relationships 
between visitation, revenues and operating expenses that are then used to simulate the change in 
revenue and expenses for each action alternative over time.  It should be noted that actual 
visitation and revenues in the 2003 season were higher than the estimated base-year forecasts. 
 
Visitation and revenue at the ski area, as well as visitation and days of operation are both well 
correlated.  For example, the r-square value (Pearson’s Correlation) for total revenue compared 
with visitation between 1996 and 2002 was 98.9% between 1996 and 2001.  For days of 
operation, the correlation between visitation and days of operation was almost 94%.   
 
Using a forecast visitation of 89,994 for the base-year, an estimate of expected operating 
revenues and expenses has been generated using the historical correlation between days of 
operation and visitation and operating revenue and expenses.  The total revenue forecast is based 
on composite forecasts for ticket sales, rentals, ski shop, lodge and bar, and ski school revenue.  
The Pearson’s correlation value between visitation and each of these revenue components, with 
the exception of Lodge and Ski School revenue categories, is nearly 98%. 
 
The lower correlation value between visitation and the Lodge and Ski School revenue categories 
is the result of two conditions.  Most of the Lodge revenue comes from coin locker and ski 
security services.  The ski area has made changes in its ski security services, which has changed 
the cost for these services.  The change has had an effect on visitor purchases and that change is 
largely responsible for the reduced correlation between visitors and Lodge revenue.  
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For the Ski School, a substantial portion of its revenue is based on pre-sold lesson plans, which 
makes it less variable than other revenue categories.  In addition, ski school programs taper off in 
early spring when, in good snow years, general visitation sales remain strong.  This can be seen 
in the revenue profile for the ski school, which is about the same in both average and very good 
snow years while general ticket revenue is substantially higher in very good snow years 
compared to average snow years.  General ticket revenue and Ski School revenue are both 
depressed in poor snow years.   
 
The extremely high overall correlation between total revenue and visitation provides a very high 
level of confidence that the forecast revenue for the Base Year is a very close approximation of 
what the ski area would expect to generate for visitation equal to the forecast value.  Total 
revenue was adjusted to account for a change in operations related to the ski area cafeteria.  That 
procedure is described in detail below. 
 
Forecast expenditures for the base-year were developed somewhat differently.  The visitor 
correlation method was used to forecast the Base Year’s General and Administrative and 
Maintenance and Equipment cost categories.  The overall correlation between these costs and 
visitation is not as high as for most revenue categories, but the forecasts are in line with 
expenditure patterns for both categories.  Therefore, the visitor correlation method also was used 
for these categories to maintain consistency within the model.   
 
For the Cost of Goods Sold and Skier Services expense categories, the Base Year forecast has 
been adjusted to reflect the fact that in 2002, the ski area elected to operate the cafeteria itself 
rather than contract this service.  This change substantially altered the historical revenue and 
expenditure pattern for cafeteria services.  Several adjustments were made to account for this 
change.  Administrative Revenue in the Base Year was set equal to its 2002 level because 
historically, the ski area used this line item to account for the contract revenue it received from 
its cafeteria food vendor.  The sharp drop in Administrative Revenue between 2001 and 2002 
reflects this change.  The Cafeteria was included as a separate revenue line item in the Base Year 
by using the ratio of 2002 Cafeteria Revenue to 2002 Visitation as a means for estimating 
revenue in the Base Year.  On the expense side, forecasts for Cost of Goods Sold assume the 
historic relationship between visitors and this expense item.  The analysis then adds the marginal 
increase in Cost of Goods sold that resulted from cafeteria purchases in 2002 to the Base Year 
estimate.  A similar adjustment was made to the Skier Services expense category to capture the 
added labor cost associated with operating the cafeteria.   
 
These adjustments provide the input values for a Base Year operating “pro-forma.”  Total 
revenue less operating and administrative expenses yields estimated net income for the ski area.  
This model is the basis for forecasting future operating net income for the action alternatives, 
with adjustments made to account for differences and capitalization and marginal increases in 
operating revenues and expenditures.  
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Capital Investment Financing 
 
Each action alternative requires a different level of capital investment, both in the total amount 
invested and in the timing of the investment.  Capital investment includes long-lived assets, such 
as new ski lifts, buildings, parking facilities, ski runs, environmental restoration costs, and 
related infrastructure that are not typically expensed on an annual basis.  Estimates for the level 
of capital investment associated with each action alternative were provided by MAA and the SE 
Group.  Capital investment is expected to occur over three phases for each alternative, with those 
improvements that would have the greatest attraction for visitors occurring in Phase I and 
improvements related to enhancing skier amenities occurring in later phases.  A phasing schedule 
was provided by MAA for the proposed action.  COC also developed similar phasing plans for 
the other action alternatives using the same sequencing guidelines, as follows: 
 
• Phase I:  New ski lifts, associated new ski runs, water and power facilities, environmental 

restoration costs, parking expansion, and snow tubing/winter play amenities. 
• Phase II:  Refinements to ski facilities and infrastructure, such as added lighting for night 

skiing and altering some runs to improve skier traffic in convergence areas. 
• Phase III:  Major improvements to skier amenities, such as building the Moraine Lodge on 

the upper mountain, adding the Poma area improvements, and constructing a new arrival-
services building to house ticket sales and rental services. 

 
Capital costs are summarized in the two tables below (see Attachment 1 for more detailed costs): 
 
Table I-1.  Capital Costs by Major Category and Alternative 
 

Alternative 
Major Cost Category 2 3 4 5 6 

Buildings $3,348,000 $3,085,500 $2,465,000 $3,348,000 $2,285,500 
Parking and Shuttles $567,000 $501,450 $300,000 $490,455 $426,700 
Lifts $677,500 $647,500 $2,707,500 $1,677,500 $1,214,500 
Infrastructure $271,860 $168,160 $262,720 $349,360 $376,960 
Snowplay $12,000 $12,000 $0 $12,000 $12,000 
Ski Runs $334,800 $244,801 $272,500 $309,900 $262,600 
Restoration $40,693 $40,693 $40,693 $40,693 $40,693 
Total $5,251,853 $4,700,104 $6,048,413 $6,227,908 $4,618,953 
 
Table I-2.  Capital Costs by Phase and Alternative 
 

Alternative 
Phase 2 3 4 5 6 

Phase 1 $2,075,503 $1,846,254 $6,023,413 $3,278,758 $2,775,103
Phase 2 $17,200 $817,200 $0 $0 $17,200
Phase 3 $3,159,150 $2,036,650 $25,000 $2,949,150 $1,826,650
Total $5,251,853 $4,700,104 $6,048,413 $6,227,908 $4,618,953
 



Appendix I   Page I-6 
MASA Economic Feasibility Analysis 

The analysis assumes that Phase I improvements would be financed with borrowed funds.  This 
approach would allow the ski area to immediately build those improvements that are most likely 
to increase visitation without having to wait for fund-raising or retained earnings to accumulate 
before proceeding with expansion.  For Phase II and III, however, the model assumes that these 
improvements would be financed with retained earnings and fund-raising.  The estimated timing 
for these improvements is shown in the model, along with their estimated cost.   
 
From a financial standpoint, they have no bearing on the analysis since MAA has stated that 
these improvements would be constructed as funding becomes available.  The ski area would be 
enhanced with their construction, but can operate without them and the ski area would not be 
obligated to build them in any particular time-frame.  There is some risk that if these later phase 
improvements are not made, the ski area may not be as competitive in attracting local skiers 
away from other ski areas that offer a more appealing assortment of skier amenities.  The impact 
of delaying these investments a year or two, however, is much less important to the success of 
the expansion than building the lift capacity and related terrain that allow the ski area to increase 
its market base.  Delays in timing for later phase improvements, therefore, would not be expected 
to substantially alter the analysis results. 
 
The amount borrowed varies for each alternative, depending on the level of investment needed to 
capitalize Phase I improvements.  Table I-3 shows the credit assumptions for each action 
alternative.  Borrowed funds are highest for Alternative 4 because the proposed new ski-area pod 
is a considerable distance from the existing ski area.  Consequently, many of the amenities 
associated with this proposal, such as a new ski lodge, ticket sales building, maintenance 
facilities and other improvements, are needed in order for the new area to function and, therefore, 
are financed in Phase I using debt.  In other alternatives, similar support facilities are not 
financed using debt.   
 
It may be possible to reduce the capitalization costs associated with Alternative 4 by constructing 
temporary facilities and offering minimal skier services at the base of the new pod, but this 
approach is not described in the alternative.  Alternative 4 also is the only action alternative 
without a snow tubing facility, which eliminates some capitalization costs but impacts future 
revenue.   
 
Table I-3.  Phase I Capitalization Plan 
 

Action 
Alternative 

Phase I Capital 
Investment Credit Rate 

Annual Debt 
Service Credit Term 

Alternative 2 $2,075,503 8% $166,040 10-Years 
Alternative 3 $1,846,254 8% $147,700 10-Years 
Alternative 4 $6,052,413 8% $481,873 10-Years 
Alternative 5 $3,278,758 8% $262,301 10-Years 
Alternative 6 $2,775,103 8% $222,008 10-Years 

Credit rate source - ValueBond, Inc.  Bonds on Line.com 
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For the Phase I credit rate, the analysis assumes that MAA’s non-profit status and relationship 
with the City of Ashland would provide it access to public financing with taxable industrial 
development bonds.  Research of current bid/ask prices for recently issued state-backed 
industrial development revenue bonds in Oregon uncovered two recent issues by the Oregon 
Economic Development Department.  The bond rating for these issues was not very favorable, at 
Ba1/BBB credit ratings.  The current yield to maturity was 7.6% and 8.2% respectively.  A mid-
point of 8% was chosen as a credit rate for the bond issue, with annual interest-only coupon 
payments over a ten-year term and principal redeemed at maturity.  The resulting annual debt 
service payment is shown in Table I-3. 
 
Future Operating Assumptions 
 
Growth in operating revenue is a function of growth in visitation.  The analysis assumed average 
revenue per skier in the base year of $22.86 per skier visit to forecast future revenue for alpine 
skiers.  Snow tubing revenue was based on a constant revenue factor of $15.00 per visitor.  Snow 
tube revenue assumes an average lift price of $12.50 per person and $2.50 per person 
expenditures on concessions (food, equipment, apparel, etc.).  These factors were held constant 
for the 20-year analysis period.  Skier visitation varied by alternative based on the alpine skier 
forecasts prepared by COC.  Visitation for snow tubing was the same for each alternative and 
also was based on a forecast prepared by COC. 
 
The anticipated increase in annual operating costs associated with each action alternative was 
provided by MAA.  Operating costs were broken down for each proposed improvement, which 
allowed the analysis to adjust operating costs for each proposed development phase.  The 
analysis assumes that operating cost increases for Phase I, and Phase III improvements would be 
incurred after a two-year construction window.  This means that the operating cost increase is not 
incurred until the second year after construction commences.   
 
For Phase II improvements, which are much smaller in scale, the analysis assumes a one-year 
construction window.  The analysis treats most operating costs, including cost increases related 
to new ski lifts and skier facilities, as fixed costs (i.e., they remain constant for the life of the 
project).  There are some increases in labor costs built into the model (based on employment 
forecasts) to account for employment growth related to demand for skier services that are closely 
linked with visitation.  
 
The operating assumptions in the model are conservative.  The analysis assumes that average 
operating conditions would occur every year, (a 130-day ski year for the duration of the analysis 
period).  Assuming that operating costs would be fixed each year in effect loads the full cost to 
operate the improvements at capacity in the first year they go into operation.  In fact, the ski area 
may realize lower operating costs for some functions in early years after improvements are 
made.   
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For example, ski patrol, ski school, and some visitor service staffing levels may be staffed at 
lower levels than the model presumes are needed.  It may take several years for visitation to 
increase to a level that demands full staffing levels.  Rather than ramping these operating costs 
up gradually to correspond with growth in visitation, the analysis assumes that all aspects of the 
operation would function at full staffing levels upon start-up.  The effect is substantial because 
the discounted cash flow analysis method that is used to measure the performance of the various 
alternatives weights cash flows in the early years greater than cash flows later on.  This builds 
conservatism into the analysis. 
 
Net Present Value Analysis 
 
To compare the economic feasibility of the five action alternatives, a discounted cash flow 
analysis was performed.  The process of determining an appropriate discount rate is very 
important to this analysis.  As a private non-profit entity, MAA does not compete for investment 
capital in the same way as for-profit ski areas.  It has access to sources of capital that are not 
available to many ski areas.  MAA does not need to provide a profit-based return on investment 
in order to attract investment capital.  MAA also does not have ancillary real estate development 
investments as part of its business, as do many ski areas.  These factors combine to reduce 
investment risk associated with the ski area, but make finding comparable public sources for 
determining an appropriate discount rate difficult.   
 
The ski area has been able to maintain, and increase, the reserve funds originally set aside at the 
inception of the non-profit corporation, and has been very successful at building its operation in 
spite of having a terrain mix and facilities that are less than optimal.  As a non-profit, however, it 
does not operate as a typical business.  The conventional “text-book” approach for estimating 
cost of capital involves either calculating internal rates of return on invested capital over time, or 
finding a market-based cost of capital associated with other companies like MAA.  Neither of 
these approaches are appropriate in MAA’s case because there are no public sources of 
information to support using external sources and because MAA’s non-profit status makes 
developing internal rates of return on invested capital very difficult.  The approach used, 
therefore, infers a discount rate by evaluating levels of risk that MAA faces if it proceeds with 
the proposed expansion. 
 
The analysis assumed a cost of capital for MAA of 20%.  This is a total of several risk factors 
identified in Table I-4.  This rate (20%) is 2.5 times the ski area’s estimated cost of borrowing.  
The higher discount rate reflects added risk associated with the expansion plan caused by 
revenue volatility, higher than average maintenance needs (the ski area would install a used ski 
lift to access the new terrain), and the unpredictable economic and weather cycles that cannot be 
systematically accounted for in forecasting economic performance. 
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Table I-4.  Discount Rate Risk Analysis 
 

Risk Factor Relative Applicability Risk Measure 
Market Risk (Investor) None 0 
Debt Risk (Borrowing) Documented 8% 
Industry Risk (Competition) Moderate 3% 
Volatility (income stability) High 5% 
Regulatory Low 2% 
Liability Moderate 2% 
 
For each alternative, standard net income subtracting debt service, operating and administrative 
costs were calculated for a period of 20 years.  At the end of that time period, it is assumed that 
the capital investments associated with each alternative would have a salvage value equal to 10% 
of their initial cost.   
 
Analysis Results 
 
For each alternative, annual net income was calculated by subtracting debt service, operating and 
administrative costs, from projected operating income, for a period of 20 years.  Three different 
visitation scenarios -- low, expected, and high – were evaluated for each alternative.  These 
scenarios are intended to represent different levels of success for the ski area and include a 
variety of factors that may influence visitation.  In this table, parenthesis around the net present 
value signifies a negative number. 
 
Table I-5.  Results of Financial Feasibility Analysis – Net Present Value 
 

Action  
Alternative 

Low  
Visitor Trend 

Expected  
Visitor Trend 

High  
Visitor Trend 

2 (Proposed Action) $ (178,536) $ 42,697 $ 207,188 
3 $ (403,402) $ (184,687) $ (22,086) 
4 $ (2,758,723) $ (2,576,676) $ (2,414,075) 
5 $ (803,373) $ (631,284) $ (514,124) 
6 $ (377,246) $ (154,741) $ 10,703 

 
Under the “Low Visitor” trend scenario, none of the action alternatives return a positive net 
present value using a 20% discount rate (cost of capital).  Alternative 2 returns a positive value 
under both the “Expected” and “High” visitation trend scenarios.  Alternative 6 returns a positive 
value under the “High” visitation trend scenario.   
 
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 do not return a positive value under any scenario.  Alternative 4 returns 
the lowest value of all alternatives because even though it has similar visitation levels to 
Alternatives 2 and 6, it requires substantially more capitalization in Phase I to develop base 
facilities for the Knoll area pod.   
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Alternative 5 returns the next lowest value because it requires substantial capital investment to 
upgrade lift systems and equipment, but does not add ski terrain that would allow it to compete 
in the regional market place for growth in visitation as well as the other alternatives.  It has a 
relatively low visitation to capitalization cost ratio, and therefore does not generate sufficient 
revenue to offset the planned capital expenditures.   
 
Alternative 3 returns poorly primarily because it incurs substantially greater costs to operate a 
shuttle system, rather than add parking at the ski area.   
 
The difference in alternatives is magnified because of the relatively high discount rate used in the 
analysis.  At a 20% discount rate, the value of a dollar in year ten is only $0.16 compared to the 
value of a dollar today.  The uncertainty that always accompanies long-range economic 
forecasting, economic performance could easily change depending on market responses to 
intangible factors such as skier response to terrain variances, skier amenities, and other factors 
that differentiate the alternatives.  Alternative 2 performs the best overall (i.e., positive return 
under the “Expected” and “High” visitor trends) because less capital is put at risk under this 
alternative.  
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Attachment I-1 – Capital Costs 
 
The following tables detail the capital investment costs for each of the action alternatives.  
Capital investment includes long-lived assets, such as new ski lifts, buildings, parking facilities, 
ski runs, environmental restoration costs, and related infrastructure that are not typically 
expensed on an annual basis.  Estimates for the level of capital investment associated with each 
action alternative were provided by MAA and the SE Group. 
 
Table I-6.  Alternative 2 Capital Costs 
 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

BUILDINGS $3,348,000  $575,500  $0  $2,772,500  
Rental Shop Complex - change functions $50,000  $0  $0  $50,000  
Ticket Services Building / plow-able plaza $520,500  $520,500  $0  $0  
Arrival Services (Rental) Building $1,600,000  $0  $0  $1,600,000  
Moraine Lodge $1,122,500  $0  $0  $1,122,500  
Tubing Facility Yurt $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Toilets $25,000  $25,000  $0  $0  

PARKING AND SHUTTLES $567,000  $567,000  $0  $0  
Current parking Lot Expansion $510,300  $510,300  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Parking $56,700  $56,700  $0  $0  

LIFTS $677,500  $357,500  $0  $320,000  
Middle Fork (LC6) $297,500  $297,500  $0  $0  
Tubing (LS 12) $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Poma Chair (LC14) $320,000  $0  $0  $320,000  
Rodgers Way Surface (LS 15) $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  

INFRASTRUCTURE $271,860  $188,010  $17,200  $66,650  
Roads     

Falstaff Summer Work Road Reconstruction $13,520  $13,520  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Road $4,000  $4,000  $0  $0  

Power     
Moraine $21,900  $0  $0  $21,900  
Tubing Facility $33,800  $33,800  $0  $0  
Poma Chair or Surface Lift $8,400  $0  $0  $8,400  
Rogers Way $1,300  $1,300  $0  $0  

Potable Water and Wastewater     
Storage Tank (above Comer) $25,000  $0  $0  $25,000  

Moraine Lodge     
Potable Water  $60,500  $60,500  $0  $0  
Wastewater  $49,400  $49,400  $0  $0  

Ticket Services Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $5,600  $0  $0  
Wastewater  $5,750  $5,750  $0  $0  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

Arrival Services (Rental) Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $0  $0  $5,600  
Wastewater  $5,750  $0  $0  $5,750  

Tubing Facility     
Potable Water and Wastewater Cost included with tubing facility yurt 

Night Lighting     
Bottom  $17,200  $0  $17,200  $0  
Tubing Facility $11,500  $11,500  $0  $0  

Miscellaneous     
Circe Snow Fence $2,640  $2,640  $0  $0  

SNOWPLAY $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  
Clearing and Prep $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  

SKI RUNS $334,800  $334,800  $0  $0  
Creek and Wetland Crossing $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
New Ski Runs $262,800  $262,800  $0  $0  
Widen Existing Runs $42,000  $42,000  $0  $0  

WATERSHED RESTORATION $40,693  $40,693  $0  $0  
WA 1 and 6 $2,475  $2,475  $0  $0  
WA 2 $763  $763  $0  $0  
WA 3 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 4 $775  $775  $0  $0  
WA 5 $1,463  $1,463  $0  $0  
WA 7 $3,700  $3,700  $0  $0  
WA 8 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 9 $495  $495  $0  $0  
WA 10 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WA 11 $3,525  $3,525  $0  $0  
WA 12 $3,125  $3,125  $0  $0  
WA 13 $540  $540  $0  $0  
WN 1 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WN 2 $1,100  $1,100  $0  $0  
WN 3 $550  $550  $0  $0  
WN 4 $900  $900  $0  $0  
WN 5 $670  $670  $0  $0  
WN 6 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WN 7 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WC 1 $5,700  $5,700  $0  $0  
WC 2 $1,650  $1,650  $0  $0  
WC 3 $3,000  $3,000  $0  $0  
WG 1 $5,125  $5,125  $0  $0  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

SUMMARY Alternative 2     

Buildings, Lifts $4,025,500  $933,000  $0  $3,092,500  
Infrastructure, Parking $838,860  $755,010  $17,200  $66,650  
Site Work, Ski Runs $387,493  $387,493  $0  $0  
Total Investment $5,251,853  $2,075,503  $17,200  $3,159,150  

 
 
 
Table I-7.  Alternative 3 Capital Costs 
 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

BUILDINGS $3,085,500  $635,500  $800,000  $1,650,000  
Base Lodge remodeling $800,000  $0  $800,000  $0  
Rental Shop Complex - change functions $50,000  $0  $0  $50,000  
Ticket Services Building / plow-able plaza $520,500  $520,500  $0  $0  
Arrival Services (Rental) Building $1,600,000  $0  $0  $1,600,000  
Moraine Ski Patrol Bldg.  $25,000  $25,000  $0  $0  
Moraine Toilet $35,000  $35,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Yurt $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Toilets $25,000  $25,000  $0  $0  

PARKING AND SHUTTLES $501,450  $501,450  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Parking $56,700  $56,700  $0  $0  
Bus shuttle $444,750  $444,750  $0  $0  

LIFTS $647,500  $327,500  $0  $320,000  
Middle Fork (LC6) $297,500  $297,500  $0  $0  
Tubing (LS 12) $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Poma Chair (LC14) $320,000  $0  $0  $320,000  

INFRASTRUCTURE $168,160  $84,310  $17,200  $66,650  
Roads     

Falstaff Summer Work Road Reconstruction $13,520  $13,520  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Road $4,000  $4,000  $0  $0  

Power     
Moraine $21,900  $0  $0  $21,900  
Tubing Facility $33,800  $33,800  $0  $0  
North Ridge Chairlift $7,500  $7,500  $0  $0  
Poma Chair or Surface Lift $8,400  $0  $0  $8,400  

Potable Water and Wastewater     
Storage Tank (above Comer) $25,000  $0  $0  $25,000  

Ticket Services Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $5,600  $0  $0  
Wastewater  $5,750  $5,750  $0  $0  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

Arrival Services (Rental) Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $0  $0  $5,600  
Wastewater  $5,750  $0  $0  $5,750  

Tubing Facility     
Potable Water and Wastewater  

Night Lighting     
Bottom  $17,200  $0  $17,200  $0  
Tubing Facility $11,500  $11,500  $0  $0  

Miscellaneous     
Circe Snow Fence $2,640  $2,640  $0  $0  

SNOWPLAY $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  
Clearing and Prep $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  

SKI RUNS $244,801  $244,801  $0  $0  
New Ski Runs $179,300  $179,300  $0  $0  
Widen Existing Runs $50,300  $50,300  $0  $0  
Glading Existing Runs $15,201  $15,201  $0  $0  

WATERSHED RESTORATION $40,693  $40,693  $0  $0  
WA 1 and 6 $2,475  $2,475  $0  $0  
WA 2 $763  $763  $0  $0  
WA 3 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 4 $775  $775  $0  $0  
WA 5 $1,463  $1,463  $0  $0  
WA 7 $3,700  $3,700  $0  $0  
WA 8 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 9 $495  $495  $0  $0  
WA 10 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WA 11 $3,525  $3,525  $0  $0  
WA 12 $3,125  $3,125  $0  $0  
WA 13 $540  $540  $0  $0  
WN 1 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WN 2 $1,100  $1,100  $0  $0  
WN 3 $550  $550  $0  $0  
WN 4 $900  $900  $0  $0  
WN 5 $670  $670  $0  $0  
WN 6 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WN 7 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WC 1 $5,700  $5,700  $0  $0  
WC 2 $1,650  $1,650  $0  $0  
WC 3 $3,000  $3,000  $0  $0  
WG 1 $5,125  $5,125  $0  $0  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

SUMMARY Alternative 3     

Buildings, Lifts,  $3,733,000  $963,000  $800,000  $1,970,000  
Infrastructure, Parking $669,610  $585,760  $17,200  $66,650  
Site Work, Ski Runs $297,494  $297,494  $0  $0  
Total Investment $4,700,104  $1,846,254  $817,200  $2,036,650  

 
 
 
Table I-7.  Alternative 4 Capital Costs 
 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

BUILDINGS $2,465,000  $2,465,000  $0  $0  
Knoll Lodge $1,800,000  $1,800,000  $0  $0  
Knoll Ski Patrol Bldg.  $25,000  $25,000  $0  $0  
Knoll Vehicle/Lift Shop $640,000  $640,000  $0  $0  

PARKING AND SHUTTLE $300,000  $300,000  $0  $0  
Knoll Parking $300,000  $300,000  $0  $0  

LIFTS $2,707,500  $2,707,500  $0  $0  
East Fork (LC 7) $700,000  $700,000  $0  $0  
Beginner (LC 8) $500,000  $500,000  $0  $0  
East Ridge (LC 9) $297,500  $297,500  $0  $0  
Novice Access (LC 10) $500,000  $500,000  $0  $0  
Interconnect (LC 11) $710,000  $710,000  $0  $0  

INFRASTRUCTURE $262,720  $237,720  $0  $25,000  
Roads     

Access Road center turn lane $80,000  $80,000  $0  $0  
Bull Gap Road Reconstruction $3,480  $3,480  $0  $0  
Knoll Peak Road $28,500  $28,500  $0  $0  

Power     
Knoll $40,600  $40,600  $0  $0  

Potable Water and Wastewater     
Storage Tank (above Comer) $25,000  $0  $0  $25,000  

Knoll Lodge     
Potable Water $65,000  $65,000  $0  $0  
Wastewater $13,500  $13,500  $0  $0  

Helispots     
Base of LC-7 (East Ridge Lift) $4,000  $4,000  $0  $0  

Emergency Egress     
LC-7 Egress (Costs included in run clearing) 

Miscellaneous     
Circe Snow Fence $2,640  $2,640  $0  $0  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

SKI RUNS $272,500  $272,500  $0  $0  
New Ski Runs $255,300  $255,300  $0  $0  
Widen Existing Runs $17,200  $17,200  $0  $0  

WATERSHED RESTORATION $40,693  $40,693  $0  $0  
WA 1 and 6 $2,475  $2,475  $0  $0  
WA 2 $763  $763  $0  $0  
WA 3 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 4 $775  $775  $0  $0  
WA 5 $1,463  $1,463  $0  $0  
WA 7 $3,700  $3,700  $0  $0  
WA 8 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 9 $495  $495  $0  $0  
WA 10 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WA 11 $3,525  $3,525  $0  $0  
WA 12 $3,125  $3,125  $0  $0  
WA 13 $540  $540  $0  $0  
WN 1 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WN 2 $1,100  $1,100  $0  $0  
WN 3 $550  $550  $0  $0  
WN 4 $900  $900  $0  $0  
WN 5 $670  $670  $0  $0  
WN 6 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WN 7 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WC 1 $5,700  $5,700  $0  $0  
WC 2 $1,650  $1,650  $0  $0  
WC 3 $3,000  $3,000  $0  $0  
WG 1 $5,125  $5,125  $0  $0  

SUMMARY Alternative 4     

Buildings, Lifts,  $5,172,500  $5,172,500  $0  $0  
Infrastructure, Parking $562,720  $537,720  $0  $25,000  
Site Work, Ski Runs $313,193  $313,193  $0  $0  
Total Investment $6,048,413  $6,023,413  $0  $25,000  
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Table I-7.  Alternative 5 Capital Costs 
 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

BUILDINGS $3,348,000  $575,500  $0  $2,772,500  
Base Lodge remodeling $0  $0  $0  $0  
Rental Shop Complex - change functions $50,000  $0  $0  $50,000  
Ticket Services Building / plow-able plaza $520,500  $520,500  $0  $0  
Arrival Services (Rental) Building $1,600,000  $0  $0  $1,600,000  
Moraine Lodge $1,122,500  $0  $0  $1,122,500  
Tubing Facility Yurt $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Toilets $25,000  $25,000  $0  $0  

PARKING AND SHUTTLES $490,455  $490,455  $0  $0  
Parking Lot Expansion $433,755  $433,755  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Parking $56,700  $56,700  $0  $0  

LIFTS $1,677,500  $1,567,500  $0  $110,000  
Ariel Replacement (LC1.1) $740,000  $740,000  $0  $0  
North Ridge (LC 5) $500,000  $500,000  $0  $0  
Tubing (LS 12) $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Windsor to Moraine (LC 13_) $297,500  $297,500  $0  $0  
Poma Surface (LS 14) $110,000  $0  $0  $110,000  

INFRASTRUCTURE $349,360  $282,710  $0  $66,650  
Roads     

Falstaff Summer Work Road Reconstruction $13,520  $13,520  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Road $4,000  $4,000  $0  $0  

Power     
Moraine $21,900  $0  $0  $21,900  
Tubing Facility $33,800  $33,800  $0  $0  
North Ridge Chairlift $7,500  $7,500  $0  $0  
Poma Chair or Surface Lift $8,400  $0  $0  $8,400  
Windsor To Moraine Chairlift $1,300  $1,300  $0  $0  

Potable Water and Wastewater     
Storage Tank (above Comer) $25,000  $0  $0  $25,000  

Moraine Lodge     
Potable Water  $60,500  $60,500  $0  $0  
Wastewater  $49,400  $49,400  $0  $0  

Ticket Services Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $5,600  $0  $0  
Wastewater  $5,750  $5,750  $0  $0  

Arrival Services (Rental) Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $0  $0  $5,600  
Wastewater  $5,750  $0  $0  $5,750  

Tubing Facility     
Potable Water and Wastewater Cost included with tubing facility yurt 
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

Night Lighting     
Tubing Facility $11,500  $11,500  $0  $0  
Alt 5 Dream Caliban $87,200  $87,200  $0  $0  

Miscellaneous     
Circe Snow Fence $2,640  $2,640  $0  $0  

     
SNOWPLAY $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  

Clearing and Prep $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  
SKI RUNS $309,900  $309,900  $0  $0  

New Ski Runs $220,300  $220,300  $0  $0  
Widen Existing Runs $75,700  $75,700  $0  $0  
Glading Existing Runs $13,900  $13,900  $0  $0  

WATERSHED RESTORATION $40,693  $40,693  $0  $0  
WA 1 and 6 $2,475  $2,475  $0  $0  
WA 2 $763  $763  $0  $0  
WA 3 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 4 $775  $775  $0  $0  
WA 5 $1,463  $1,463  $0  $0  
WA 7 $3,700  $3,700  $0  $0  
WA 8 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 9 $495  $495  $0  $0  
WA 10 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WA 11 $3,525  $3,525  $0  $0  
WA 12 $3,125  $3,125  $0  $0  
WA 13 $540  $540  $0  $0  
WN 1 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WN 2 $1,100  $1,100  $0  $0  
WN 3 $550  $550  $0  $0  
WN 4 $900  $900  $0  $0  
WN 5 $670  $670  $0  $0  
WN 6 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WN 7 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WC 1 $5,700  $5,700  $0  $0  
WC 2 $1,650  $1,650  $0  $0  
WC 3 $3,000  $3,000  $0  $0  
WG 1 $5,125  $5,125  $0  $0  

SUMMARY Alternative 5     

Buildings, Lifts,  $5,025,500  $2,143,000  $0  $2,882,500  
Infrastructure, Parking $839,815  $773,165  $0  $66,650  
Site Work, Ski Runs $362,593  $362,593  $0  $0  
Total Investment $6,227,908  $3,278,758  $0  $2,949,150  
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Table I-10.  Alternative 6 Capital Costs 
 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

BUILDINGS $2,285,500  $635,500  $0  $1,650,000  
Rental Shop Complex - change functions $50,000  $0  $0  $50,000  
Ticket Services Building / plow-able plaza $520,500  $520,500  $0  $0  
Arrival Services (Rental) Building $1,600,000  $0  $0  $1,600,000  
Moraine Ski Patrol Bldg.  $25,000  $25,000  $0  $0  
Moraine Toilet $35,000  $35,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Yurt $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Toilets $25,000  $25,000  $0  $0  

PARKING AND SHUTTLE $426,700  $426,700  $0  $0  
Knoll Parking $300,000  $300,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Parking $56,700  $56,700  $0  $0  
Van shuttle $70,000  $70,000  $0  $0  

LIFTS $1,214,500  $1,104,500  $0  $110,000  
Middle Fork (LC6) $297,500  $297,500  $0  $0  
Tubing (LS 12) $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
Windsor to Moraine (LC 13_) $777,000  $777,000  $0  $0  
Poma Surface (LS 14) $110,000  $0  $0  $110,000  

INFRASTRUCTURE $376,960  $293,110  $17,200  $66,650  
Roads     

Falstaff Summer Work Road Reconstruction $13,520  $13,520  $0  $0  
Access Road center turn lane $80,000  $80,000  $0  $0  
Tubing Facility Road $4,000  $4,000  $0  $0  

Power     
Moraine $21,900  $0  $0  $21,900  
Tubing Facility $33,800  $33,800  $0  $0  
North Ridge Chairlift $7,500  $7,500  $0  $0  
Poma Chair or Surface Lift $8,400  $0  $0  $8,400  
Windsor To Moraine Chairlift $1,300  $1,300  $0  $0  

Potable Water and Wastewater     
Storage Tank (above Comer) $25,000  $0  $0  $25,000  

Moraine Lodge     
Potable Water  $60,500  $60,500  $0  $0  
Wastewater  $49,400  $49,400  $0  $0  

Ticket Services Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $5,600  $0  $0  
Wastewater  $5,750  $5,750  $0  $0  

Arrival Services (Rental) Building     
Potable Water $5,600  $0  $0  $5,600  
Wastewater  $5,750  $0  $0  $5,750  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

Tubing Facility     
Potable Water and Wastewater  Cost included with tubing facility yurt 

Night Lighting     
Bottom  $17,200  $0  $17,200  $0  
Tubing Facility $11,500  $11,500  $0  $0  

Helispots     
Base if LC-6 (Middle Fork Lift) (Costs included in run clearing) 

Emergency Egress     
LC-6 Egress $17,600  $17,600  $0  $0  

Miscellaneous     
Circe Snow Fence $2,640  $2,640  $0  $0  

SNOWPLAY $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  
Clearing and Prep $12,000  $12,000  $0  $0  

SKI RUNS $262,600  $262,600  $0  $0  
Creek and Wetland Crossing $30,000  $30,000  $0  $0  
New Ski Runs $190,600  $190,600  $0  $0  
Widen Existing Runs $42,000  $42,000  $0  $0  

WATERSHED RESTORATION $40,693  $40,693  $0  $0  
WA 1 and 6 $2,475  $2,475  $0  $0  
WA 2 $763  $763  $0  $0  
WA 3 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 4 $775  $775  $0  $0  
WA 5 $1,463  $1,463  $0  $0  
WA 7 $3,700  $3,700  $0  $0  
WA 8 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WA 9 $495  $495  $0  $0  
WA 10 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WA 11 $3,525  $3,525  $0  $0  
WA 12 $3,125  $3,125  $0  $0  
WA 13 $540  $540  $0  $0  
WN 1 $1,013  $1,013  $0  $0  
WN 2 $1,100  $1,100  $0  $0  
WN 3 $550  $550  $0  $0  
WN 4 $900  $900  $0  $0  
WN 5 $670  $670  $0  $0  
WN 6 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WN 7 $700  $700  $0  $0  
WC 1 $5,700  $5,700  $0  $0  
WC 2 $1,650  $1,650  $0  $0  
WC 3 $3,000  $3,000  $0  $0  
WG 1 $5,125  $5,125  $0  $0  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Component Cost 
Year 1-3 Year 4-5 Year 7-8 

SUMMARY –Alternative 6     

Buildings, Lifts,  $3,500,000  $1,740,000  $0  $1,760,000  
Infrastructure, Parking $803,660  $719,810  $17,200  $66,650  
Site Work, Ski Runs $315,293  $315,293  $0  $0  
Total Investment $4,618,953  $2,775,103  $17,200  $1,826,650  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page left intentionally blank. 
 

 
 


	Appendix I - Economic Feasibility Analysis For Mt. Ashland Ski Area Expansion
	Background
	Data Sources
	Capital Investment Financing
	Table I-1. Capital Costs by Major Category and Alternative
	Table I-2. Capital Costs by Phase and Alternative
	Table I-3. Phase I Capitalization Plan
	Future Operating Assumptions
	Net Present Value Analysis
	Table I-4. Discount Rate Risk Analysis
	Analysis Results
	Table I-5. Results of Financial Feasibility Analysis – Net Present Value
	Attachment I-1 – Capital Costs
	Table I-6. Alternative 2 Capital Costs
	Table I-7. Alternative 3 Capital Costs
	Table I-7. Alternative 4 Capital Costs
	Table I-7. Alternative 5 Capital Costs
	Table I-10. Alternative 6 Capital Costs

