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Abstract: This report describes the objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions of the
Prince William Sound Recreation Project. The project addressed the restoration of recreation
in the Prince William Sound Region. A strong emphasis was placed on public participation.

Through questionnaires, interviews and public meetings, possible recreation restoration
projects were identified. Additionally, recreation restoration goals and objectives and possible
special designations for the Sound were identified.

Results of the project were:

1) A Statement of Injury to recreation.

2) Recreation restoration goals and objectives.

3) A prioritized list of possible projects for recreation restoration.

4) A list and description of possible special designations for the Sound.
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S C1 ENCE s

June 13, 1994

TO: James Ayers
Executive Director

FROM: ' Robert B. Spies
Chief Scientist

CC: Molly McCammon
Wyn Menefee, ADNR

RE: Prince William Sound Recreation Project Final Report

The final report for the Prince William Sound Recreation Project (project
numbers 93065 and 94217) was delivered to my office on April 5, 1994. This report
was sent out to review, and I now have the comments of the reviewer. I

recommend that this report be accepted as completing the requirements of the above
projects.

I would like to note that the peer reviewer expressed some concerns that the
methods used in the prdjéct may not have adequately investigated the opinions of
certain recreational users, due in part to the difficulty of obtaining these opinions.
Consequently, the ranking of restoration projects that is presented might not reflect
all recreational users effectively. This could result in some controversy for proposed
future restoration projects to address the loss of recreation services.
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Executive Summary

This report documents the process and findings of the Prince William Sound Recreation Project.
The Exxon Valdez Trustee Council initiated the project in May 1993 to address the restoration of
recreation in Prince William Sound.

Objectives
The objectives of this project are:
1. Identify how the Exxon Valdez oil spill injured recreation in the spill area.
2. Recommend goals and objectives for restoring recreation in Prince William Sound.
3. Develop pfoject proposals for restoring recreation in Prince William Sound.
4, Identify possible state, federal or international special designations that could be applied

to Prince William Sound.

Public Participation

Public participation was an important part of this project. Public comments were gathered through
five vehicles: (1) public meetings held during summer of 1993 in the Prince William Sound
region, (2) meetings with special interest groups and individuals, (3) responses to the Exxon
Valdez Restoration Plan Recreation Questionnaire, (4) a two-day public participation workshop
in November 1993, and (5) telephone calls and letters. Public comment was received from the
five communities of Prince William Sound, Seward, and the Anchorage vicinity.

Over 700 people were contacted during this project and about 200 people responded. Comment

was received from all types of recreation users, including both commercial and noncommercial
users.



Results

~ Statement of Injury. A statement of injury was developed describing how the Exxon Valdez oil
spill affected recreation in the spill area. Injuries to recreation were identified in five categories:
(1) quantity, (2) quality, (3) perception, (4) location, and (5) facility. The injury statement was
peer reviewed and incorporated in the Final Restoration Plan. Most respondents noted some type
of recreation value lost, especially in the categories of quality and perception, because of the
Exxon Valdez oil spill.

Restoration Goals and Objectives. Goals and objectives were developed to guide the restoration
of recreation in Prince William Sound. Following are the goals and objectives developed:

1. Restore, enhance, or replace recreation opportunities lost or diminished because of the oil
spill.

2. Prevent further degradation of natural resources that support recreation.

3. Incorporate recreation into the ecosystem approach to restoration.

4, Projects designed to restore or enhance recreation should be compatible with the character

and public use of the area.

3. Before approving new amenities, the Trustee Council should consider maintenance and
operations Costs.

Restoration Proposals, Thirty proposals for recreation restoration were identified by the public.
During a two-day workshop, representatives of communities, land managing agencies, Native
Corporations and recreation groups evaluated and rated each proposal. The six highest-ranked
projects were:

Remove evidence of cleanup activities.

Leave-no-trace educational program.

Shoreline trash cleanup for Prince William Sound.

Prince William Sound education information center at Portage Railroad Station.
Restore Smitty's Cove boat access point (Whittier)

Remove persisting oil from recreation beaches.

S

In addition to participants in the workshop, about 200 people expressed their views on restoration
projects for recreation. Most of them supported (1) recreation development in and around existing



communities, (2) projects to educate the recreation users of Prince William Sound on how to

minimize impacts to recovering species, and (3) projects to repair spill-related damage to
recreation resources.

Special Land Designations. Seventeen state, federal or international designations were identified
as possible special designations that could be applied to Prince William Sound. They include such
land designations as National Recreation Areas, National Marine Sanctuary, State Marine Park,
and Areas Meriting Special Attention. Public comment showed little interest in new designations
for Prince William Sound. Consequently, no recommendation is made.



1. Introduction

Recreation use in Prince William Sound is diverse. Common activities include kayaking,
camping, hiking, boating, sightseeing, photography, scuba diving, beachcombing, flying, sport
fishing, hunting, gathering food, and investigating the history of the area. Recreation use occurs
year round, but most of theuse occurs from May through November.

This report addresses commercial and noncommercial recreation use of Prince William Sound.
Commercial recreation, or tourism, includes services for which clients pay operators. Examples
include boat tours and fishing charters. Noncommercial recreation users engage in many same
activities as commercial users, but do not pay for the services of an operator.

In May 1993, the Trustee Council approved the Prince William Sound Recreation Project to
address the restoration of recreation as both a resource and a service. Recreation resources are

the natural resources on which recreation depends. Recreation services are the human uses of
“natural resources for recreation.

II. Objectives

The objectives of the Prince William Sound Recreation Project were:

1. Identify how the Exxon Valdez oil spill injured recreation in the spill area.

2. Recommend goals and objectives for restoring recreation in Prince William Sound.

3. Develop project proposals for restoring recreation in Prince William Sound.

4, Identify state, federal or yet unknown special designations that could be applied to Prince

William Sound.

III. Constraints

As a restoration project, the Prince William Sound Recreation Project must comply with pertinent
court settlements. It should also be consistent with the Final Restoration Plan/EIS released by the
Trustee Council in November 1993.

On October 8, 1991, the U.S. District Court approved a plea agreement between Exxon USA and
the United States and the State of Alaska that resolved various criminal and civil charges against



Exxon because of the oil spill.

Criminal Plea Agreement. As part of the criminal plea agreement, Exxon agreed to pay restitution
of $50 million to the United States and $50 million to the State of Alaska. The state and federal
governments separately manage these $50 million payments. Funds from the criminal plea
agreement are not under the authority of the Trustee Council, and the use of these funds is not
guided by the Restoration Plan. However, they must be used exclusively for restoration activities,
within the State of Alaska, relating to the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

Civil Settlement and Restoration Fund. The civil settlement includes two documents: The first
is a Consent Decree between Exxon and the State of Alaska and the United States that requires
Exxon to pay the United States and the State of Alaska $900 million over a period of ten years.
The second is the Memorandum of Agreement between the State of Alaska and the United States.

Restoration funds must be used ". . . for the purposes of restoring, replacing, enhancing, or
acquiring the equivalent of natural resources injured as a result of the Oil Spill and the reduced
or lost services provided by such resources . . . "[emphasis added]

The Memorandum of Agreement and other settlement documents define many important terms.

Restoration means any action that attempts to restore to their prespill condition any
natural resource injured, lost, or destroyed because of the Oil Spill and the services
provided by the resource or which replaces or substitutes for the injured, lost or destroyed
resource and affected services. Restoration includes all phases of injury assessment,
restoration, replacement, and enhancement of natural resources, and acquisition of
equivalent resources and services.

Natural resources mean the land, fish, wildlife, biota, air, water, ground water, drinking
water supplies, and other such resources belonging to or managed by the state or federal
governments.

In addition to restoring natural resources, funds may be used to restore reduced or lost services
(including human uses) provided by injured natural resources. Humans use the services provided
by resources injured by the spill in a variety of ways: subsistence, commercial fishing, recreation
(including sport fishing, sport hunting, camping, and boating), and tourism are services that were
affected by injuries to fish and wildlife. Injured services also include the value derived from
simply knowing that a resource exists. (This service is called "passive use.")

Final Restoration Plan/EIS. The Final Restoration Plan/EIS released by the Trustee Council in
November 1993 contained nine policies that address issues that were raised during the planning
process. The following three policies have particular significance for the restoration of recreation:




Restoration activities will emphasize resources and services that have not recovered.
Resources and services will be enhanced, as appropriate, to promote restoration.
Restoration projects should not adversely affect the ecosystem.

Projects designed to restore or enhance an injured service;

. must have a sufficient relationship to an injured resource,
. must benefit the same user group that was injured, and
. should be compatible with the character and public uses of the area.

Government agencies will be funded only for restoration work that they do not normally
conduct. :

The goal of restoration is recovery. For recreation and tourism, the Final Restoration Plan/EIS
defines recovery as follows:

Recreation and tourism will have recovered, in large part, when the fish and wildlife
resources on which they depend have recovered, recreation use of oiled beaches is no
longer impaired, and facilities and management capabilities can accommodate changes in
human use.

The Final Restoration Plan/EIS also presents strategies for achieving recbvery. Restoration
strategies for recreation and tourism are the following:

. Preserve or improve the recreational and tourism values of the spill area.

. Remove or reduce residual oil if it is cost effective and less harmful than leaving
it in place.

. Monitor recovery.

The Final Restoration Plan/EIS was being developed concurrently with the Prince William Sound
Recreation Project. Consequently, the plan was not available to guide the development of
recreation restoration goals and objectives and the evaluation of potential recreation restoration
projects. Nonetheless, to the extent possible the recommendations in this report comply with the
Final Restoration Plan/EIS.

IV. Methods

The goal of the project was to develop a consensus of support from the recreating public for
certain projects and goals to restore recreation. The methodology of the project consisted of seven
steps.

1. Gathered Information. Major sources of information were land management plans,
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recreation management plans, state and federal regulations, and various reports on
recreation in Prince William Sound. See the Chapter VII, Bibliography.

Developed Project Evaluation Criteria. Project evaluation criteria were developed to
reflect the intent of the civil settlement and to respond to public concerns. Evaluation
criteria are presented in Table 1, along with their weighting factor. Each of the ten
evaluation criteria was given a weighting factor to reflect its importance. The higher the
weighting factor, the more important the criterion.

Informed and Surveyed the Public. Information on the Prince William Sound Recreation
Project was mailed to over 700 people to ascertain their interest in further participation,
review evaluation criteria, and solicit comment on injury, goals, and restoration projects.
Subsequently, the Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan Recreation Questionnaire was sent to
those who requested it. The questionnaire, reproduced in Appendix A, addressed injury,
use patterns, and opinions toward potential projects and special designations. Public
meetings were held in Anchorage, Palmer, Seward, Whittier, Valdez, Cordova, Tatitlek,
and Chenega Bay. Additional meetings were held with chambers of commerce, city
councils, and numerous individuals and groups. In addition, information about the project
was presented on two radio talk shows and in two newspapers in the Prince William Sound
region. A total of 198 people responded to these solicitations.

Assimilated Collected Data, Restoration goals, an injury statement and several restoration
projects were created by project staff using gathered information and public comment.

Conducted the Recreation Restoration Workshop. Anyone who submitted public comment
was invited to a two-day workshop on recreation restoration in Anchorage on November
5 and 6, 1993. At this workshop, recreation project proposals were evaluated using the
evaluation criteria presented in Table 1. The recreation project proposals were a
combination of those developed by this project staff to address public comment and those
developed by interest



Table 1. Project Evaluation Criteria

Weighting

Evaluation Criteria Factor
1. Link to injured recreation resource or service. 4
2. Influence on other restoration projects or 3
objectives or impact on other injured resources or
services.
3. Needed or desired public service, facility, or 3
amenity. )
4. Conflict among public users and interest 2
groups.
5. Consistent with land/area attributes and 2
applicable management plans.
6. Economic feasibility. 2
7. Number of people or user groups benefitting. 2
8. Displacement of current users 2
9. Adjacent land management. 1
10. Change in use patterns. 2.5

groups. In addition, the participants reviewed the injury statement and restoration goals. A
detailed description of the workshop and use of the evaluation criteria can be found in Appendix
C. ‘

Although all attendees were encouraged to participate in discussions, only designated
representatives from key interest groups evaluated projects. Twenty-seven representatives of
various recreation interest groups evaluated projects at the workshop. The interest groups
represented and the number of representatives per group are listed in Table 2.



Table 2. Interest Groups Represented at the Recreation Restoration Workshop

No. of

Recreation Interest Group Participants
Camping/Kayaking 4
Motor Boats (commercial and private) 2
Sail Boats (commercial and private) 1
Tour Boats 1
Sport Fishing . 3
Boroughs/Cities 3
Tourism Associations 3
Conservation Associations 3
Public Recreation Managers 3
Native Corporations 2
Other 2
Total 27

Entered Questionnaire Responses in a Database and Analyzed Results. The seventeen
questionnaire responses received during this project were entered into an automated
database that contained the 42 responses that had been received in December 1992 as part
of the restoration planning process. Results of all 59 responses were analyzed and
compared with workshop results and comment received through other means.

Researched Possible Special Designations for Prince William Sound. Using existing
reference materials and by contacting respective agencies, information about possible
special designations was collected. Seventeen special designations were identified and
explained.




V. Results

Statement of Injury to Recreation

The Exxon Valdez oil spill disrupted use of the spill area for recreation and tourism. Resources
important for recreation and tourism were injured by the spill. The spill had lethal and sublethal
effects on resources important for wildlife viewing include killer whale, sea otter, harbor seal,
bald eagle, and various seabirds. Residual oil exists on some beaches with high value for
recreation. This residual oil has been reported to decrease the quality of recreational experiences
and discourage recreational use of these beaches.

Sport hunting and fishing closures also affected use of the spill area for recreation and tourism.
Sport fishing resources include salmon, rockfish, Dolly Varden, and cutthroat trout. Harlequin
ducks are also hunted in the spill area.

Recreation was also affected by changes in human use in response to the spill. For example,
displacement of use from oiled areas to unoiled areas increased management problems, resource
and facility use in unoiled areas. Additionally some facilities, like the Green Island public use
cabin and the Fleming Spit camp area, were injured by cleanup workers.

The perceived wilderness character of some areas was permanently altered by the intrusion of
people and equipment during the spill cleanup efforts. The presence of thousands of people on
the beaches of Prince William Sound reduced the perceived wilderness character forever. This,
along with persisting oil and loss of wildlife, has injured many peoples’ perceptions on the quality
or availability of recreation opportunities.

A complete description of injury to recreation and tourism can be found in Appendix B.

Responses to the Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan Recreation Questionnaire

This questionnaire was used by the Oil Spill Restoration Team. Selected individuals and groups
(key informants) were asked to respond. The information was used to aid in the development of
the Restoration Plan. It included questions on use patterns, injury, and potential restoration
activities. A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix A. This questionnaire was also
used as a part of this project to acquire additional information and increase the data base.

Forty-two people responded to the questionnaire in December 1992. Respondents were from all
four regions of the spill area: Prince William Sound, Cook Inlet, Kodiak Island, and the Alaska
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Peninsula. In Summer 1993, the Prince William Sound Recreation Project gathered an additional

1’7 responses.  Sixty-five percent of all 59 respondents to the questionnaire used Prince William
Sound for recreation.

Notable results from all 59 responses to this questionnaire are described in the following
paragraphs. Because this survey was not a statistically valid sample of recreation users in Prince
William Sound or of any particular user group, statistics are used only to the extent that they
underscore a major trend.

Three quarters of the respondents reported an injury to their recreation experience or to
their perception of recreation opportunities as a result of the sp1ll Kayakers and shoreline-

based recreation users reported injury to their recreation experience more often than did
other groups.

Three quarters of the respondents said that the placement of certain recreation facilities
such as cabins, mooring buoys, or trails would repair the injury to their recreational

experiences in Prince William Sound.

Three quarters of the respondents said that either a visitor or research fac111ty would be
useful to restore recreation.

Two thirds of the respondents favored buying land to protect habitat and recreation areas.
Half of the respondents favored acquiring more recreation access on private lands.

One third of the respondents favored commercial recreation facilities as a means of
restoration.

There were no major trends in views on the usefulness of special land designations.

Additional Public Comment

In addition to 59 responses to the questionnaire, comments were received from 139 people. Table
3 presents the number of people who responded, including those responding to the questionnaire,
from each of fourteen interest groups. Twenty-five respondents were not affiliated with interest

groups.
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The comment that was received in addition to the questionnaire was grouped by response.
Responses focussed on potential projects and restoration goals. Table 4 shows the number of
times certain restoration projects were mentioned in comments received. Table 5 shows the
number of times certain restoration goals were mentioned in comments received.

Table 3. Number of Respondents by User Grou

No. of

Recreation User Groups Respondents
Campers/Kaylakers 19
Motorboaters 20
Tourism Associations 6
Other Affiliation 12
Air Taxi Operators 4
Native Corporations | 27
Sailboaters 3
Conservation Associations 12
Tourboat Operators 8
Sportfishing/Hunting Groups 10
Media _ 6
Boroughs/Cities 24
Public Recreation Managers | 20
Lodgeowners 2
Unknown 25
Total 198

12



Table 4. Number of Times Specific Types of Recreation Restoration Projects Mentioned in
Public Comment. (Note that some of the people represented many other people and comment was
only noted per person speaking.)

Visitor/information/cultural
center

Acquisition of private lands
More trails

Another remote fuel facility
Enhance sport fisheries

More public use cabins

Enhance campsites
Shoreline trash cleanup
More mooring buoys
Enlarge boat harbors
School curriculum

Informational brochure on
land ownership and recreation
information

Remove persisting oil
Toilet facilities

Tent platforms

Weather information buoys

Opposed to acquisition of
more land

Opposed to more public use
cabins

Permit system needed

Don't enhance sport fisheries

0 10 20 30 40 S0

Number of individuals mentioning topics in public meetings, mail, and by
phone.
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Table 5. Number of Times Certain Management Goals Mentioned in Public Comment

(Note that some of the people represented many other people and comment was only noted per
person speaking.)

Education important

Acquisition or easement important
More management needed
More information needed

Maintenance and operations must be
covered

Increase access

‘Keep projects near communities
Tourism should be addressed

Leave some areas alone for wilderness
Special designations needed

Special designations should not be created
No new recreation facilities

Help comununities

Don't increase access

Stop logging

No endowments

Help habitat first then recreation will be
repaired

Endowment needed

Habitat acquisition not important

Reduce use and limit development

0 10 20 30 40

Number of individuals mentioning topic in public meetings, mail,
and by phone.
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Restoration Goals and Objectives

Drawing on public comment, survey results, and existing management plans, project staff
developed five goals for the restoration of recreation in Prince William Sound. Several objectives
were developed for each goal. Goals and objectives were discussed at the Recreation Restoration
Workshop. However, no consensus was reached.

With submission of this report, the following goals and objectives are being relayed to the Trustee
Council for their consideration. These goals and objectives are consistent with the Final
Restoration Plan/EIS and should be considered for inclusion in_ the plan's Implementation
Management Structure.

Goal 1. Restore, enhance, or replace recreation opportunities that were lost or diminished
because of the oil spill.

Objective 1.1: Assure the quality of the food sources available for recreation
gathering.

Objective 1.2: Remove evidence of the spill and cleanup activities, including
persisting oil, painted rocks, rebar, and flagging.

Objective 1.3: Provide recreation opportunities in less oiled areas to replace
those opportunities that were diminished in more heavily oiled
areas. :

Objective 1.4: Keep land throughout Prince William Sound available for public
recreational use.

Goal 2. Prevent further degradation of natural resources that support recreation.

Obijective 2.1: Recreation projects should not adversely affect recovering
resources.

Objective 2.2: Human use should be managed to help reduce pressures on

: recovering species.
Objective 2.3: Direct use away from oiled shorelines. This may entail placing

new facilities in other nonimpacted sites or enforcing new or
existing regulations to control use.

Objectives 2.4: Increase public education efforts on Prince William Sound
resources and responsible use including minimum impact
recreation activities.

Objectives 2.5: Prevent further degradation of existing recreation sites, and
effectively manage the changed use patterns and increased use in
some areas.

Objectives 2.6: Concentrate the majority of recreation use in or near the

communities of Prince William Sound by providing increased
opportunities in those areas.
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Objective 2.7:

Objectives 2.8:

Develop recreation regulations, special area designations, and
enforcement authority where needed to prevent further
degradation of resources and to lessen human impacts on
recovering species.

Provide more regular patrols of Prince William Sound to enforce
regulations and to educate people.

Goal 3. Incorporate recreation into the ecosystem approach to restoration.

Objective 3.1:

Mitigate impacts that recreation has on other resources and
services, and mitigate impacts other resources and services (such
as commercial fishing, fish stocking programs, and commercial
developments) have on recreation. .

Goal 4. Projects designed to restore or enhance recreation should be compatible with the
character and public use of the area.

Objective 4.1:
Objective 4.2:
Objective 4.3:

Objective 4.4:

Objective 4.5:

Preserve the aesthetics of the visual corridor along major travel
routes in Prince William Sound.

Avoid placing facilities or creating new uses that would change
use patterns or displace current users.

Upland projects and facilities should be visually screened from
the water to preserve scenic qualities.

Protect the recreation resources that the public comes to see and
use, including public access, visual resources, and, where
appropriate, the isolation and wilderness characteristics of Prince
William Sound. '

Rehabilitate and maintain recreation resources that enable greater
appreciation of Alaska's natural, scenic, and historic resources.

Goal 5. Before approving new facilities, the Trustee Council should consider future
maintenance and operations costs.

In addition to the restoration goals and objectives recommended in this report, restoration actions
would be consistent with existing land management plans. One policy worth noting is that which
requires the state and federal agencies to coordinate with other land owners in managing recreation
in Prince William Sound. The following are excerpts from the respective state and federal

management plans.

Prince William Sound Area Plan for State Land, June 1988, p.2-28.

"Coordination With Other Landowners. Recreation management, including the
location and management or recreation facilities, will take into account the current and
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likely management by the USFS and private landowners, so as not to unnecessarily
duplicate facilities and to provide areas where facilities do not exist."

Chugach National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, 1984, p.III-3.
"Desired Future Condition of the Forest. Complement and be in harmony with, to
the maximum extent practical, the management plans of other federal, state, and local
agencies. ...The emphasis on dispersed recreation will encourage the development of
accommodations and other commercial public services on non-National Forest land.

...Cooperation with other agencies and user groups will make recreation activities more
cost effective.”

Project Evaluations

Listed below, in priority order, are the thirty projects that were evaluated by participants in the
Recreation Restoration Workshop. A further discussion of how these projects were prioritized can
be found in Appendix C. The original project descriptions used at the workshop can be found in
Appendix E. Some of these projects do not meet the legal requirements of the MOA and
applicable federal and state law.

Remove evidence of cleanup activities

Leave No Trace educational program

Shoreline trash cleanup for Prince William Sound

Prince William Sound Recreation Education Information Center at Portage Railroad
Station

Restore Smitty's Cove boat access point (Whittier)

Remove persisting oil from beaches

Chenega Bay marine service facility

Fleming Spit recreation area enhancements (Cordova)

Research on recreation impacts in Prince William Sound: Displacement of users and

disturbance of recreation areas

10. Comprehensive public recreation information brochure for Prince William Sound

11. "Mor-Pac Hill" campground improvements (Cordova)

12.  Economic study of recreation in Prince William Sound

13. Acquisition of important recreation lands in Prince William Sound.

14. Solomon Gulch hatchery raceways (Valdez)

15. Odiak Camper park expansion (Cordova)

16. Valdez Duck Flats crucial habitat area trails (Valdez)

17.  Whittier Trails access project

£W N -

0 00 N oW

18.  Cordova historical marine park
19 Mt. Eyak Ski Area improvements (Cordova)
20. Prince William Sound public use cabins
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21.  Science of the Sound education program
22.  Backcountry access trail development (Valdez to Shoup Bay and Whittier to Decision

Point)
23.  Cordova's mini-imaginarium
24.  Alaska oil spill curriculum rewrite
25.  Prince William Sound campsite enhancements
26.  Prince William Sound mooring buoys
27. Shotgun Cove recreation area (Whittier)
28. Endowment for outdoor recreation management in Prince William Sound
29.  Backcountry access trail development (Surprise Cove and Esther Island systems)
30. Culross Passage administrative site

Note that this priority list is based on reaching a consensus among the participants of the
workshop. A low priority project should not be viewed as having no restoration potential but
rather that it was not seen as a restoration benefit for all concerns.

Special Land Designations

This report will provide an array of possible designations for parts or all of PWS but will not
specify certain locations for any one designation. Seventeen state, federal or international
designations could be applied to Prince William Sound. They are listed in Table 6 on the
following page and described in detail in Appendix D.

Some key points that were examined for each special designation include the purpose, the process
for designating, who manages each designation, what restrictions are placed on the land, what
enforcement authority is there, and what is the potential contribution to restoration. These points
for each special designation and additional discussions are found in Appendix D.

Three of these designations already exist in Prince William Sound. Most of the uplands in the
region are in the Chugach National Forest. The Copper River Delta Critical Habitat Area extends
into the southern edge of Prince William Sound. There are also 13 State Marine Parks scattered
throughout the sound.

There was little response from the public on special designations. The PWS Land Managers
Recreation Planning Group agreed that there was no need for new special designations for parts
or all of PWS. The native corporations opposed the inclusion of private land in special
designations. The interested public was split in their views on special designations.

Comment in support of special designations encouraged more protection on lands and waters of
PWS, especially on private lands. Most supporters recommended
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Table 6. Special Land Designations

International Land Designations
Man in the Biosphere Reserve

Federal Land Designations
National Estuarine Research Reserve
National Marine Sanctuary
National Wildlife Refuge
National Park, Monument and Preserve
National Seashore
National Recreation Area
National Forest
National Scenic Areas and Scenic Research Areas
Research Natural Area
National Natural, Historic, and Environmental Education Landmarks)
Federal Wilderness Area

State Land Designations
State Park
Alaska Marine Park
State Marine Park District
State Special Area (Refuges, Sanctuaries, and Critical Habitat Areas)

Coastal District Designations (Area Meriting Special Attention)

congressional approval of the wilderness study area of the Chugach National Forest. Approval
of the recommended wilderness would ensure that certain areas of PWS would remain in a
primitive natural condition to benefit both the resources and visitors. Recreation managers
also stated that special designations could be used to concentrate and control human use.

Comment against special designations cited the following arguments:

(@)
(b)

(©)
(d)
(e)

There were already too many designations in PWS and that causes confusion.
Existing special designations are not enforced to accomplish their management
objectives.

Native corporations oppose additional restrictions on their land. Others oppose
additional restrictions on any land.

Special designations may attract more use, which will adversely affect recovering
resources and services.

Special designations will increase the management and financial burden on the existing
agencies.
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VI. Conclusions

Recreation is dynamic in nature. As seen through the Recreation Questionnaire results and in
the Recreation Injury Statement, recreation use patterns and levels of use have changed in the
five years that have elapsed since the Exxon Valdez oil spill. With these changes, it is
unrealistic to expect that recreation in Prince William Sound will return to conditions that
prevailed before the spill. Consequently, recommendations in this report aim at influencing
the dynamic processes at work in Prince William Sound.

The recovery of injured natural resources will restore recreation resources to some extent.
However, because the injury to recreation as a service was due in large part to changes in
perception, restoration actions must also address the perception of lost or diminished recreation
opportunities. The recommendations of this report address perceptions primarily through
education, resource improvement projects and improved recreation management. Some new
recreation amenities may also replace or enhance injured recreation opportunities.
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IIX. Appendices

Appendix A

Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan Recreation Questionnaire

Name

‘Address

Phone Work:
Home:

Group or business (if applicable)

Your dde (if appiicable}

“t

Group or business tvpe (if applicable):

Non-profit Recrearion Organization
Commercial Recreation Business

Business Association (e.g., tourism cozlirion)
Conservation Association

Land Manager, Public

Land Manager, Private

Other

ooooooan

Exxon valdez Restorauon Plan Recreation Questonnare

Page |



L. Did you use the area affected by the Zrxon Valdez oii spill before 3/24/897

a Yes
a No
2. Have you used the area affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill since 3 /24/89?
o Yes
a No
3. If your answer to Question 2 is "No," p'ease explain why.

Exxon valdez Restoration Plan Recreation Queshunnare Page 2
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4. If the answer to Question 1 or 2 is "Yes, _lease indicate which area you have used.

Prince William Sound

Resurrection Bay/Outer Kenai Coast
Lower Cook Inlet

Kodiak. Afognak, or Shuyak Islands
Alaska Peninsula
Other (please specify)

Ooo0oonon

Please describe your primary activity(ies) while in the area affected by the Ex:on
Valdez oil spiil. Check as many acnivities as apply. If you are a guide, run a business, or
manage land. please check the appropriate boxes for vour clients. If vou use scveral different
areas. please indicate the primary locarion ty circling the initials of the areals). We inciudzd
the initals of the areas in question 3.

Resur.
Bay/
Prirce ter Lower  Kodiak
Willicr Kenai Cook Afognak Aleska
Activities (checi those that apply) Sound Coast Inlet Shuvaik  Penin. Other
a Wildlife viewing PWS RB/OKC LU KAS AP Other
a Camping P¥S RB/OKC LU KAS AP Other
. Sightsezing PWS RB/OKC L KAS AP Other
a Fishing PWS RBJ/OKC LCI KAS AP Quker
O Hunting PWS RBJ/OKC LCI — RAS AP Other
a Hiking PBS RB/OKC LCI A4S AP Other
a Sailing PWS RB/OKC LCI JAS AP Oticr
a Motorboating PWS RB/OKC LCI KAs AP Other
a Kayaking PWS RB/OKC LCI S AP Other
a Taking a Tourboat, Ferry,
or Cruiseship PWS RB/OKC LCI KAS AP Other
a Flying PWS RBJOKC LCI  KAS AP Other
a Staying in a Lodge PBS RB/OKC L KAS AP Other
a AP Other

Other (please specify) PWS RB/OKC LCI K4S

Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan Recreauon Questionnaire Page 3



If you have used the areq affected oy the Exxon Valdez oil spill sinca 3 /24/89, how
has your recreational experience chanzed? Please be specific about crea (e.g., Prince

William Sound, Outer Kenai Coast, Cook Iniet, Kodiak, or Alaska Peninsuia) ang nature of
change.

In addition 0 changes in actual recreational experience, some peopie have suggested
that the spiil changed the way people :ink about the area, or the way peorie fezl
about their recreation opportunities. Some peopie say it changed the way they
perczive their recraation opporturities. ‘

Are there changes not discussed in Qu:stion 6 that concern the way vou think zbout
the area or nerceive your recreation «. portunities?

O VYes : '

O No

If "Yes," please cescribe how you perceive your recreational opportunities have
charzed.

..r.on Valdez Restoration 'tia Recreation annair Puage 4



8. What, if anything, would you like dcne

to improve your recreational experience or
perceptions?

Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan Kecreation Questionnatre Page 5
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9. In addition 10 “our suggestons. we wotid like to know whar you think about the

following ideas. We would especially like to kncw how to change them to make them
better, and your views on where they are appropriate or inappropriate.

a. Public Recreation Facilities. The Trustees could fund back-country public recreation
facilities such as public-use cabins, mooring buays, latrines, or tent platforms. To minimize
disruptions to current recreation patterns, these would be placed in areas alreac: designated
for these facilities, or after a plan and public meetngs by the approprizze agency.

Like Indifferent Dislike
Mooring Buoys a a a
Boat ramps a a . a
Day-use facilities (picnic areas, etc.) . [ _ __ . -0 e B
QOuthouses | a g
Bear/food caches | a a
Public-use cabins a a a
Campsites/tent platforms d 0 a
Trails a d a
Other (please specity): a d |

What do ‘'ou like. zpout these suggestions?

What do vou dislike !

How can we change any of them to make them better? \here, in general, are they
appropriate or inappropriate?

Exxon Valdez Restoration vian Recreation Questionnaire Page o
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b. Commercial Recreation Facilities. The state and federai governments can also allow
private operators to use public land for cnmmercial fadilities in appropriate locations.
Examples of commercial facilities are lodges, fuel stops, or privately run campgrounds.
State and federal agencies could ensure that land be available for use by private operators,
or the Trustees could provide seed and planning money for the agencies to prepare for these
facilities. To minimize disruptions to recrearion patterns, these would be placed in areas
already designated for these facilities, or after a plan and public meetings by the appropriate
agency. For example, people have suggested that commerdial facilities be located in one
or two places along the marine route from Whittier 10 Valdez. In fact, the state’s land-use
plan for Prince William Sound already designates some areas for these facilities. There may
be other areas in the spill-affected area that are appropriate. What do you think of these
suggestons?

Like  Indifferent Dislike
‘Make land available ~ "7 T g a g
Provide seed and planning funds OO a a

What do you like zbout these suggestions?

What do you dislike?

How can we change the proposals to make them better? Where, in general, are these
facilities appropriate or inappropriate?

Exxon Valdez Restoration rlnn Recreation Ques: . :uire Page 7



¢. Education/Research/Visitor Facilities. One important benefit that could rasylt from
restoration is education. Education could include greater understanding of ths naturaj

Visitor Center. The Trustees could fund the construction and operation of one or more
visitor center(s). The visitor center(s) cculd be located in Cordova. Valdez, Whittier,
Anchorage, Seward, Homer, or Kodiak. It wouid attract tourists and Alaskans, provide
information about the narural ecosystems of the area, and provide information abour the

history of the spill, status of Tecovery, and how people can help injured resources recover
from the spiil and cleanup.

Research /Visitor Center, Marine Environmental Institute. This differs from g visitor ceater
in that its focus would be on research as well as education. The tacility would provide a
location to focus basic and applied researzh. In this suggestion, the Trustees would Sund
one such center, and base it in one of tke coastal cities within the spiil-affecied area such

as Cordova, Valdez. Seward, Homer, or Kodiak.

What do you think of these suggestiors?

Like Indiffereng Disiike
Visitor Center(s) a d a
Research/Visitor Center a a a

What do you like about these suggestions?

What do you disiike?

How can we charge any of them to make them better? Where, in general, are they
appropriate or inappropriate?

Exxon Valdez Restoratn ’ian Recreation Questionnaire age 3



d. Purchase of Private Land (Protect habitat, acquire access). The Trustees could _se
restoration funds to purchase private land. People give various reasors for this sugzestinmn.
For example, some people feel that purchase of private land would prevent large-scale
changes in landscape such as significant timber harvest or large subdivisions that might har—o
recreation. Others feel that it is important to regain important public-use areas for the
public to use such as campsites, land surrounding anckorages, or land surrounding importaat
fishing streams.

What do you think of these suggestions?

_ Like Indifferent Dislike
Purchase private land O ad a
Acquire access a a a

. What do you like about these suggestions? =~~~

What do you dislike?

How can we change them to make them hetter? Where, in general. are tkey apprepriate
or inappropriate? :

Exxon Valdez Restoration ‘lan Recreation Que. . iat. Page 9
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€. Special Designation. A special designatinn is an area of land set apart by the Alaska
Legislature or US Congress for a special use or reasan. State Marine Farks, US Forest
Service Wilderness Areas, and National Marine Sarctuaries are all examples of special
designations. There are many designations available, znd many of them can be tailored to
specific situations. Most designations apply oniy to public land and waters. The ypes of
things that designations do are:
* Creating a new wilderness area or expanding an existing one.
* Regulation of land uses on public iand; for exampie, prohibit uses that are
incompatible with recreation or fishing, or that would affect recovering wildlifa,
* Regulation of human or boat traffic that interieres with recovering wiidlife or - in
small areas - is incompatible with recreation.
*  Designations may be big or small. That is, they may include just one bay or part of
2 bay, or they may include an entire area. -~ .. . - e i T
«  They may inciude land, marine waters, or both.
« They may be managed by the State or by the Federal Government.

What, if anything, would you like a special designation to achieve (or to avoid) for
recreation?

What areas would vou like to see designated (or not designated)?

Exxon Valdez Restoration I'fan Recroation tJuesrionnaire Page 10



Appendix B

Recreation Injury Statement

Purpose:

A statement of injury to recreation resulting from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill has been compiled
using existing reference material, public comment, and comment from recreation managers. A
formal comprehensive recreation injury assessment has not been conducted. Although this
statement covers the entire spill area, most of the information is from Prince William
Sound(PWS). :

Definition of Recreation

Recreation fits the definition of "reduced or lost services provided by such resources” in the EVOS
civil settlement. Recreation in the spill area can be divided into two categories, commercial and
personal use. Commercial use includes clients and operators of tourism businesses such as charter
air and boat businesses, cruise ships, day cruises, guide businesses, environmental education
businesses, lodging and eating establishments, and supply services. Personal use includes
kayaking, camping, hiking, boating, sightseeing, photography, scuba diving, beach combing,
swimming, flying, fishing, hunting, gathering food, investigating history of an area, and using
recreation facilities. The largest number of recreation users of the Sound, mostly large and small
tour boat passengers, receive a visual appreciation of the surroundings, but rarely leave their boat
to set foot ashore.

Recreation is comprised of and means different things to most people. Recreation is a mental state
in the form of an experience. Outdoor recreation experiences are in part dependent on the quality
and existence of natural resources. Other factors, such as access, facilities, company, and other
use, may also affect the recreation experience. Within the spill area, recreation occurs in remote
settings, around developed facilities, and in communities. The National Forest Service uses the
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and the State Department of Natural Resources uses Land Use
Zones to classify these different types of areas and allowable uses on public lands. The use
characteristics of remote, low-density recreation is what attracts many of the recreation users in
the spill area.
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Statement of Injury to Recreation

Injuries to the natural resources as well as the oil spill clean up and other post-spill activities have
caused injury to recreation. Injuries to recreation can be put in five categories: (1) quantity; (2)

quality; (3) perception; (4) location; and (5) facility. These categories will be discussed in detail
below.

Quantity

Commercial recreation businesses and tourism were injured by the reduction in visitors and visitor
spending as a result of the spill. Approximately 43% of the tourism businesses surveyed by
McDowel and Associates stated their businesses had been significantly affected by the oil spill in
the summer of 1989. In 1990 12% of the tourism businesses surveyed still felt their business were
significantly affected by the oil spill [1]. Between 1985 and 1989 the annual growth rate of
Alaskan tourism overall was 3.3%. The Alaskan annual growth rate was 2.2% in 1989-1990 [2].
According to Patterns, Opinions, and Planning: Summer 1989 "The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill of
March 24, 1989 affected the Alaska trip planning of one in six visitors. Half of these(one in
twelve) avoided the spill area" [3]. Businesses in the spill impacted area sustained a significant
decline in business(up to 50% for some) from 1988 to 1992. 59% of businesses surveyed received
cancellations in bookings in 1989. Businesses relying on individual bookings rather than packaged
tours were hurt more by reduced bookings [1,4].

Public use has increased in some areas, partly due to media coverage of the oil spill, causing
further reduction in the wildemess quality throughout the spill area [4]. Without active recreation
management, some resources may receive impacts from the additional use. Increased visitation
in some areas is causing additional resource damage in the spill area [9].

There was a significant decline in sport fishing in the spill area following the spill [10]. The loss
to sport anglers in 1989 is estimated to be $31 million [11]. The cutthroat trout sport fishery in
western Prince William Sound was closed in 1992 due to low adult returns. There was also a
restriction imposed in 1991 on the sport hunting of harlequin duck in response to damage
assessment study results. The restrictions on cutthroat trout fishing and harlequin duck hunting
are still in effect.

Quality

For many users the quality of recreation experience decreased because of the spill. During the
clean up efforts, the thousands of extra people in the spill affected area resulted in a reduction of
wilderness quality throughout the spill area and crowding in some local communities. Public
comment shows persisting oil, crowding, diminished aesthetics, reduction of wilderness character,
reduction of wildlife sightings, tainted food sources, disturbance of cultural sites, and evidence
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of clean up activities as issues indicating continuing injury to recreation.

The degree of injury differs for different forms of recreation. For instance kayakers have been
much more affected by this quality reduction than cruise ship passengers [1,4]. Kayakers report
a reduction of the quality of their recreation experience because of oiled equipment, oiled mussel
beds (food source), reduced aesthetics because of evidence left by cleanup teams, and excessive
noise from helicopters relating to cleanup efforts. In addition, kayakers tend to have a greater
expectation of a relatively pristine experience than the average passenger on a cruise ship who is
not usually searching for an undisturbed pristine environment, but rather good scenery and social
interaction [9]. '

Different locations in the spill area had various degrees of injury. to the quality of recreation
experiences. More heavily oiled areas experienced more injury to the quality of recreation [4,5].

Tourist had a lower quality experience because of wildlife sightings. Cruises advertising whale,
wildlife and bird watching excursions had a short and long term loss of bookings [1]. The
sighting of oil diminished the appreciation of the natural setting that the tourist were seeking. For
some tourist, the viewing of Bligh Reef or oiled beaches has now become an attraction [4,6].

Perception

The oil spill caused injury to the way people perceive recreation opportunities in the spill area.
According to public comment, changes in perceptions include: (1) increased sense of vulnerability
of the ecosystem with regard to future oil spills; (2) erosion of wilderness character caused by the
spill itself as well as the intrusion of cleanup and restoration activities; (3) a sense of permanent
change; (4) A sense of complete disruption of the ecosystem and contamination to the food chain;
(5) a sense of unknown or unseen ecological effects that may alter the environment in the future;
and (6) a sense of threat to archaeological resources.

This is especially true for the wilderness character for much of the spill area. Changes to
wilderness character are sometimes viewed as irreversible. Damaged perceptions have resulted
in injuries to tourism, sport fishing, recreation cabin bookings, community businesses among
others [1,4,7,8,11]. Changed perceptions have caused people to change destinations and trip
plans, avoid the spill area, and even not to recreate [4,5].

People who recreated in the spill area before the Exxon Valdez oil spill occurred, generally have
greater perceptions of injury than first time recreation users of the spill area. This is because they
know how it used to be, whereas newcomers have no baseline experience for comparison.
Perceptions are changed more often for shore based recreation users than those who remain on
vessels [4,5].
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The spill area still suffers from bad publicity. Although not hit by the oil, Valdez is viewed as
oiled and spoiled because of its name. Films like Black Tide remain in the minds of many.
Negative public perception of spill-related damages are probably being exacerbated by continued
publicity about oil-related pollution and other events such as the tanker that lost navigation power
in the Valdez narrows last year. Even though these events have nothing to do with the Exxon
Valdez oil spill, they probably serve to cause the perception of spill-related damage to persist.
Uncertainty in the quality of fish, invertebrates, and waterfowl still persists [4].

Location

The oil spill caused some people to change use patterns and to select new unoiled destinations.
Some recreation users were temporarily or permanently displaced from their customary and/or
preferred sites due to spill-related changes such as crowding, presence of oil, or other factors.
Regardless of the type of recreation, there is generally a negative reaction to seeing and smelling
the remaining oil, or seeing cleanup activities. In certain locations, displaced use caused some
crowding in unoiled recreation areas [4,5].

According to State and Federal visitor and public cabin reservation statistics and public comment,
private recreation use decreased in some of the spill affected area in the first two years. Places
like Knight Island and Shuyak Island received marked reduction in personal recreation. Other
areas, such as the Ninilchik State Recreation Area, received up to a 74 % increase from 1988 to
1990. In PWS, decreased use resulting from people canceling planned visits may have been off-
set by people coming to see the oil or because of the increased notoriety of the Sound. Often,
these new people coming to the Sound are not engaged in the same recreation activity that
decreased as a result of the spill [7,8,9].

Decreased use in personal recreation is an injury to those who would like to have used the area
but avoided it because of the spill. Some people had to go to their second choice destination
because of real or perceived presence of oil. For instance, the wilderness based recreation users
wanting to go to Knight Island for several years after the spill often chose some other non or less
oiled destination. Some people still avoid the heavier oiled areas [4]. T his displaced use is an
injury to those recreation users.

Facilities

A number of recreation facilities were impacted by the spill, most from overuse or misuse. The
clean up crews overused some of the facilities such as public use cabins and campgrounds to the
point of degradation of the facilities. The Green Island public use cabin was impacted by over
use by oil spill workers. Fleming Spit camp area in Cordova experienced over use causing
sanitation problems and resource degradation. Uncontrolled increased use in some campgrounds
on the Kenai Peninsula occurred in conjunction with displaced use and recreation staff being
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pulled off normal duties to work with the oil spill. Increased resource and facility degradation
occurred during 1989-90 [9].

Construction of new facilities as a result of the spill settlement may have a much longer lasting
impact than overuse of facilities during spill cleanup. For example, if settlement funds are utilized
to enhance access to portions of the spill-affected area, changes in recreation will result.
Recreation use will increase; however, the type of recreational experience may be totally different
than the previous use characteristics [9].

Bibliography for Recreation Injury Statement
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Appendix C

Recreation Workshop Summary and Analysis
l. Purpose

The PWS Recreation Restoration Workshop held November 5 and 6, 1993 in Anchorage was the
culmination of public comment gathered through the summer. The workshop was a tool to bring
divergent interests together to discuss restoration and to reach a consensus or at least informed
consent on what is needed to restore recreation in PWS,

This workshop emphasized public participation in the evaluation of proposed recreation restoration
projects. The results of this workshop were intended to help the Trustee Council in their decision
making process. This process was a way to organize public comment into a usable format.

2. Methods

Anyone who had given comment in any form through the summer was notified of the workshop
and asked to respond if they would attend or would like to attend but unable to do so. Only those
who planned to attend responded. Those responding were notified that anyone was welcome to
participate in the workshop, but only one representative per interest group would be allowed to
evaluate project proposals. This was intended to stop interest groups from weighting the
evaluation portion of the workshop.

The solicitation of public comment through the summer was used to compile the injury statement,
draft restoration goals, project proposals, evaluation criteria, and special designations information.
This information was formulated into a packet that was sent to the workshop participants before
the workshop. These packets were intended to be used for review before the workshop and as a
reference while evaluating the project. Those participants that were able to attend only one day
and were involved in evaluating projects had to use the written descriptions without the benefit
of discussion for some projects.

Evaluation criteria were originally formulated to evaluate projects considering legal parameters
of the civil settlement, priorities and interests of the Trustee Council, prevention of further injury
to resources or services, public benefit, and implementation technicalities. The final evaluation
criterion used in the workshop can be seen in Table 7. The ten criteria were given weighting
factors to reflect the importance of each.
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These criteria were sent out for review by the public and by agency peers. They were then adjusted and
rewritten to reflect comment and direction from the Restoration Team and Trustee Council. A final

adjustment to increase the weighting factor of criterion #10 was made at the request of the workshop
participants.

Each project was presented to the group by either the primary proponent or by a member of this work
group. Each short 5 minute presentation was followed by approximately 10 minutes of discussion. This
is where people addressed problems or positive sides of the projects. Most of the discussions centered
around whether the projects met the evaluation criteria. The evaluators then scored the project against the
criteria, multiplied the scores by the weighting factors, and added them for the final score.

Each participant that evaluated projects with the established criteria and scoring system submitted a score
sheet. The project scores from all participants were put into a matrix to tally total project scores. The
final scoring gave an initial mathematical rating for the proposed projects. Each project was then analyzed
several ways to understand reasons for the project's acceptance or disapproval by the workshop
participants. The results from that analysis are discussed below.

The agenda was followed during the workshop except for the final two items(Figure 1). The participants
elected not to stay for these items because of lack of time. They asked that results be mailed to them and
if they had comments on special designations, they would send them by mail.

After the workshop was completed, comments and project evaluations were reviewed and analyzed. From
this analysis of results, conclusions were made and reports finalized. Participant's summarized comments
were included in the meeting notes from the workshop. These will be discussed under the results section.

3. Results

43 people attended the workshop for at least one of the two days. 41 people attended the first day and 26
the second day. Those attending were welcome to participate in any of the discussions. Some of the
groups represented at the workshop had more than one member or employee present. 29 interest groups
or entities were represented at the workshop. Comments from people representing thousands of members
were given the same value as a person representing fewer. Only 27 of those attending were involved in
“the project evaluation scoring exercise. The number and types of recreation interests represented by the
27 are seen in Table 9.
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Figure 1. Recreation Restoration Workshop Agenda

Friday November S

9:00 am Introduction of workshop, attendees, and review agenda.

9:30 am Discuss Recreation Injury Statement

10:30 am Discuss Management Goals to Restore Recreation
Noon Explanation of the Evaluation Criteria and how to use them.
12:30  Lunch

1:30 pm Presentation, discussion and evaluation of potential restoration projects.
5:00 pm End of first day.

Saturday November 6

9:00 am Continuation of presentations, discussions and evaluation of potential recreation restoration projects.
(Until completion)

1 hr Discussion of Special Designations for PWS. (Written information will be provided on the first
day of the Workshop.)
1 hr Final discussion on prioritized project list.(After calculated)
Table 9. Workshop Participant Representation

4 | Camping/Kayaking 3 | Tourism Associations

2 | Motor Boats (commercial and 3 | Conservation Associations
private)

1 | Sail Boats (commercial and 3 | Public Recreation Managers
private)

1 | Tour Boats 2 | Native Corporations

3 | Sport Fishing 2 | Other

3 | Boroughs/Cities
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Injur men

After a background of the injury statement was given, the discussion was open for comment. The
concerns about the injury statement are summarized below. The final outcome of the discussions was not
to alter the injury statement, rather note the comments of the participants. Although there were various
individuals that had specific comments, there was no consensus that anything in the injury statement
should be changed without doing a formal assessment. In fact some felt it was too late to do an
assessment. Much of the discussion centered on understanding the purpose for an injury statement. The

purpose was clarified as a baseline of injury which projects must address in order to fit legal parameters of
the civil settlement.

The generality of the injury statement was questioned. Some thought that the injury statement should be
specific enough to show the exact amount of injury to each community. Then the restoration projects
could be better directed to the communities that are most affected. Others felt that the statement needs to
be general enough to be utilized in the spill area and not just PWS. The fact that no formal -
comprehensive injury assessment was done for recreation was pointed out. Without further research and
more specific data, injury could not be quantified for each community.

There were several comments about the injury of displacement. A couple of participants were not sure if
displacement is an injury. First, having less people recreating after displacement is not an injury to those
remaining. Secondly, if someone had to make a choice to go to their second or third choice destination
because of oil at their first choice destination, this may not necessarily be an injury. It was stated that
many people make choices for many reasons without it being construed as an injury. Other comments
supported displacement as an injury. An example was given of the National Outdoor Leadership School
having to completely move to Southeast Alaska because of the oil.

The other comments about displacement centered on where the displaced users go. There was much

interest in the injury caused at the secondary location. If people are being displaced from several areas

because of oiling and ending up at the same location, there could be some secondary impacts from over

use that should be construed as injury from the oil spill. Participants wanted to know if the Trustees were

willing to address this secondary impact and if it would be a legal expenditure of the civil funds.

Unfortunately there was not enough information available to formally address the secondary locations used
“as a result of displacement.

Some wanted to know which user groups were displaced. We know that kayakers, motor boaters, sport
anglers, and wilderness education groups were displaced, but there is not enough documentation to
quantify how many groups or people were displaced.

The last comment on displacement centered on the possibility of causing more displacement of recreation
users by the implementation of certain proposed restoration projects. By placing a facility in some
location, there would be displacement of those using the area because it doesn't have any facilities.
Restoration projects should not cause additional injury. This concern is covered by the evaluation criteria
used in ranking projects.
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Some were not comfortable with the relationship of the injury statement to the restoration/management
goals and the evaluation criteria. It was expressed that the goals should be derived from the injury
statement. Some felt that the goals in the packet were not related directly to the injury statement. In fact,
they were correct in the sense that the restoration/management goals were developed first and the injury
statement second. The injury statement relates more directly with the evaluation criteria. The injury
statement is the basis of linkage used in the first evaluation criterion. It is the legal basis for the
expenditure of funds. Without an injury, nothing can be restored.

R ration/Managemen |

There was much confusion over the purpose of these goals. The confusion resulted from the product
which the participants had to review. The participants were reviewing a listing of goals and objectives
that were both management goals for recreation and restoration goals.

The reason why both were included stems from the initial objective in this project versus the redirected
objective formed half way through the project. This work group started by compiling management goals
for recreation in PWS from existing management plans. These were reviewed and commented on by the
public through the summer. Restoration goals were later extracted from public comment gathered. Since
the public did not want to see restoration completely unrelated to existing management goals, the two were
combined. Some management goals could be valuable restoration goals for recreation and likewise some
restoration goals should be incorporated into management goals of land managers. These types of goals
should not be opposed to one another.

Participant were confused about the purpose of the listed goals. Did projects have to meet the goals? Did
the evaluation criteria result from the goals? Should the participants change public comment by deleting
some of these goals? How will the Trustees use these goals? Are these goals supposed to be based on
public comment or the legal language of the settlement? The majority of the questions centered on the
idea that some of the listed goals were not restoration goals, and what to do about it.

Some participants wanted to delete all but the restoration goals and others wanted to leave them as a
response from the public and used as a general framework for the criteria. Some felt that the Trustee
Council will be confused with excess information, while others felt that they asked for public comment
“and should be given the goals that were important to the public. Some felt the workshop participants
should develop a consensus on restoration goals and others felt that may not be possible because divergent
opinions or within given time constraints. Some thought that these should be called considerations instead
of goals. The final outcome was to move on to project evaluations and not to use these goals because of
lack of consensus about what to do.

Although much discussion focussed on the purpose and origin of the goals, very little was mentioned about
the specific goals or objectives. A couple of minor wording modifications to objectives were suggested
that received no opposing comment. The first suggestion was that there should be some sort of future
monitoring included. This monitoring might be focussed on project success, displaced use, or a number
of resources related to recreation. It was suggested that this be included as an objective, "Take a more
integrated look at the resources and services that were injured, establishing a plan to restore and monitor
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the PWS ecosystem." The second objective suggested was stated "Recreation use should be directed away
from areas that are identified as sensitive for recovering species and resources. "

Project Evaluations

While using the results of the workshop, one should be aware that projects were evaluated as written.
This allowed everyone to evaluate the same project without misunderstanding. The participants were
allowed to change a project description or funding level if the proponent and all participants agreed to the
change. This only occurred in one project, project #10 (Backcountry Access Trail Development). This
project was split in half putting two trails connected to communities under project #10 and two other trails
in PWS under project #30. The group also agreed that the funding level should increase for project #25
(Shoreline Trash Cleanup), but it was not determined to what level. .

Some project concepts were supported, but the projects as written received less support. An example is
found in project #18 (Acquisition of Important Recreation Lands in PWS). Many people supported the
idea of acquisition of important recreation lands but had a problem with the process as proposed. This
project proposed setting up a process separate from the existing Habitat Protection Work Group.
Participants suggested that this would be repetitive and wasting money. They wanted to relay that the
principle of this project may be good but the process wasn't. Somewhat similar in nature, a project such
as #12 (Public Use Cabins) may be a good idea in some areas and independent of the restoration process,
but did not rate well as written. Because the project rated low, it should not be construed that the public
does not want any cabins. Instead, it should be considered pertaining only to the restoration process, with
the locations listed and in the context of reaching a consensus.

The ranking of projects was compiled using total scores from all evaluators. The weights assigned to the
evaluation criteria reflect the importance of the criteria to the participants except that the criteria that are
of greater importance to the Trustee Council or are necessary for the project to fit within the legal limits of
the civil settlement were given a higher weight. This priority is purely mathematical in nature without
additional interpretation. There is some interpretation discussed in the next section. Listed below in
priority order, each project identification number and title is followed by total score, short descriptions,
and original anticipated costs.

-Figure 2. Initial Prioritization of Projects Evaluated at Workshop.

1. #6 Remove Evidence of Clean-up Activities. 2054.5 The purpose is to remove rebar, paint on rocks, flagging, oil booms and
other trash remaining from the oil spill clean-up activities. This will improve recreation experiences by helping return beaches to
their original state. This task will be included in some other project such as 94266 "Shoreline Assessment and Oil Removal”.

$15,000.

2. #20 Leave No Trace Educational Program. 1923.5 Using an established education program, this project seeks to reduce
impact on recovering resources and those resources receiving additional impact from changes in the traditional recreation patterns
and locations caused by the spill. Spanning two years, this three phase project includes literature distribution, short field course
training programs, and videos. The three proposed phases of the Leave No Trace program on Prince William Sound all serve to
minimize the impacts caused by kayakers, tour groups, hunters, and other recreation users. $159,000.

3. #25 Shoreline Trash Clean-up for PWS. 1907 Using mostly a volunteer effort, shoreline trash would be removed from
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Figure 2. (cont'd)
many beaches used for recreation in PWS. The removal of the shoreline trash would be one step toward improving recreation
experiences. The organization of the effort will be done by a non-profit group under contract. $31,000.

4. #4 PWS Recreation Education Information Center at Portage Railroad Station. 1780.5 Through the purchase and upgrade
of an existing building, this information center would seek to re-educate the public on the current post spill conditions and available

recreation opportunities available in PWS. This project seeks to reduce false perceptions of recreation opportunities in the Sound.
$60,000.

5. #7 Restore Smitty's Cove Boat Access Point. 1754 Whittier's alternative boat launch ramp that was destroyed by the spill

clean-up landing craft will be replaced. The project includes a new 24 foot by 60 foot launch ramp and the replacement of adjacent
rip-rap and fill. $100,000.

6. #5 Remove Persisting Oil from Beaches. 1741.5 This primarily focussed on the beaches that receive recreation or human use
and which still have persisting oil present. This project was suggested to be combined with 94266 "Shoreline Assessment and Oil

Removal”. The project emphasizes the need for cleaning all the oil off recreation beaches where there won't be more harm done in
the process. $500,000.

7. #19 Chenega Bay Marine Service Facility. 1734.5 In addition to the money from the Alyeska Settlement, Chenega is asking
for civil settlement funding of bulk fuel storage relocation and upgrade, power plant relocation and upgrade, bulkhead dock
development and other upland development. The project seeks to improve personal recreation quality that has been impacted by the

spill and enhance recovery of the Sound by providing for a central use area that will help reduce pressures on recovering species.
$3,412,000.

8. #24 Fleming Spit Recreation Area Enhancements. 1720 This is a two phase project that will enhance the existing sport
fishery and provide more recreation facilities at the site. This multi year project seeks to address the increased sport fishing
pressures experienced in Cordova since the spill and address some health and safety issues. This city based recreation opportunity
would seek to reduce the pressure on more remote sport fishing locations. $1,365,000.

9. #13 Research on Recreation Impacts in PWS: Displacement of Users and Disturbance of Recreation Areas. 1708.5 This
three phase project addresses recreational user impact and identify ecosystem processes potentially affected by this disturbance. In
addition, it assists in providing valuable information to users and management professionals on low impact backcountry techniques.
This will be accomplished through a contract with a non-profit group. $301,875.

10. #2 Comprehensive Public Recreation Information Brochure for PWS. 1646 This was submitted by an entity representing
the land managers of PWS. The project funds the creation and distribution of a brochure that addresses different land ownerships,
management practices, and regulations, and recreation amenities in the Sound. $50,200.

11. #11 "Mor-Pac Hill" Campground Improvements. 1627 Because of the influx of clean up workers in Cordova this camp
- area was created as an emergency solution to a lack of camp areas. Use in this area has greatly increased since the spill. The area
has just been closed by the new owners. This project seeks to purchase this land and improve the camping area. $360,000.

12. #22 Economic Study of Recreation in PWS. 1586.5 This is an economic analysis of direct and indirect economic benefits to
spill impacted communities from recreational use of PWS. This will provide a better understanding of the economic importance of
recreation and tourism to the PWS region. This in turn will help the Trustees make informed decisions regarding the expenditure of
restoration funds for projects designed to help the recovery of the recreation service. $50,000.

13. #18 Acquisition of Important Recreation Lands in PWS. 1573 This project sets up a separate process similar to the Habitat

Protection Work Group to acquire recreation parcels or easements from private ownership. It deals only with recreation related
parcels. $2,500,000.

Figure 2. (cont'd)
14. #29 Solomon Gulch Hatchery Raceways. 1517 The project rebuilds a damaged fish raceway. Rebuilding the raceway at the
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hatchery increases the rearing space available to further enhance a significantly reduced sport fishery in Port Valdez. $194,000.

15. #3 Odiak Camper Park Expansion. 1514.5 This project expands and enhances the current public R.V. facilities in Cordova.

Since the spill there has been a marked increase in this sort of use that was almost non-existent pre-spill. This project addresses this
changed use patterns. $266,000.

16. #9 Valdez Duck Flats Crucial Habitat Area Trails. 1405.5 This project constructs a three part interpretive trail system.

This trail system allows bird viewing near a community. The purpose is to restore the reduced opportunities for wildlife viewing as
the result of the spill. $217,500.

17. #14 Whittier Trails Access Project. 1351.5 This project creates a small trail system adjacent to Whittier utilizing Chugach
National Forest lands. This provides access to areas that were not injured by the spill. This trail system provides additional
recreation opportunities to the past and new users of the Sound. $150,000.

18. #28 Cordova Historical Marine Park. 1294.5 This project proposes to build an outdoor museumn displaying the historical
fishing boats of Cordova. These are the boats that are virtually unused now because of the post-spill economic effects on the fishing
community. There would be six types of vessels displayed for the public. $196,500.

19. #27 Mt. Eyak Ski Area Improvements. 1219.5 This project incorporates three proposals to put in an intermediate ski tow,

put in a small day lodge, and to clear some new runs. This is to replace lost opportunities during the closure of the ski area in 1989
as a result of the spill. $110,000.

20. #12 PWS Public Use Cabins. 1191.5 This includes the placement of six public use cabins on federal, state and private lands.
This project is intended to enhance recreation opportunities to restore damaged perceptions, displaced use, and cancellations of trips

in PWS. $360,000.

21. #17 Science of the Sound Education Program. 1116.5 Using an assortment of educational programs within the communities
of the Sound, this project seeks to improve the understanding of the EVOS and ongoing restoration efforts. $525,460.

22. #10 Backcountry Access Trail Development (Valdez - Shoup Bay & Whittier - Decision Point). 1111 This creates two
trails from communities reaching out into the Sound. This is an enhancement of recreation opportunities to restore other lost
opportunities as the result of the spill. The trails will cross state, federal, and municipal lands. $510,000.

23. #15 Cordova's Mini-Imaginarium. 1076 This project creates a hands on educational facility much like the Anchorage
Imaginarium but dealing mostly with the oil spill, restoration efforts, and marine ecosystem. This project will be created using
existing facilities. It is geared toward use by all ages. $125,178.

24. #26 Alaska Oil Spill Curriculum Rewrite. 1027.5 This is a curriculum that has already been used in some PWS schools.
There is a need for further revisions and teacher training workshops. This curriculum seeks to educate K-12 grades on the impacts
. and ongoing activities concerning the spill. $99,000.

25. #8 PWS Campsite Enhancements. 1017 This project places tent platforms, hardened campsites, toilet facilities, covered
camp shelters, and food shelters at specific locations in PWS. This project seeks to restore lost or diminished services in certain
areas and to stop further resource degradation caused by increased or displaced recreation use. $102,000.

26. #1 PWS Mooring Buoys. 988.5 Mooring buoys would be placed at 12 locations that currently have poor anchoring qualities.
These would increase the recreation opportunities currently available. $168,000.

Figure 2. (cont'd)

27. #23 Shotgun Cove Recreation Area. 935 This project seeks to restore and enhance recreational experience for a broad cross
section of the public by providing necessary public access and infrastructure. A road to Shotgun Cove from Whittier, a breakwater
and public and private boat harbors would be built. This would open the area to further recreation developments. $1,630,000.
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28. #21 Endowment for Outdoor Recreation Management in PWS. 881.5 An endowment or a general recreation fee would be
set up to fund the future management of increased or changed recreation and any programs or facilities that are created through the
restoration process. This project addresses the current and future state of recreation as much as the past changes resulting from the

spill. $4,500,000.

29. #30 Backcountry Access Trail Development (Surprise Cove and Esther Island systems). 799 Trails will be created to
provide backcountry access from two popular destination points within the Sound. This is an enhancement of recreation
opportunities to restore other lost opportunities as the result of the spill. The trails will cross state and federal lands. $410,000.

30. #16 Culross Passage Administrative Site. 692.5 This facility will be for the distribution of information, housing of staff, and

an emergency contact point as needed. The purpose is to reduce impact of recreation users by more active management and public
education. $200,000.

4. Interpretation of Results

The top priority projects came much closer to achieving a consensus of support. Although the totalled and
averaged score was higher on the top three projects, each had at least one very low rating from some
evaluator. The next four projects had less of a range of scores but averaged lower. After the seventh
priority project, there was a greater frequency of divergent opinions. Some of the mid-range projects had
extremely strong support from some of the interests but heavy opposition from others.

The final mathematical scores can be misleading. A project could rate low in the first two criteria, link to
injury, but very high in the remaining criteria. This would imply that the project is a great project
although it may not be one that could lawfully be funded from the civil settlement..



Appendix D

Special Designations Results by Title.

The following list of Special Designations could be applied to areas of Prince William Sound. Of these
seventeen designations, six emphasize habitat protection, eight emphasize the recreation or human use, and
three emphasize both habitat protection and recreation. Emphasis of each designation is shown in
brackets; habitat protection=[H], recreation=[R], and both=[B].

INTERNATIONAL LAND DESIGNATIONS
Man in the Biosphere Reserve [H]

FEDERAL LAND DESIGNATIONS:
National Estuarine Research Reserve [H]
National Marine Sanctuary [H]
National Wildlife Refuge [H]
National Park, Monument and Preserve [B]
National Seashore [B]
National Recreation Area [R]
National Forest [B]
National Scenic Areas and Scenic Research Areas [B]
Research Natural Area [H]
National Natural, Historic, and Environmental Education Landmarks [R]
Federal Wilderness Area [B]

STATE LAND DESIGNATIONS:
ADNR State Park [R]
Alaska Marine Parks [R]
State Special Areas (Refuges, Sanctuaries, and Critical Habitat Areas) [H]
Coastal District Designation - Area Meriting Special Attention [B]
State Marine Park District [R]

Summary of Special Designations' Effects
Designations emphasizing habitat protection, research or ecological change might have the following
effects:
a.  They will help to create healthier ecosystems by maintaining non-disturbed land bases on which
recovering species depend. This in turn provides socio-economic benefits.
b.  Tourism will be attracted by better recreation opportunities and improved quality of life.

c.  Improved ecosystems may also provide increased habitat for different species. This in turn may
eventually provide increased harvest levels for sport and commercial fish and game.
d.  New designations may create regulatory restrictions on harvest levels, certain types of recreation
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uses and resource development projects.
e.  Human use in this type of designated area is usually seen as a negative impact.
f.  These designations may also restrict certain commercial opportunities.

Designations emphasizing recreation and human use might have the following effects:

a.  They may attract tourism and improve the quality of life by increasing opportunities for human
use.

b.  Parks and public facilities tend to concentrate and control public uses which could reduce damage
to surrounding areas important to recovery of species and their habitat.

c.  Recreation designations are seen as attractions to visitors, which may bring more people through
the local communities, benefitting the businesses and the socio-economic well being.

d.  Recovery rates of species and their habitat may be slowed as more land is impacted through human
use or facility development.

e.  These designations may also restrict certain commercial opportunities.

Summary of Implementation Process
To aid restoration with the use of special designations, targeted injured resources and services should be
identified for the area considered for designation. A designation that best allows for the improvement or
recovery of those resources or services should then be selected. The effects on other non-targeted
resources, services and public should be weighed against the benefit those targeted. If the designation
could conceivably accomplish the goal of recovery through its inherent authority, then the respective
agency's ability to manage that designation should be analyzed. Current and future staffing and funding
levels should be evaluated to determine if a special designation would accomplish its intended goal. Only
then should a new special designation be pursued.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: Man and the Biosphere Reserve

MANAGING AGENCY: Various

LEVEL OF GOVYERNMENT: International

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES:
Areas selected by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization.

PURPOSE:

To preserve unique areas that have representative characteristics which distinguish them from other parts
of the biome to which they belong. Preserve areas large enough to preserve the full interactive ecosystem
necessary to support the representative characteristics. Create the administrative authority making such
protection possible. |

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Areas need to represent the characteristic features of particular biomes. Areas have diversity with the
maximum representation of ecosystems, communities and organisms characteristic of the biome. Needs
naturalness or absence of human impact. Needs to have an effective means to create a conservation unit.

TARGETED AREAS:

Areas that have world wide significance in representing major biomes that are yet unspoiled by man.
* Generally areas have representative characteristics which distinguish them from other parts of the biome to
which they belong. Examples may include centers of distribution of rare or endangered species.

PROCESS:

Areas need to be selected by UNESCO and then further conferences will decide how to best be protected.
There is some latitude in the process.

TIME INVOLVED:May be several years.

COST INVOLVED:Variable.

COST TO MANAGE:

Variable depending on system used to afford the conservation protection.
MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:

Staffing levels are directly dependent on the level of funding available to manage the land and water
resources.
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RESTRICTIONS:

These vary depending on the resources targeted for protection. Systems of protection can be created and

tailored for the needs or existing designations and authorities can be incorporated to afford the protection
needed. :

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

The United Nations has the authority to manage areas in order to preserve unique areas of world wide
significance. Different enforcement authorities have been used in various countries depending on the
conservation system used to protect the reserves.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
Providing adjacent land uses do not affect the resources of the biosphere reserve, other special
designations are compatible.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:
Although areas that have disrupted ecosystems from the spill would probably not qualify for reserves,
areas that recovering species use may qualify. These reserves would allow protection of areas that support

full ecosystems. This may help recovering resources by providing the needed habitat essential for
recovery of species.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Estuarine Reserve Research System(NERRS)
MANAGING AGENCY: States in partnership with NOAA
LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: State / Federal

NOAA is responsible for designating the reserves and administering the overall NERR program. The state
manages individual reserves and provides staff. The NERR System was established under the Coastal
Zone Management Act to address threats to the nation's estuaries.

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES:
State selects sites and NOAA designates sites.

PURPOSE:

Reserves are established as natural field laboratories to provide opportunities for long term research and
public education. Environmental monitoring and protection are also priorities

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Entire estuarine systems and key land and water portions of the estuary. Including adjacent transitional

areas that constitute, to the extent possible, a natural unit. EAR and NMS boundaries cannot overlap,
although they may be adjacent.

TARGETED AREAS:
Estuarine environments.

PROCESS:
State requests that NOAA begin the designation process once the site has been selected. Specific Federal
Guidelines apply to the designation process. Once the state's request for designation has been approved,
the state is required to submit a management plan and provide all the necessary information for NOAA to
- prepare an EIS. Governor of Alaska nominates candidate site and memorandum of understanding is
detailed for state and federal roles. Federal government designates research reserve sites. Public
notification process is initiated early in the site selection process, and the public is encouraged to
participate through correspondence and public meetings.

TIME INVOLVED: Approximately 3 years

COST INVOLVED:
Up to $100,000 in federal funds are available, however the state could be required to contribute an equal
or greater share of the cost to complete designation. State may apply for federal financial assistance for

purposes of site selection, preparation of documents (draft management plan, EIS), and the conduct of
research necessary to complete site characterization.
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COST TO MANAGE:

Federal funding for management can be as much as $70,000 which must be matched by the state (Annual
costs are usually significantly greater). Possible site designation, federal supplemental acquisition, and
developmental awards of $4,000,000 (land) and $1,500,000 (physical construction) are also available but

must be matched by the state (50/50). Reserves can include multiple sites however, the budget for one
reserve must be distributed evenly between sites.

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:

Reserves are usually staffed by 3-5 state employees, which can be complemented by university research
staff and volunteers. NOAA consults with other federal and state agenéies to promote and coordinate use
of the M for research. A wide range of research projects are conducted which primarily focus on

management and regulatory related questions. Funding for projects are available through the national
NOAA office.

RESTRICTIONS:

The management plan defines allowable activities within the reserve. NOAA generally approves most
requests to authorize pre-existing uses. Multiple uses are allowed provided they are compatible with the
management plan. A permitting system for regulating activities may also be established. Open to the
public to the extent permitted under state and federal law.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
Law enforcement is handled by appropriate local, state, and federal authorities

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:

Federal and state lands already in protection status can only be included in the NERR system if the
managing entity commits to long-term, non-manipulative management policies consistent with NERRS
guidelines.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

Emphasizes providing research and monitoring opportunities. Protects estuarine ecosystem which will in
_turn benefit recovering species. Reserves also increase public awareness and understanding of the need to
protect vulnerable resources and provide suitable opportunities for public education and interpretation.
Reserves emphasize an ecosystem approach to management rather than a species by species approach.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Marine Sanctuary
MANAGING AGENCY: Sanctuaries and Reserves Division (NOAA)

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES:
Sites are usually nominated by individual states.

PURPOSE:

The purpose of the program is to protect the integrity of nationally significant marine areas by regulating
human activities within them.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Coastal and Ocean waters, Great Lakes and their connecting waters, submerged lands over which the U.S.
exercise jurisdiction consistent with International Law.

TARGETED AREAS:

Ecologically or economically important areas. Areas that provide habitat for Threatened and Endangered
Species. Offshore areas where there are no existing special area protection mechanisms.

PROCESS:
Begins with the Site Evaluation List (SEL) (sites are usually nominated by individual states). To be
nominated to or placed on the SEL:
- sites must possess qualities which make it of special national significance;
- regional agency teams conduct preliminary evaluations of nominated sites;
- public involvement follows the preliminary evaluation of the site;
- once on the SEL, a site is evaluated for its natural resource values, human use values, conflicting
activities that might require special regulation, and the relative benefits of the designation;
- includes NEPA compliance, EIS, management plan and draft regulation preparation;
- public notices are published in the Federal Register and the local media;
- public meetings are then held in affected areas;

- the Secretary of Commerce, with the approval of the President shall designate an area.

TIME INVOLVED:
The process typically takes two years but usually not more than 3 years.

COST INVOLVED: _
Approximately $500,000, most of which is for review of existing information, travel, and consultation.

COST TO MANAGE:
Operation Costs are $600,000 to $800,000 per year per unit funded by NOAA.
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MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
Most units are managed by a small staff of 6 to 10 people; local universities may provide some support.

RESTRICTIONS:

Each sanctuary has different regulations which are established within its management plan. Different
regulations may apply within different zones of a given sanctuary. Pre-existing uses are generally allowed
to continue, although they may be regulated so that they remain consistent with the purposes for which the
sanctuaries were designated. The Marine Sanctuary Program includes a provision to support, promote and
coordinate scientific research and monitoring of site specific marine resources. The intent is to contribute
to a better understanding of the marine environment and to promote more effective management. The
research results are used in management and regulatory decision making for the sanctuaries. The approach

is to create a management plan tailored to address the issues specific to a site and to identify solutions to
problems.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
Law enforcement is the responsibility of the U.S. Coast Guard, state and local law enforcement agencies.
The strength of enforcement comes from the substantial fines which can be levied against violators. Fines

can also be imposed on individuals who damage sanctuary resources, even if the source of the damage
originates outside the sanctuary boundaries.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:

Since this designation usually protects marine waters, they may enhance adjacent upland designations,
such as National Parks or National Forests. Since the State owns and manages the submerged lands out to
the three mile limit, the state would have to agree to this federal designation.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

Emphasizes protection of marine ecosystems. Provides opportunity for compatible public uses, and
research and monitoring. Emphasizes minimizing human uses that disturb recovering ecosystems.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Wildlife Refuge

MANAGING AGENCY: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES:

Refuge units are created by:
* acts of Congress
* executive order
* private donation

PURPOSE:
Refuges have purpose statements that tend to focus on specific species, treaty obligations, subsistence
responsibilities, and water quality. The mandate is focused on wildlife, conservation and the resources
rather than on visitor enjoyment. The state purposes for the Alaska refuges are:
1) to conserve fish and wildlife populations and their habitats;
2) to fulfill the international treaty obligations of the U.S. with respect to fish and wildlife and
their habitats;
3) to provide, in a manner consistent with the purposes set forth in (1) and (2), the opportunity for
continued subsistence uses by local residents;
4) to ensure, to the maximum extent practicable and in a manner consistent with the purposes set
forth in (1), water quality and necessary water quantity within the refuge.

The Alaska Maritime NWR also has the stated purpose to provide, in a manner consistent with the
purposes set forth in (1) and (2), a program of national and international scientific research on marine
resources.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:
Uplands above mean high tide and inland submerged lands (non-coastal), especially those in AK
-established before 12/2/80.

Certain waters (coastal) withdrawn by executive order, public land order, act of Congress, or secretarial
order for protection of habitats and threatened species as specified.

The Alaska Maritime NWR is one of the few refuges that claim ownership of the water. The refuge is
also given authority to regulate areas outside the refuge boundaries which function as feeding habitat for
marine mammals and birds.

TARGETED AREAS:
Upland and some marine habitats supporting specific or a diversity of species.
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PROCESS:

Designation occurs by:
Act of Congress
Executive Order
Public Land Order
Secretarial Order
Private Donation

A comprehensive Conservation Plan is congressionally mandated and provides management guidance.
The comprehensive Conservation Plan establishes regulations for the refuge and includes and EIS process
and a Wilderness Review Plan. The public is involved at the local, state and federal levels during the
designation process. ‘

TIME INVOLVED:

No set designation time, but the designation process may take a number of years from conception to
establishment.

COST INVOLVED:

Congress annually appropriates funds for the study, designation, research, monitoring and operational
costs for National Wildlife Refuges. Actual designation cost is difficult to determine because such a wide
variety of people and agencies may be involved.

COST TO MANAGE:
Average yearly operational costs for Alaska refuges:
Alaska Peninsula/Becharof $ 396,000
Alaska Maritime NWR $1,789,000
Kodiak NWR $ 808,000
1989 budget for 4 Alaska NWR $3,621,000

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
‘Total staff of the four Alaska refuges, impacted by the oil spill in 1989, was 44 federal employees.

RESTRICTIONS:
The Comprehensive Conservation Plan describes four different management categories: Intensive,
Moderate, Minimal, Designated Wilderness.

1) Intensive Management
- least protective and encompasses areas that have a potential public or economic use.



2) Moderate Management

- have a reduced amount of allowable human development compared with intensive
management areas.

3) Minimal Management

- directed at the protection of existing fish and wildlife populations and habitats, and
restoration of endangered and other species.

4) Designated Wilderness
_ similar to minimal management areas; however, there area more restrictions on the use

of motorized equipment, oil and gas development, commercial uses, and the routing of
transportation or utility systems.

Management practices vary for each NWR. Management activities for each unit include habitat and
population protection, and monitoring and regulation of public activities. ANILCA and the Refuge
Administration Act provide a continuation of pre-existing uses such as sport-hunting, fishing, trapping,
guiding, and subsistence activities if they are compatible with the ANILCA objectives specified in each

refuge. These activities may continue, subject to controls that will protect wildlife populations and
habitats.

RESTRICTIONS:

Many private lands within refuges are subject to the regulations of the refuge. Research is initiated to
solve specific management problems and typically focuses on wildlife investigations.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

Each refuge has 2-3 employees with law enforcement authority for all federal regulations. Special agents
from USFWS assist refuge authorities.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
Generally is not associated with any other special designations.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

‘Emphasizes the protection of large tracts of land as habitat for identified species. Provides opportunity for
research and monitoring of species and habitat and for a variety of recreation opportunities.
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NAME QOF DESIGNATION: National Park, Monument, and Preserve

MANAGING AGENCY: National Park Service

LEVEL OF YE NT: Federal
DESIGNATI REATION PROCE

WHO DESIGNATES:

Act of Congress or a Cooperative Agreement establish a national park, whereas the President can
designate a national monument.

PURPOSE:

To conserve the scenery, natural and cultural resources and wildlife; and to provide for public enjoyment
in a manner that will leave the resources unimpaired for future generations. Primary role is stewardship
of the Nation's most protected lands. A park and a monument are established for the same purpose, only
differentiated by who designates the area and if hunting is allowed. National Monuments are often more
focused than parks on one specific resource. Preserves are the same as parks except that hunting is
allowed.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Units usually consist of upland areas. In a few instances marine waters are included within park
boundaries.

TARGETED AREAS:

Areas of national significance for outstanding qualities of natural, cultural, scenic, wildlife or recreational
resources.

PROCESS:

Other than an act of Congress, national parks can be created in two other ways. First, the President can
designate areas with historic significance through the Antiquities Act. Second, NPS can enter into
cooperative agreements with other agencies to manage large areas for park purposes under the Cooperation
-Agreement Act. The public is normally involved during any of these designation processes. Congress

may or may not require a legislative EIS to be completed before its final consideration of legislation. A
monument can be created by Presidential Order.

TIME INVOLVED:
No set time period, but would generally take at least one year and possibly many years to designate.

COST INVOLVED: No set cost

COST TO MANAGE:

Management staffing and budgets vary significantly for each park, monument or preserve and each year.
Congress annually appropriates funds for designation, research, monitoring and operations. Average
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annual operating costs for Alaska National Parks in 1991:

Kenai Fjords $569,400
Katmai* $926,500
Aniakchak '$122,900

* Preserves attached to parks are managed under the same budget.
MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:

Staffing levels vary from park to park. Park rangers can be: specialists in law enforcement, natural
resource management, interpretation or other areas. There is also regional and national staffing levels that
act as support staff and policy making staff.

RESTRICTIONS:

Pre-existing uses can be authorized within park areas. Uses that damage park resources can be restricted.
In Alaska, the NPS has some specific legislation allowing commercial fishing, aircraft landing, and other
activities within some park boundaries. Certain areas within a national park can have further special
designations, such as Research Natural Areas and Wilderness Areas, that would enact stricter guidelines.

Private lands within park boundaries are not controlled by the NPS; however, if uses imminently threaten
park resources, the NPS has the authority to limit those uses.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

Enforcement of park laws and regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations within park boundaries are
handled by NPS rangers. In some states(not in AK), joint jurisdiction has been approved by the state,
allowing rangers to enforce state statutes and regulations inside park boundaries.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
Would be compatible with marine designations affording similar protection. Adjacent land with non-
compatible uses is possible providing those uses don't impact the NPS resources.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:
- Emphasizes protection of resources before promotion of use in most areas. Critical habitat management,
resource protection, research, recreation, and education are emphasized.

65



NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Seashore

MANAGING AGENCY: NPS

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS
WHO DESIGNATES: Act of Congress

PURPOSE:
To preserve and protect coastal landscapes for recreation and to maintain the integrity to these ecosystems.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Private or federal lands that jointly can represent a type of coastal habitat. Private lands can be purchased
for this intent.

TARGETED AREAS:
Uplands that represent shoreline ecosystem.

PROCESS:
Representative coastal habitat area is identified. Private land is purchased and designated or federal lands

are redesignated by Act of Congress. Master plan is developed for National Seashore which directs the
management.

TIME INVOLVED:
Depending on the need for land purchase, the designation process may take a year or more.

COST INVOLVED:
Variable per area.

COST TO MANAGE:
- Staffing levels and facilities vary per unit which causes a wide variance in costs.

MANAGEMENT
STAFFING:

Varies per unit, but includes resource protection, law enforcement, and interpretation staff. Regional and
national level park staff would be available for support in cases.
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RESTRICTIONS:

Resources are protected through regulations adopted in current Code of Federal Regulations. Resources
are managed to perpetuate the diversity and contrast now apparent. Research Natural Areas can be
incorporated within a National Seashore. Stable shellfish populations will be sought.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

Enforcement of park laws and regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations within park boundaries are
handled by NPS rangers. In some states, joint jurisdiction has been approved by the state, allowing
rangers to enforce state statutes and regulations inside park boundaries.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
This designation usually considered separate from adjacent land designations but a marine sanctuary or
estuarine reserve could be compatible if used in conjunction with a national seashore.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

Emphasizes protection of resources before promotion of use is some areas. Critical habitat management,
resource protection, research, recreation, and education are emphasized. Shoreline ecosystems are
addressed as whole entities. Human use opportunities are possible through education and interpretation.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Recreation Area
MANAGING AGENCY: NPS, USFS, BLM

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS
WHO DESIGNATES: Congress

PURPOSE:

To provide areas for a multitude of recreational uses and to manage those areas to promote their
recreational values.

- AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Areas that have outstanding combinations of outdoor recreation opportunities, aesthetic attractions, and
proximity to potential users.

TARGETED AREAS:

Areas valued for their natural, historic, scenic and recreational resources for public use and enjoyment.
Also areas that are heavily used for recreation but need more effective management are targeted.

PROCESS:

A member of congress generally presents a bill for a concerned area. An act of congress creates the new
designation. Either private land is acquired or federal land is redesignated to become a national recreation
area. Public is involved in the planning process that is used to guide park management.

TIME INVOLVED:
No set time, but designation process may take over a year.

COST INVOLVED: Variable.

- COST TO MANAGE: Variable.

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
National Park, Forest Service, or BLM staff manage national recreation areas. Staffing levels vary

* according to the size of the area and amount of use received. Park staff receive some support from
national and regional levels.

RESTRICTIONS:
The restrictions are different for each area as written in the enabling legislation.
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ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

Enforcement authority is from the Code of Federal Regulations. Certain state statutes and regulations may

be enforced if appropriate agreements are signed. New regulations can be created to afford more
protection of resources.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
Because of the nature of a natural recreation area, they would probably not be compatible with adjacent
land with very protective designation such as federal wilderness. '

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION: .
Certain recovering recreation resources may benefit from this designation. Emphasizes the preservation,

use and enjoyment of natural, historic, scenic, and recreational resources. May direct recreational use
away from recovering species and habitats.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Forest

MANAGING AGENCY: USDA Forest Service

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS:

WHO DESIGNATES:
An Act of Congress or Presidential Order can create a new National Forest.

PURPOSE: »

National Forests are managed with a sustainable multiple-use concept to meet diverse needs of people.
Outdoor recreation, timber, minerals, water, grazing land, and fish and wildlife are all resources to be
managed for sustained yield. Once a National Forest is designated, the there are several administrative
designations that can be implemented by the Regional Forester. '

AREAS ELIGIBLE:
Federal lands that are to be managed for multiple use.

TARGETED AREAS: Uplands.

PROCESS:
The Secretary of Agriculture submits a request for a new National Forest to be created. A new National
Forest can be created by either a congressional designation or presidential order. An addition to a

National Forest within existing boundaries may be added simply by the Secretary of Agriculture accepting
the donation of land(Weeks Act).

TIME INVOLVED:

Variable but adding land outside of existing forest boundaries may take one to many years. Adding land
to a forest within the existing boundaries is less time consuming and can be done as quick as signing the
acceptance.

COST INVOLVED:
There is no set cost but much of the cost can be absorbed by the existing staff.

COST TO MANAGE:
Variable per forest. The Chugach National Forest has an average yearly budget of $8-11 million.

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
Each National Forest is part of a region with which a staff is associated. There is a supervisors office and
staff associated with each forest. Forest are then broken down into districts which have staff representing

70



each of the multiple use concepts.

RESTRICTIONS:
Certain areas within a national forest can have further special designations, such as Research Natural

Area, Natural Landmark, National Scenic Area, National Monument and Wilderness Area, that would
enact stricter guidelines.

Lands within a National Forest are zoned according to the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum(ROS) through
the management plan. The ROS is a representation of the way an area is considered, and modification of
these zones must go through a NEPA process. These zones have various levels of guidelines as follows.

Primitive I: Man's influence is negligible with resources taking free course of action. Motorized
use prohibited.

Primitive II: Same as Primitive I but access to area is allowed by motorized craft.

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized: Predominately natural landscapes and a feeling of remoteness.
One can practice wildland skills and self reliance. Motorized use prohibited.

Semi-Primitive Motorized: Same as above but motorized use is allowable.

Roaded Natural: Predominately natural appearing settings with moderate sights and sounds of
human activity and structures. Roads and motorized equipment common.

Rural: Human activity readily evident though less pronounced and less concentrated than urban
level.

Urban: High levels of human activity and development. Landscape dominated by human
structures.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
Enforcement authority is from the Code of Federal Regulations. Certain state statutes and regulations may

- be enforced if appropriate agreements are signed. New regulations can be created to accomplish more
protection of resources.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:

There are several special designations that can be incorporated within a national forest that place more
restrictions on the lands. Designations that would protect surrounding marine waters would be beneficial.
Most adjacent designations would be compatible as long as the uses on those lands do not adversely affect
the resources and use the Forest Service is managing.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:
Private lands that are transferred to National Forest ownership keeps the in public ownership allowing
access and critical habitat management. General restoration activities could be permitted. Although forest
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lands are managed for multiple use, national forest designation allows stricter administrative designations
to be implemented through a forest plan or the forest supervisor.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Scenic Areas and Scenic Research Areas
MANAGING AGENCY: USFS

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATI PROCE

WHO DESIGNATES:
Created Administratively by USFS or by Act of Congress.

PURPOSE:

To preserve areas for their scenic values while allowing multiple use. The purpose can be more clearly
stated in the management plan for the area.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:
Areas that contain outstanding scenic characteristics, recreation values, and geologic, ecologic and cultural

resources. Areas that contain outstanding values for research, scientific, and recreational purposes may be
designated Scenic Research Areas.

TARGETED AREAS: Federal lands.

PROCESS:

Areas are identified and analyzed for the outstanding qualities. If the land mass in consideration is over
100,000 acres, the Secretary of Agriculture can administratively designate an area. If under 100,000
acres, the Regional Forester can administratively designate an area. Congress can also pass a bill to
designate areas under this designation. Once designated, a management plan would be developed or
incorporated in the forest plan.

TIME INVOLVED:

Administrative designations will take less than 1 year while congressional designations will take more than
1 year.

COST INVOLVED:
No additional cost required. Cost would be absorbed into existing management costs.

COST TO MANAGE:

There would be no additional cost incurred because this is only a redesignation of forest land that is
currently managed.

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
No additional staffing would be required. Existing forest staff would be used.
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RESTRICTIONS:
Allows use up to level that will ensure protection of the special values for which the area was established.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

Enforcement authority is from the Code of Federal Regulations. Certain state statutes and regulations may

be enforced if appropriate agreements are signed. New regulations can be created to accomplish more
protection of resources.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
A National Scenic Area is normally a unit of a National Forest.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

This designation can be crafted to place additional protection on outstanding scenic and recreation values
and ecological resources which will benefit recreation and research.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: Research Natural Area

MANAGING AGENCY: Federal Agencies with land ownership.

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS:

WHO DESIGNATES:
Administrative process within respective managing agency.

PURPOSE:
To assist in the preservation of examples of all significant natural ecosystems for comparison with those
influenced by man. To provide educational and non-manipulative research areas for scientist to study the

ecology, successional trends, and other aspects of the natural environment. To serve as gene pools and
preserves for rare and endangered species of plants and animals.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Parcels ranging from few to thousands of acres in size where natural processes are allowed to
predominate. These areas may include typical or unusual flora and fauna types, associations or
phenomena. They may also have characteristic or outstanding geologic, pedologic, or aquatic features and
processes.

TARGETED AREAS:

Most Research Natural Areas are within federally owned land. There are nine selected Research Natural
Areas within the Chugach National Forest in PWS.

PROCESS:

The Federal Committee on Research Natural Areas could select areas that have a gap in representation and
encourage the federal agencies to create a Research Natural Area. Regional directors and area managers
can administratively create Research Natural Areas if the merit is seen. Once designated, it is for
perpetuity unless catastrophic changes occur.

TIME INVOLVED:
Since no legislation is required, it can be immediate.

COST INVOLVED:
No additional costs required. Cost would be absorbed into existing management COSts.

COST TO MANAGE:
There would be no additional cost incurred because this is only a redesignation of forest land that is
currently managed.
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AGEMENT

STAFFING:
Accomplished by agency that designates the Research Natural Area.

RESTRICTIONS:

Restrictions vary by agency. Some withdraw the area from public domain. All agencies seem to agree
that the area needs to have restrictions on allowable uses to preserve the area for future generations as an
undisturbed baseline for research and education.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

There is no specific authority granted through the designation. Agencie‘s must use existing agency
authority.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:

© Generally needs to be surrounded by Federal lands. Adjacent lands do not need to have any special
designation. '

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:
Setting aside some of the non-oiled federal land as Research Natural Areas would provide areas for

baseline comparison in future restoration studies. The areas designated could be crafted to provide desired
protection and regulations.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: National Natural Landmarks, National Historic Landmarks, National
Environmental Education Landmarks

MANAGING AGENCY: NPS
LEVEL OF RNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS:
WHO DESIGNATES: Act of Congress or by Cooperative Agreements

PURPOSE:

To assist in the preservation of a variety of significant natural areas which, when considered together, will
illustrate 'the diversity of the country's natural history.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Landforms, geologic history areas, land ecosystems, and aquatic ecosystems being representative of
themes under these categories are eligible. Private, state and federal land except for NPS lands are
eligible.

TARGETED AREAS:

Areas of national significance representing natural history themes that can be used for preservation,
research and education.

PROCESS:
Land must be reported to NPS to be considered for acceptance. An independent scientist will study the

area to see if it meets the requirements. Then the NPS administratively adds this area to the appropriate
register. There is no change of ownership of the lands.

TIME INVOLVED:

Can be less than a year because it is an administrative action.
COST INVOLVED:

“The only costs are incurred in the study of the proposed areas. This is normal agency cost for NPS as part
of the National Landmarks Program.

COST TO MANAGE:
The NPS does not manage the areas but only recognizes their national importance. Therefore, there is no

continued managerial costs.

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING: None other than existing levels of management.
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RESTRICTIONS:

There are no additional restrictions or protection placed on the land with these designations. The
designation only gives recognition of the national significance to an area which may fuel the public and
agency drive to protect an area through appropriate measures. In essence it is only a paper designation.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
There 1s no enforcement authority associated directly with the staff of the National Landmarks Program.
Actual land managers and owners may have their own enforcement authority. The Endangered Species

Act does regulate actions on federal lands in a Landmark to protect critical habitat areas and endangered
species.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
This designation does nothing to change existing designations.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

Although no direct restoration benefit can be seen, the public attention may be focused on an area through
this designation leading public opinion against actions that may destroy the significance of the area.
Future management plans will then have to address the impact to a Landmark.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: Wilderness Area - National Wilderness Preservation System

MANA AGENCY: Federal Agency (USFES, NPS, USFWS)

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Federal

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES: Act of Congress

PURPOSE:

To provide for the protection and preservation of areas where the earth and its community of life are
untrammeled by man and which retain their primeval character and influence.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Areas untrammeled by man, where man is a visitor who does not remain. Area retains its primitive
character without permanent improvements or human habitation. Imprint of man substantially
unnoticeable, has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation,
has at least five thousand acres of land, and may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of
scientific , educational, scenic or historical value.

TARGETED AREAS:
Land resources encompassed in full habitat types usually coinciding with watershed boundaries.

PROCESS: _

1. Federal Agency makes preliminary proposal

2. Public Notice

3. Hearing held in affected area

4. Interagency comment

5. Agency analysis of comment

6. Department Secretary makes recommendation to the President.
7. President forwards recommendation to Congress

TIME INVOLVED:
No set time period, but may take one to several years.

COST INVOLVED:

No set costs. Costs may include travel, cost of hearings, research of land ownership, and agency review
from staff.

COST TO MANAGE:

Management staffing and budgets vary significantly for each Wilderness Area and each year. The remote
setting of wilderness areas usually increases management costs while less management is done in a
wilderness area than other agency lands.
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Congress annually appropriates funds for designation, research, monitoring and operations.
MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:

Staffing levels may for each Wilderness Area. Staff can included specialist in law enforcement, natural
resource management, wildlife management, fishery management, interpretation or other areas.

RESTRICTIONS:

Pre-existing uses can be authorized within federal lands. Developments other than for health and safety
reasons are prohibited. Certain Wilderness Areas restrict the use of motorized equipment for private use
or for maintenance. Wilderness areas are removed from multiple-use classifications and are managed
according to relatively strict, statutorily mandated guidelines(i.e., ANILCA and the Wilderness Act).

Activities detracting from wilderness values are generally prohibited by statute, and cannot be superseded
by agency management guidelines.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

Enforcement of federal statutes and agency regulations within Wilderness boundaries are carried out by
certified federal officers. In some states, joint jurisdiction has been approved by the state, allowing
rangers to enforce state statutes and regulations inside Wildemness boundaries.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
Research Natural Areas can be designated within Wilderness Area boundaries. Other land designations of

both state and federal ownership are possible. Major developments on lands adjacent to the Wilderness
boundaries are discouraged but can occur.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

Emphasizes high levels of resource protection on large tracts of land. Encourages scientific research and
provides opportunities for wilderness recreation. Minimized opportunities for disturbance through
allowable federal management practices such as timber harvest, mining and commercial operations.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: Alaska State Park

MANAGING AGENCY: Alaska Department of Natural Resources - Division of Parks and
Outdoor Recreation

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: State

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES:

Parks > 640 acres require legislative action. Parks < 640 acres are created by an Interagency Land
Management Assignment ILMA).

PURPOSE:

To foster the growth and development of a system of parks and recreational facilities and opportunities in
the state, for the general health, welfare, education, and enjoyment of its citizens, and for the attraction of
visitors to the state. The Alaska State Park System is composed of park units which are managed to (1)
provide for the outdoor recreational needs of present and future generations, (2) preserve and protect areas
of natural significance, (3) preserve and interpret Alaska's cultural heritage, (4) protect and manage areas
of significant scientific or educational value, and (5) provide support to the state's tourism industry.

AREAS ELIGIBLE: :
State-owned uplands, tidelands, and nearshore waters.

TARGETED AREAS:
Protection for land and water resources, fish and game resources, and public safety.

PROCESS:
Public hearings are conducted in local communities and also in Anchorage during the designation process.
A management plan is developed for each park unit.

TIME INVOLVED:
- Varies from site to site, 120 days minimum if 640 acres or less state land transfer, 1 year minimum -
legislative designation (state land), 2 year minimum - legislative designation (private land).

COST INVOLVED:
Varies for different state parks. State land transfers range between $4,000 and $60,000 in administrative
costs. Designating private lands - $20,000 to $50,000 administrative costs plus land purchase costs.

COST TO MANAGE:

State operating budget, capital budgets and or grants are sources of funding. Management cOsts are unit
specific. Approximate Costs:

$30,000/ranger each of whom cover 6-7 parks;

$10,000 for field support staff;
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$20,000 for boat, vehicle, maintenance and supplies.
MANAGEMENT

STAFFING: .

Management is effected by park rangers directed out of area or regional offices. Park Rangers ofte
conduct law enforcement, natural resource management, interpretation, planning, search and rescue, and
maintenance of facilities.

RESTRICTIONS: .

A management plan is developed for each park unit. Plans establish regulations and outline the types of
facilities to be developed within each park. Pre-existing uses within parks may be restricted if they are
found to be incompatible with the purposes of the park. State park lands are given a land use designation
that withdraws them from public domain and stipulates that they are no longer available for multiple uses.
Commercial fishing in a state owned park is specifically allowed. An area larger than 640 acres, may
only be closed to multiple purpose use by act of state legislature.

All lands within any state park are classified into one or more land-use zones. The four zones specify
allowable uses and guide the management of the parks. The four zones are as follows.

‘Recreation Development Zone: Allows the highest level of development to meet the more
intensive recreational needs.

Natural Zone: Allows moderate to low impact and dispersed forms or recreation and to act as
buffers between recreational development and wilderness zones.

Wilderness Zone: Established to promote, to perpetuate and, where necessary, to restore the
wilderness character of the land and its specific values of solitude, physical and mental challenge,
scientific study, inspiration and primitive recreational opportunities.

Cultural Zone: Established to preserve, investigate, document and interpret Alaska's cultural
resources and heritage.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
Rangers in the field are commissioned under the ADF&G to enforce fish and game harvest regulations and
also are commissioned by ADNR to enforce state statutes and park regulations.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:

Private lands are exempt from regulation. However, if activities abut state land boundaries, a permit may
be required.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:
Emphasizes recreation use of lands while preventing resource degradation. Protection of resources varies
by park, but can be very restrictive, allowing resources to recover with minimal disturbance. Public use
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can also be enhanced and controlled through education, signing, permitting, interpretation, and facility
development.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: State Marine Park

MANAGING AGENCY: Alaska Department of Natural Resources - Division of Parks and
Outdoor Recreation

LEVEL OF VE T: State
DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCE

WHO DESIGNATES:

Parks of less than 640 acres are created administratively by an Interagency Land Management Assignment
(ILMA). Sites greater than 640 acres, require legislative action.

PURPOSE:

To foster growth and development of a system of parks and recreational facilities and opportunities in the
state, for the general health, welfare, education, and enjoyment of its citizens, and for the attraction of
visitors to the state. Most marine parks protect a good anchorage and surrounding view shed on the
uplands. They also can protect marine recreation areas of high value. The long term goal is to establish a
network of marine parks, located less than a day's journey apart, all the way from Oregon to Anchorage.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Primarily tidelands with a focus on recreational vessel anchorage. Uplands included under the marine
park designations generally encompass the scenic view from that anchorage.

TARGETED AREAS:

Land and water resources, fish and game resources, and public safety. State-owned uplands, tidelands,
and nearshore waters.

PROCESS:
Public hearings are conducted in local communities and also in Anchorage during the designation process.
A management plan is developed for each park unit. In the case of Prince William Sound, a management

plan for all State lands within the sound was developed in cooperation with ADNR Division of Land and
"Water Management.

TIME INVOLVED:
Varies from site to site. 120 days minimum if 640 acres or less state land transfer. 1 year minimum -
legislative designation (state lands). 2 year minimum - legislative designation (private lands).

COST INVOLVED:
Varies for each marine park. State land transfers range between $4,000 and $60,000 in administrative
costs. Designating private lands $20,000 to $50,000 administrative costs plus land purchase costs.

COST TO MANAGE:
State operating budget and capital budgets and or grants are sources of funding. Unit specific - variable.
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Approximate costs:
$30,000/ranger each of whom cover 6-7 parks;
$10,000 for field support staff;
$20,000 for boat, vehicles, maintenance and supplies.

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
In Prince William Sound, one ranger manages the entire sound, plus Kayak Island. Management is

effected by park rangers directed out of area or regional offices. Volunteers are used to perform some
field duties. '

RESTRICTIONS:

A management plan for all state lands within the Sound was developed in cooperation with the ADNR
Division of Land and Water Management. Lawful existing uses of resources are maintained. Special uses
are permitted by the Commissioner of Natural Resources on a case-by-case basis. State parklands are
given land-use designation that withdraws them from public domain and stipulates that they are no longer
available for multiple uses. Commercial fishing in a state owned park is specifically allowed. The state
marine park system is not required to allow aquaculture operations, but they can be permitted if they are
in compliance with park statutes. Uses are reviewed and can be permitted by the area office if found to be
compatible. The purpose in managing the marine parks is to provide recreational opportunities (e.g.,
protected anchorages), however, there is also a need to assess the resources to adequately plan for future
development.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
Rangers in the field are commissioned under the ADF&G to enforce fish and game harvest regulations and
also are commissioned by ADNR to enforce state statutes and park regulations.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
Private lands are exempt from regulation; however, if activities abut state land boundaries, a permit may
be required.

"POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:
Emphasizes marine recreation while also providing for upland recreation opportunities. Resources are
protected through regulations. Allows for recreation enhancements in many of the parks. Active on-site
management is minimal at present. Public use can be enhanced and controlled through education, signing,
permitting, interpretation and facility development.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: State Marine Park District
(New Designation)

MANAGING AGENCY: Board of Directors
LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: Board of Directors to bind the primary interests at work in the Sound

- Native Corporations

- Communities

- Commercial Fisheries
- Forest Service

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCE

WHO DESIGNATES: Act of Congress AND State Legislation

PURPOSE:

To expand on recreation developments and opportunities of the Sound. To protect the scenic and
recreational values of the Sound. To continue the clean up and repair to the Sound's recreational and

habitat values resulting from the oil spill. To expand scientific research on the Sound's cultural and
natural resources.

AREAS ELIGIBLE: The entire Sound including water and uplands.

TARGETED AREAS: The entire Sound

PROCESS:

1) Congress dedicates all or a portion of federal uplands into a National Seashore or Marine Park.
2) State legislature dedicates state tidelands into state marine park status.

3) A park district non-profit corporation is established to develop and implement a plan for the area.

TIME INVOLVED:
Unknown but likely to be several years.

COST INVOLVED:
Unknown but will likely include costs for travel, public meetings, and attorneys.

COST TO MANAGE:
Management funds will be allocated by the Board of Directors from the interest occurring from an

endowed corpus from the civil settlement fund. These funds will be allocated for planning, development,
land and timber acquisition, and on-site management.
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MANAGEMENT
STAFFING:  Board of Directors and Management Team

RESTRICTIONS:

The proposal's foundation is access development, private lodge construction, a healthy commercial
fishery, and acquisition without eminent domain of land, timber and development rights. The Park
District would have a board of directors to bind the primary interests at work in the Sound: native
corporations, communities, commercial fisheries, Forest Service, the State, and other land managers. The
1983 enabling statute for creating state marine parks, though protective allows the construction of

aquaculture facilities, recreation facilities and prevents the blockage of access to private lands, for mining
and other industrial operations.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
The Marine Park District would use existing agency officers. The enforcement authority would have to be

created so that federal officers could enforce state statutes and visa-versa. This would need some
legislative and congressional action.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:

All land status in PWS would need to be congressionally or legislatively reclassified to be part of the
marine park district. Once that is done, there will less problems of compatibility because all land will be
part of one district although parts can be zoned differently.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

This would increase management efficiency for the lands in PWS. It would be easier to take a more
ecological comprehensive approach to restoration if all lands are bound under one management. Human
use could be more effectively directed away from recovering resources managed more effectively with
interagency cooperation already set in a framework.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: Special Areas (State Refuges, Sanctuaries, Critical Habitat Areas)
MANAGING AGENCY: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: State

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES: State Legislature

PURPOSE: .
These multiple-use state lands are established for the protection of productive fish and wildlife habitats,
conservation of fish and wildlife populations, and public use.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:
State-owned uplands, tidelands, and submerged lands are all eligible for designation. Critical Habitat
areas can also include private lands. Special area boundaries can and often do go below mean high water.

TARGETED AREAS:
Coastal and nearshore habitats impacted by the spill.

PROCESS:

Designation process is initiated by ADF&G. Candidate sites are identified by ADF&G personnel based
upon the criterion of statewide, national, or international significance. Public support is crucial to the
establishment of state special areas.

There are statutory requirements to propose additional areas for designation every year.

TIME INVOLVED:
Most legislative proposals for state special areas take 1 year of more to attain designation.

COST INVOLVED:
One or more months of ADF&G staff time is required to develop each proposal, but because this task is
the responsibility of the existing staff, it is not usually reflected as an additional cost.

COST TO MANAGE:

The major cost in designating a new area is the development of the management plan. Approximately
$12,000 annually per site for Special Area Permit process, field inspections and educational programs.
Management plan development costs are about $70,000, but are only done once every 5 years. Seasonal
staffing of the three sanctuaries costs $50,000 annually.

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
Responsibilities are shared by several ADF&G divisions. All three sanctuaries and one refuge have
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seasonal on-site staffing.

RESTRICTIONS:

The sanctuaries require access permits to visit them. Valid pre-existing rights are not affected, except that
activities have to be conducted in a manner compatible with refuge regulations.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:

Law enforcement is provided by the Department of Public Safety and by deputized ADF&G biologists.
Violation of a state special area regulation is a Class A misdemeanor.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:
Private lands lying within the boundaries of a state special area are not subject to area regulations, except
in the critical habitat areas where ADF&G has permit authority over private lands. When a critical habitat

area includes private lands, the state does not have eminent domain, but does have the authority to acquire
land from willing sellers.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

Some of these designations may be a way to control habitat on private lands. State special areas can be
used to put a higher degree of management on critical habitat for recovering species. Services will only
be affected positively because public use is still allowed although controlled. Special area designations can
also promote public education and compatible uses by providing public access, interpretive signs, etc.
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NAME OF DESIGNATION: Coastal District Designation (Areas Meriting Special Attention) .

MANAGING AGENCY: Municipalities or State Agencies
LEVEL OF VE T: State

DESIGNATION/CREATION PROCESS

WHO DESIGNATES: Alaska Coastal Policy Council

PURPOSE: .
This is a special designation under the Alaska Coastal Management Program intended to put restrictions on
certain areas to preclude future uses that may impair the specified values. A management plan for an area

which merits special attention must preserve, protect, enhance, or restore the value or values for which the
area was designated.

AREAS ELIGIBLE:

Areas important for subsistence hunting, fishing, food gathering, and foraging. Areas with special
scientific values or opportunities, including those areas where ongoing research projects could be
jeopardized by development or conflicting uses and activities. Potential estuarine or marine sanctuaries.

TARGETED AREAS:
Areas inside and outside coastal districts formed under the Alaska Coastal Management Program. Areas

must have a willing sponsor management agency that can protect the values for which the area was
created.

PROCESS:

A citizen or state agency may recommend areas to be nominated to the Alaska Coastal Policy Council. If
the area is in a coastal district, the council must review the area and existing plans to identify conflicts.
Concurrently the public has participation through a comment period. The council may then accept the
program and designate an area. Part of this process addresses the state or municipal agencies that would
be affected and who would manage the area consistent to the coastal management plan.

If the area is outside a district, the Division of Governmental Coordination(DGC) will give notice to
affected parties. After public and agency review, there may be more planning authorized or the area may
be accepted by the council. It takes effect for state law purposes as part of the Alaska Coastal
Management Program upon the lieutenant governor's filing of the council's order.

TIME INVOLVED:
An area could be designated within 60 days to a year.

COST INVOLVED:

Normal review costs are incorporated into existing budgets, but if additional planning or area evaluation is
required, the sponsoring agency will be required to absorb the costs.
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COST TO MANAGE: _

Cost to manage an area will be supplied from the sponsoring agency. This includes costs to create any
necessary legislation or regulations. '

MANAGEMENT

STAFFING:
Existing or new staff will be assigned by sponsoring agency depending on need.

RESTRICTIONS: .

Any agency management plans must concur with the coastal management plan adopted. Agencies and
Municipalities are required to abide by the restrictions specified in the coastal management plan. This
may require the creation of additional legislation or regulations. Any concerned person Or agency may
cause a review of the management of an area upon written notice of violation to the council. Affected
agencies are then required to go through a review and possibly change management actions

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY:
State Statutes and Administrative Code set up the legal requirements of the areas considered within a

coastal management area plan. Actual compliance authority for the uses within areas falls under existing
or new agency authority.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS ON ADJACENT LANDS:

All special designations on lands within an area meriting special attention must comply with the goals of
preserving, protecting, enhancing, or restoring the value or values for which the area was designated.
This designation is specifically set up to be used in conjunction with marine and estuarine sanctuaries.

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO RESTORATION:

If an area receives this designation, it implies that the public and affected agencies have agreed to protect
the designated values. This designation is set up to protect areas with special scientific values or
opportunities, including those areas where ongoing research projects could be jeopardized by development
or conflicting uses and activities. This is a blanket designation that allows and encourages restoration
“activities.
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Appendix E

Project Descriptions Reviewed at Recreation Restoration Workshop

Titles of Recreation Restoration Projects and Associated Costs.

1.

2.

10.

11.

2.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Prince William Sound Mooring Buoys. $168,000.
Comprehensive Public Recreation Information Brochure for Prince William Sound. $50,200.
Odiak Camper Park Expansion. $266,000.

Prince William Sound Recreation Education Information Center at Portage Railroad Station.
$60,000.

Remove Persisting Oil from Beaches. $500,000.

Remove Evidence of Clean-up Activities. $15,000.
Restore Smitty's Cove Boat Access Point. $100,000.
Prince William Sound Campsite Enhancements. $102,000.
Valdez Duck Flats Crucial Habitat Area Trails. $217,500.

Backcountry Access Trail Development.(Wittier to Decision Pt. & Valdez to Shoup Bay) Half of
project split to #30. $920,000.

"Mor-Pac Hill" Campground Improvements. $360,000.
Prince William Sound Public Use Cabins. $360,000.

Research on Recreation Impacts in Prince William Sound: Displacement of users and disturbance
of recreation areas. $301,875.

Whittier Trails Access Project. $150,000.
Cordova's Mini Imaginarium. $125,178.
Culross Passage Administrative Site. $200,000.

Science of the Sound Education Program. $525,460.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Acquisition of Important Recreation Lands in Prince William Sound. $2,500,000.
Chenega Bay Marine and Service Center. $4,412,000.

Leave No Trace Educational Program. $159,000.

Endowment for Outdoor Recreation Management in Prince William Sound. $4.5 million.
Economic Study of Recreation in Prince William Sound. $50,000.

Shotgun Cove Recreation Access. $16.3 million.

Fleming Spit Recreation Area Enhancements. $1,365,000.

Shoreline Trash Clean-up for Prince William Sound. $31,000.

Alaska Oil Spill Curriculum Rewrite and Reprint. $99,000.

Mt. Eyak Ski Area improvements. $110,000.

Cordova Historical Marine Park. $196,500.

Solomon Gulch Hatchery Raceway Reconstruction. $194,000.

Backcountry Access Trail Development.(Surprise Cove and South Esther Island) Split from project
#10.
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*

RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: =rince William Sound Mooring EBuovs

Project Description:

Zesulcs from public comment and various surveys conducted by the
--SDA Forest Zerwvice, State Parks, EVOS Restoration ?Plan Work Group
=nd private companies show that there is a desire for trails,
mooring bpuoys, cabins, and improved campsites in frince Wwilliam
Zound.

—“here are ceveral areas -n Prince William Sound(PWS) that would
~enefit From the placement OI mMOOring Duoys. Several bays and
-nel-=red zreas have goor rnatural anchorages because of the depth
-< water -r because of poor nolding bottoms. Mooring buoys placed
-n -hese _.ccations would Ete used by both recreationalist and
-ommercial fisnermen. MoOring Duoys also nelp protect the subtidal

~apirac Zrom ceing churned up by anchors. The bucys can ce a place
.7 sarety 1n storms anc in fair weatner. nexperienced ktoaters are
-~ore secure L.sSing cuoys rather than their zncnor.

T ‘ing tuoys would te placed in nays that
Iresze CQUYLAg ThE wlnter. Mooring Zucys would not bpe
: ons cnar z.ready have a sultable natural znchorage.
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=2x1st under the perception that irreversible damage occurred and

that thelr =xperience will be marred oy =zhat Zamage. Jffering
TOOring buoy sites may be an attraction that will improve their
=xperlience.

F20ple wno Iormerly recreated in areas such as Knignt Zsland, which
was neavily oiled, now look for other areas that are free from the
21l impacts. Their displacement may come from acctual oil sighting
and reduced wildlife sightings or from changed verceptions of the
area. As a means to enhance their recreation experience in the
‘nignt Island area, mooring buoys would increass ~he anchorage
zotenctial. This may offsec some of the negac:ve perceptions of the
area, due mainly o reduced quality of recreation axperiences.
Placing buoys in some bays that have poor anchorage and were not
ciled will provide replacement opportunities.

n

Estimated Cost: The materials and placementc of =acn mooring buoy

will cost zpproximacely $14,000. The total to vlace all 12 buoys
would equal 3168,000. The buoys would require dive inspections at
_=2ast =very <wWO ‘sears Ior maintenance. The :-zst of this

maintenance would be assumed by the agency managing the adjacent
-plands.



Unique — even in AIaska

Tgeg City oF WHITTIER

WHITTIER PROJECTS FOR SUBMISSION TO THE EXXON VALDEZ
TRUSTEES COUNCIL THROUGH DNR

RESTORE SMITTY’'S COVE BOAT ACCESS POINT

As a direct result of the increased demand for landing craft
access to western Prince William Sound during the oil spill,
Wwhittier's only alternative to harbor access, the Smitty's Cove
Launch ramp area was destroyed. The damage ©o the launch ramp
-ontributed <to general erosion of the area and now needs
substantial work to recover rip-rap and fill to replace washed out
areas with new rock. The Alaska Department of Fisn and Game Sport
Fish Division recognizes this restoration project as a high
priority but was not able to fund the project in FY 19%4.

Restoration would include a new 24 foot by 60'
~he replacement of adjacent rip-rap and fill.
~epalr damage: S$100,000.

launch ramp and
Estimated cost to
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zdaendumto:

damaged by the oil spill. The impact on tourism was immegiate and calculable,
as 25% of the visitors who pianned to visit the area canceled their scheduleg trips
‘0 the Sound in 1989. The evidence suggests that this loss of revenue - ang
continued perception of damage to the environment - exists in some form today,
Lingering economic Impacts are likely to exist for many years to come.

and long-term emotiorg and financial injury. Two Salmon canneries in t-a
Cordova area suffered financial harm t0 the extent that the canneries ceaseq
operations. The loss of the canneries meant the ioss of reaav markets for tha
salmon caught by the 1023l fishermen, This. in canjunction with the apparent
narm to the fish runs themselves by contact with ol Cliluted waters, has resuited
'n the overall demise of the fishing 'naustry in Prirce William Souna. Althouzn
‘ncreasing visitor Knowledge of the current ~eaiin 3t Prince William Soung as 3
VISitor destination will not felrn the nealth of the nshing ausry, it will help 9
enhance the knowledge about ang recreaton in Prince William Sound. By
2ncouraging and dSSisting visitors in Prince Willam Souna. an InCreaseq
aiversity in the Prince William Sound €conomies wil| he developed. Visitors
provide tax revenues and o the local communities and provide employment in
the visitor and recreation industnes.
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DISPLACEMENT OF CURRENT USERS8: There would be no displacement of
current users. There are no users of this parcel other than
campers. The City uses the expansion area for eguipment storage.

ADJACENT LAND MANAGEMENT: All adjacent land and tidelands are owned
by either the City of Cordova or the State of Alaska.

INFLUENCE ON OTHER PROJECTS: There are no other projects planned
or in progress in the immediate area. .
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Project Description Summary

As a consequence of the Exxon Valdez o1l spill. recreadon in Prince William Sound (PWS)
nas been significandy arfected. Recreauonalists are now seeking areas that have not been
Jisturbed by the spull and heretotore received litde or no use. Moreover. areas that have
neen previously impacted by recreauon are now seeing additional visitauon. The National
Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS), for example, has altered sea kayaking routes since the
ip1il. resulting 1n a concentrauon ot use. Since many other kayakers. rishermen. and
hunters use these areas the potenual for degradation or these sites is high. Lile 1s
currentdy known about the extent ot use in these areas, or the resistance. resiiience and
tolerance of specific sies to recreauon disturbance.

We propose a three phase study with the overall objectives of:
» qualifying and guanufying use and impact trom recreationaiists
* determining the tolerance ot Specitic ecosystem rypes to user impact
* examinaton of ecosystem processes altered as a consequenceé of user disturbance

Resuits of this work wiil be provided to lana management protessionals and users 10 assist
.t appropnate uulizaton ana management ot the area.

Background

[he Nauonal Outdoor Leadership School is a non-profit educational insutution. The
school offers wildemess educauon courses through branch schools in Alaska. Anzona,
Chile. Kenva. Mexico. Washington and Wyoming. Research. publicauons. outreach and
rraining, and other programs are cenual to the school’s mission to be a leader in wilderness
educauon and research. The schooi enrotls 2.500 students per year and employs 100 full-
ume statf and 350 instructors. There are more than 30.000 NOLS alumni. The school’s
research program penerits from oversight by a Scienutic Advisory Board compnsed of
ieading memoers oI wiiderness research from academic insutuuons and government
agencies. With an interdisciolinary approach. NOLS has been invesugaung a wide range
1 1opics that contnibute 10 hoth wilderness educauon and to wiiderness management.

“OLS has reenanstrucung expedition-iength sea kavaking courses in tne PWS area since
9710 AS aconseguence. we nave exiensive experuse On recreauon areas. visitauon. and
userimpact. This knowtedege. comnined with our research capacitv. wiil conubute to an
silclve [esearcn process that results 1n usable and pracucal outcomes.

Approach and Objectives

Phase [ Site Surveys and Assessment

_sing monitonng and assessment techniques speciricaily designed for recreauon sites
Maron. (¥91: Cole. [9383). we would conduct an overall evaluauon of recreation sies in
‘ne ared. {n addiuon. visior. ouditter and lund management surveys wouid be conducted
"0 assay the numoers and demoygrapnics of area users. This wouid be a two vear study and
~ould consist ol 1n1Lal site 1denulicalion and subsequent 1mpact assessment and
monitonng. Data rrom the iniual idenuficaucn and assessment would assist the
Jeveiopment of Phases il ana [H.

Phase 1 Siwe Tolerange 1 User impact, Trampung and Expenmentad Campine.

Althougn the informauon regarding the tolerance of Speciric sies  recreanonal
Z1SIUIDANCE IS NOL EXIZNsIve. Accurate expenmental metnods have peen developed (Cole.
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1993) and studies have been conducted in many backcountry areas (Cole and Bavtield
1993: Holmes and Dobson. 1976: Kuss and Hall. 1991: Marion and Merriam. 1985. and
others). We propose to employ the techniques suggested by Cole (1993) and initate a five
vear study on at least four distinct soii-plant associations impacted by recreatonal use.
This study would involve both experimental campsites and applied trampling weamments
and examine vegetaton resistance. resilience and tolerance to user impacts. Changes in
plant species composition. soil compaction and beach erosion would also be quantfied.
The first three years would involve applied trampling and camping treatments and
assessment. Extensive follow-up measurements would be conducted the rourth vear. and
conciusionary data anaiysis and publicauon would be conducted in the fifth vear.

Phase T Recreauon Impact: Process [evel Research

To date, much of the research pertaining to user impacts on wilderness sites has tocused on
documenung intensity of use and its impact on vegetation ground covers. This research
has gready improved our knowledge or site durability and where. on a continuum ot
sensiuve to durable. different vegetauon types lie.

However. this tvpe of research has been somewhat limited in scope. focusing prnmarily on
site durability and response to impact. More comprehensive research wouid extend these
studies to an examinauon of the ume required for recovery on impacted sites and of the
processes that are invoived 1n conuolling the rate and success of recoverv. We theretore
Propose 10 examine a range ol ecosystem processes that couid be atfectea by disturbance in
conjuncuon with phase II (above). This would be a two year study with measurements and

analysis conducted 1n vear two and four. A parual list of ecosystem processes to be
examined is included (Table 1).

Table . Proposed soil and plant properues to be measured as an assessment ot ecosystem

health in sites disturbed by recreauon. Not all properues would be appropnate measures at
all sites.

Soil Properties Plant Properties

Organic Matier Content Biomass Producuon

\Microoial Biomass Nutrient Anaivsis

Physical Charactenistics Structurai Compounds

C and N Mineralizauon Potenual Anatomical DamagesResponse

Mycorrhizai Response

Budget

Phase . Site Inventory

2 vears x 518.080/vr. + overnhead costs 545.200
Phase I1. Trampiing and Camping

4 vears (tield) x 18. 380 + overnead costs +

Lyr tanalysis) x 12500 + OVerNead COSIS .. i oot S108.525

Phase LII. Process Level Research
2 vears field ana 1ab) x $39.260 + 0vernead COSIS oo 5148.150

Total for all phases. 3 Years ... ivviiicirteteee e eeee e e ceeeeseresareenens $5301,875
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Qualifications

NOLS is a key racilitator of wiidemness based research in many areas nationally and
mternauonaﬂy NOLS has unique logisdcal capabilites tor backcoumw access and a
commuitment to the thorough unaerstandmg ot the threats to wilderness systems. We have
developed significant collaborations with wilderness researchers, ecosystem ecologists and
social scienusts. We currenudy have internal capabilities to conduct all ot Phases I and IT of

this proposal and are coilaboraung with the Natural Resource Ecology Lab at Colorado
State University to conduct the anaivucal aspects or Phase [I.

Product

As soon as interpretable resuits are ..-.alyzed, we would attempt to make pracucal and
scienutic informauon available as soon as possible by the following avenues:

) Publish expenmental results in appropnate scienufic journals.
27 Publish management-onented arucles in appropriate protessional outlets.

3+ Direct integrauon with the Leave No Trace program curriculum. Leave No Trace is a
nauonal puohc private eaucauon inidative (o promote low-impact recreauon pracuces.
The U.S. Forest Service. Nauonal Park Service and Bureau of Land Mzmaﬁemem are
the principal tederal agency partners ot this program.

4) I[ntegrate updated Leave Vo Trace pracuces into NOLS wiiderness eaucauon curricuia
and provide suggestons to other outdoor education groups.
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Comprehensive Public Recreational Information Brochure for Prince
William Sound

Justification:

Recreational use patterns were changed as a result of the EVOS. Since the EVOS
there is increased recognition of PWS, increased use in many areas, and displaced
recreational use causing new areas to be used. The public is generally unaware of
the different land ownerships, management practices, and regulations in the Sound.

This sort of information needs to be consolidated and made available to the public in
an understandable format.

Project Description:

The PWS Land Managers Recreation Planning Group shouid be funded to create a
free handout that consists of a map on one side and information on the other. The
map would include ownership boundaries, cabins, ferry and ship routes, mooring
buoys, public easements, tent platforms, trails, and major recreational attractions.
Information would include access, allowable uses, general cultural resource site
protection, permits required, recreation trespass, and where 10 get more detailed
information. This informaton would be categorized in reference to each land
manager including the Chugach National Forest, State of Alaska (including

university lands), village native corporations, regional native corporations, private
ownership, and municipal ownership.

Funds Needed: Personnel $9.0
- for time spent on project - 40 days @ $225/day (8
members for 1 week of time)
Contractual $12.0

- craphics (designer and wrter/editor to get brochure to
camera ready draft inciuding color separation) $6.0

- project coordinator for one month 36.0 (includes their
travel)

Commodities $22.0
- phone. fax, copy charges $.5
- GIS mapping 31.0
- printing brochures (first time printing o inciude enough

for several years) 50,000 brochures @ 40 cents/brochure =
320.0

- brocnure distribution $.5

Travel two meetings $5.0
Agency General Admin  $2.2

Durauon of project 1s less than one vear.
Total Cost Estimate 350.2



RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

PROJECT NAME: Odiak Camper Park Expansion

SPON8BOR: The City of Cordova

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Odiak Camper Park is located on Whitshed Road
immediately adjacent to Orca Inlet. It is approximately one mile
from the Center of Cordova. The camper park currently has 18 RV
sites. All of the sites have electricity and water is available at
Six locations through hose bib type hydrants. A sewerage dump
station is provided for R.V.s equiped with holding tanks. A
shower /restroom facility is located in the middle of the campground
for use by both R.V. campers and the few tent campers who use the
area. While the camper park provides camping space with the basic
utilities for up to 18 vehicles, it is badly in need or expansion
and upgrading in order to meet an increasing demand.

The current facilities are marginal at Dbest. The single
restroom/shower facility 1s being used to its full capacity. Lines
of R.V's waiting to dump holding tanks frequently rform at the
septic dump station; the only legal dump site in Cordova. Campers
have to haul water from hydrants to their sites, a situation which
is not always sanitary and certainly not convenient. Finally, the
campground, in its current condition, 1is not aesthetically
appealing to many campers. Landscaping is desperately needed so

that we can take advantage of an otherwise ideal location for a
campground.

Odiak Camper Park is currently the only legitimate camper park in
Cordova. We are experlenclng increases in the number <f visitors
cacn vyear and the demand for camplng space has increased
porportionately. Therefore, the need for expansion and basic
~mprovements at the park are warranted. We propose to expand the
park by an additional 40 R.V. spaces and to add basic utilities to
fach site. We also invision adding playground areas, additional
tent sites, and landscapina. A4 proposed budget follows:

work Task/Imprcvement EZstimated Cosct

WNater and Sewer line
extensions to 40 spaces

1ncluding fire nvdrancts $140,C00
_Landscapling includinag
materlals and Labor $30,000

Tlectrical Hookups T2 40
new sites, trencnes to be
shared with T.V. and Tel. $76,C00



Tent Platforms $10,000
Picnic Tables/Fire Grates $10,000

TOTAL PROJECTED BUDGET: $266,000.00

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS: The only potential conflict which exists is
that the campground is located a short distance from the r. cipal
landfill. We proposed to address the conflict be adding .encing
and trees which will serve to mitigate the visual impacts. The
landfill will be closed in 3-5 years and it has been suggested that
that area could also be used for campground expansions.

LINK TO EVO8 INJURY: The o0il spill has created a heightened
awareness about Prince William Sound in general and Cordova in
particular. People have become increasingly aware that 1) Cordova
suffered and continues to suffer great economic and emotional
damage due to the spill and 2) that there are outstanding
recreational opportunities in and around Cordova (especially since
this area of the Sound was not oiled). The result is a marked
increase in the number of visitors to this community. The City does
not have the capability to adequately handle the increased demand
for camping ZIacilities. Improvements to this already existing
campground would increase the City's ability to provide this
service.

ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY: This project will not require any subsequest
or 1lncremental funding by the EVOS Trustees. After the campground
ls improved, it will be managed by the City in a wav that will make
1t self supporting. The park is currently self supporting and 1is
operated as an enterprise fund.

CONSISTENCY WITH SURROUNDINGS: The site is already used as a
campground. It is surrounded on the North and East oy water and on
Tne south by woods. The landfill s located to the west. We believe
campground expanslon 1s Cconsistent with the immeaiate surroundings.

NUMBER OF PEOPLE BENEFITTING: The City is desperately in need »f
campground facilities. This expansion and upgrade will provide
sultable space for S8 R.V. campers and 10-15 tent campers.

2t could also be argued that this facility would kenefit the entire
community. Since campground space s extremely limited in Cordova,
campers are rtorced tTo parx their R.V.s anywhere thevy can find
space. This has resulted in a variety of problems for the community
-ncluding trespassing, l.ltter, sanitation problems, z2nd blockage
of public roads and alleys. The croblem was so bad. particularly
Zuring the o1l spi1ll clean-up, that the City Council was forced to
pass a traller ordinance wnich strictly limited where motor homes
could park. This forced many visitors outside of the City limits;
3 situation which {s not good fer either nublic relations or the
~ocal economy.
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Recreation Restoration Project Propasal

Project Name: Prince William Sound Recreation Education information Center at
Portage Railroad Station.

Background: The Prince William Sound Tourism Coalition cyrrently leases space in a
building owned by Major Marine Tours at he Portage Train Station (see cttached
ohotograph). The building is divided into three scaces which are currently utilized as a
retail establishment run by Maior Marine Tours, a ticket otfice for the Alaska Raiiroad
and an Recreation Education Infarmation Canter at the Portage Railroad Station.
Starting in 1993, the Prince William Sound Tourism Coalition (PWSTC) created and
staffed this information office on a daily basis {zr the purpose of educating people of the
recreation resources available in Prince William Sound and the services avaiiable in the
communities of Whittier, Vzidez, Cordova, Chenega Bay and Tatitlik. Additionally, a
crimary functicn was to dispel notions that the Prince William Sound was no \onger a
pristine recreation resource as a result of the 1289 Exxon Vaidez Qil Spill.

Three Whittier residents were chosen to .:aff the center. Therr xnowiedge added
creaibility and quality to the information that they dispersed. The questions most asked
zealt with transportation to the communities and popular recreation sites. thincs o do
2nd oil spill damage. Commonly asked qu~stion related to the oil stils included "what
#as ine extent of the damage”. s thare <til evidence of the scul” ana "is there any
‘widlife left to see’. Quesuons also focused around the fishing ana wne:ner spon
fishing was "3oo0a" and were the fish "safe to eat".

An average of 150 people per cay visited the PWSTC Recreaticn Education
information center. Qur siaff was surprised at the public's I=ck of accurate perceptions
cn the condition of the Sound as a result o7 the ail spil. (he recreation ocperunities
ivailacle ana the access 10 Whittier and cther communities within the Scuna. Yith the
success cf the 1893 season, the Board of Directors for the PWSTC dJdecided o seek
‘unding for the permanent establishment of the ~enter. This decisicn was basad cn
e unanimous suppon of the memuoership, the cublic's neea for zccurate ‘niormation
"egaraing the condition of Frince William Ccund  .nd ‘he "ecreaticnal copoenunities
avaliaple. Additionally, :ne center supponed the distribution of ‘he Prince William
Souna Vaczuon Planner znd member's brochures,

material

phene numcers =na colaters!

Prince William Sound Tourism Co..ition = P.O. Box 242 144 » Anchorage. Alaska 99524-3044



The Project Proposal: The purchase of the building currently occupied by the
Recreation Education Information Center. This capital expenditure would help insure
the long term success of the Center and would allow us to €xpand as the demand

Estimated Cost Sixty thousand dollars ($60,000.00) for the acquisition of the existing
building and associated fixtures. This is a one time capitol cost. All future operational
costs including staffing will be borne solely by the PWSTC and its members.

What Recreation Resource or Service does this project restore and how? As
documented in the attached study there was definitely financial harm to the
communities, businesses and individuais that benefit from tourism trads in Prince
William Sound as a result of the oil spill. Our intention in.seeking this funding is to

About the PWSTC: Enclosed are some collateral material about our organization. We
existed prior to the 1989 oil spill and we are the only voice of commercial tourism in
Prince William Sound. Our credibility and sincerity earned us a $30.000 grart from
Exxon directly after the spill and several substantial grants from Princess Cruises,
Holland America Line and cthers in recagnition of our effort and resuits in promoting the
recreation choices available before and after the spill in Prince William Sound.

Pags 2
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: Femove Persisting Oil from Reaches.

Project Description:
3each segments that nave persisting oil were identiiied by an EVOS

Zunded project during the summer of 1993. Some oI -—hese beaches
are 1n areas that may never experilience human use; cthers are more
_ikely zo experience some form of recreation use. This project
croposes to remove the rersisting oil from beaches that may receive
numarn use.

~sphalt snould be croken up and removed. Mousse znd neavy o1l
residues should zll be removed from these beaches, not zcnly on the
surrace, Sut also subsurrtface interstitial deposics. 2eaches would
requlre manual removal orf o1l and tililing up. “ne =ubsurrface oil
Zeposicts. Mussel =zeds =-hat trap <1l under =he =z.ssel =-hreads
zhould be tilled =c start aerobic decomposicion ~he remaining

-
[

The work would reguires 3
Deacn egments. There would De 3
IOPOTTUNITIES WNlle TN1S resSCoYatlcn aCTiViTy wWas
would Le assigned ¢ = Deacn using nand - :
motorilzed equipment T2 Clean up the persisting Zil.

2oats would be rneeded o Ze charcered, and fielid

staZf nired.
Ixact guancity of 3statff and equipment needed 1= unknown at -he
moment until furtner ccasultation with the leaders -2 —nis zsummer’s

seacn survey Crclect.

What recreation resource or service does this project restore and
now?

Througneout frince wWillLam Iound Cersiicing T

SrTLLn I€acCn I=Jments Thl:I TerzizTinT Ll
*rlZabie IIOmM Tne Ualer U LI uncer -—he Ifirsc L=
WMinlma. IJlisturpance =uposes This 1L, mousse, angd

ZlszTurpance, Io1l=a =guipmentc, and Ioul -2dorsies

Tunny  2ays) ire  i..  Lonluries To The r=cr=srLc

="s321.ablLe Tness  _IZZaTicns This Trzatez  :

_Jcat.on o TEUSINg IlL3pLlaCement, AVCLIaALIS
Cerceprions.

Zemewing TNlsS Tersisting oLl ITXOm Tne Ceacnes, =—sZgsILz.. IrYom the
Teacnes Tnat wers 1Isntiliisd through Tne 1294 Tezcn sgmenIt IUrvevs
2S reedlng :AadlIiiCn&l Ilsanuc Wwll_ nelt =0 ILTrove rscreation
zwper=snces jolcYed. 2z o) z : i
—~l=vizta TzlTil= = A
LSrcspr.Lcns e
m=avier Zille 4
TL_CowW o Lnaivy a
Y abak=2-Sulbiobol




The removal of the o1l will most Llikeliy also nelp recovering
species by removing oil from shore bird habitat and Treventing oil
Irom entering the Iood chain. Any recovery of zpecies will help
increase the quality oL recreation cpportunities.

Estimated Cost: AK Department of Environmental Conservation
already has a project proposed to the Trustee Council for the 1994
Work Plan. They have the project costs estimated =zt $500,000.
There should not be a separate project created tut incorporated
into this previously submitted project.
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: Remove Evidence of Clean-up Activities.

Project Description:

This project involves removal of evidence of clean-up activities
including rebar on the beaches, painted rocks, flagging along the
peach segments and signage left in the area. The actual removal is
not 2 complex task requiring only minimal time on zny one beach.
Sites will be identified by 1and mangers, recreationalist and from
che results of the 1993 ADEC beach segment surveys.

The work would require minimal personnel time. rews would ke

assigned to a beach using hand tools to remove the clean-up
evidences.

Wwhat recreation resource or service does this project restore and
how?

The clean-up activities in 1989 created a Large disturbance in thes
normally tranquil wilderness characteristic of much of -he Sound.
The excessive noise of macninery and the impositzon ¢f thousands of
zlean-up workers destroyed the sense of wilderness in many areas.
The =cars on the landscape from that =xercise still =xi13t and ar:
constant reminders oI the intrusion :into these arszs. Campers,
peachwalkers, boaters and kayakers all can see the evidence lef*
pehind, adding one more injury to recreation in additzion to the oil
that covered the beaches.

2y removing these evidences of clean-up activitles, beach areas
will be restored to thne more undisturbed nactural L“araccor that
once existed. This will help r=sctore :injured perceptions of
recreatlon users now returning =2 =zhese hbeaches. Recreation
sxperiences will be 1mproved. The =svidenzss ¢ 3pill clean-ud
efforts left benind snould have b=zsn removed by those people and
agencies placing the materzais, but LI .s svident tnat This will be
gnorad unless addressed through chis project.

The repar should also be removed Ior health and sa

2ebar (metal stake) is ZIound driven In The eacnhes, zome with
flagging attached, some in <The 1ncercical zcne. This poses a
danger to kavakers feaching their poats and to cther boats thac
make beach landings. There 1s & strong pessicilitcy -f skewering a
Zikterglass sneil of & Zoact.

ety reasons.

Estimated Cost: AX Tepartment oI Zavironmental Conservation
alr=zadyv has an oil rsmoval »Droject gropesed o the Trustee Council
Zor “he 1294 Work ?la They have the prolect ccsts escimated at
I=200,000. There :"cq;i ne T2 2 Ispariate TrYolsect Created but
instead incorporated into thilis previously submitted project. It
would not take mucn extra time L0 remove <clean-up evidences. If
zddiricnal work "asks zre z2dda2d To tne LDEC orosect, $12,2300 should
—e 3dcded for extra Time sSpenc. Thers would alsoc nesa To be some
time sSspent ldenti:Iving The beaches rsasguiring this wWoOrk



49

RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: ZFrince William Sound Campsite Enhancement

3
Project Description:

THere are several areas in Prince William Sound(PWS) that would
senerfit from campsite enhancements. These enhancements consist ot

~ardening campsites with tent platforms, <leared zand graveled

campsites, tollets, Iood caches, fire rings, and in some cases even
snelcers. Some sites rscelve overuse or nis-use Iy campers and

cicnickers. Churnea up wetlands, cut trees, excessive Lire rings,
znd human waste zand toililet arcicles strewn about the area are all
=vidence of zhis. Resource degradation occurs, negatively

ffecring the recreation experience for successive users of the
es. Some minor anhancements to some oL the neavier impacted
es would 3stop Itture degradat:ion, ~hererore providing a
Ssistent racreatich experience.

’

(Y (e 4
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~we _ocaticns Ior Thnese campsilte =nnancemencs are -he rasult of
cuplic comment Zrom ctne users and the land managers oL FWS. Eacnh
s.te will De reviewed Izr 1us speciiic needs. Some sites may only
~eed a tollet, or mavibe a tent platform and toilert. Zites that are
-or receivling aeavy usSe oOr chat are 1n ¢good snape will not be
-nanged wnen gossizle O Keep tChe natural asppearance. Turther
€sary "0 ascercaln exacrt needs of several
=n

L These s1iTes. Mny CZLta ‘hancements wlill ce done 1n & manner to
—reserve Ine aestinetics OL tne s1ite and 1n accordance with the
:ppropriate management ~>lans.

Tent platiorms cr ~arcdened campsites are needed at the Icllowing
_zcatLlons:
Zurgprisze Jove JulT23s Zay
Zguirrel Izve Zncos Cove
wonc zay 30Cse Zavy
loplegats :z_:znz Zouln ZsTnsr :.znc
JacKk zav Zranlics 2av Sore Yells)
T-me Torm TI Toilst Zacllity zhculd zZe zlaced T tne Itllowlng
_zcacicns:
Zhcup =zZav _ETlZiCn rIins
Jorgcrize JIve SXInLITE ZE Sors Wellsz)
Lpplsgate Is3.zna ~ong sav
Jcounn Izther JIloncg
Civevyed IAMD IASLTAY3 INCSuld Te ZuilT 3T oTons Tollowing _ocations
Znoup Zav Jecizion -owunc
Z_isgLer looe _ororice lIve
-ca Tacn negatLve numan
1on Wit -~e IZIollowing
crise o= Nt oZoUs
g Zav Znoup Bay




What recreation resource or service does thls project restore and
how? ~

The gquality of recreation experiences in PWS was and s3till is
injured by i1nitial and persisting oil freom the EZxxon “Yaldez 0Oil
Spi1ll. 01l on beaches, reduced wildlife sightings, contaminated
Zood sources, and evidences of cleanup actiwvities in many parts of
the Sound affect former and potential users of the Sound. Damaged
Derceptions of visitors or potential visitors caused displaced use
and cancellations of trips to PWS. Campers avoid areas with
beaches that still have persisting oil, areas with painted rocks
and rebar all over the beach, and areas where there zare clean up
acrcivicies still occurring. Many of these campers go to other
natural camp areas that are not oiled. This ccncentration of use
causes more impact in the non oiled camp areas.

with the 1increased media coverage of the spiil, >»WS became a
nousenold name. This new notoriety of the Zound nas increased the
‘1se 1n many areas. 3ome cf the new use comes from less experienced
1sers who cause Tore Lmpact per visitc. This ~<~ompounds the
cressures on the ncn-oilled camp areas already r=cexrving displaced
use.

To reduce he degradation In these camp areas <hat now are
recelving Lacreased use and mis-use, campsics snnancements need to
De made. These enhancements will crearte rcain quality of

Q:
‘\ (@]
(D

recreatlion opportunity that can be consistently maintained. This
w1lll be 3 positive step zoward reoalr*ng perceptions orf lowered
quality or 1njured recreation experiences

= .

The reputaticn OL WS as a recreaticn descinacwcn can fe repaired
in partc “hrougn offering consistent zualizTy recreation
:ppor"uni:ies wlthin the region impacted. The 12ss <r ravenue Lo
Tne COmmunliiles Decause <L 3 r=2ductisn 1o The number ~f Totential
S131I2rs TOo FWS, Zotnh o zhorT Term and Long Tsrm, TiEn ”l:_gaCEQ o)
cifering an attracIion -2 Those who ma cerceptIon
TnaC Lrreverzirle Tamage Tccurrsd and ncs wWill oe
marred by that Iamage dtisering cons TImpzlites may
Ce an attraciiln TRat Will Lmprove o

Estimated Cost:

ciacIiorm  will

clacemenc <t

The materizi

IDPTrCKiImMartely” 2,0 R

Tache wi1ll <osT zpproximately 1, 140

_0 campsite enhancementcs 220, 200

T -oilen fzcillTies: 222,029

L Zzmp inelzT=rs R

. food caches: 5 4,000
Total 3102, 200

The ICsSUT I Taintenance Ior These files would 2 zssumed Dy the

zgency managiling the uplands



RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: Valdez Duck Flats Crucial Habitat Area Trails

Project Description:

A three part interpretive trail system is proposed in che Valdez
Duck Flats Crucial Habitat Area. Funds allocated would be spent on
1) an interpretive nature trail on Dock Point, 2) an interpretive
poard walk trail along the Duck Flats in the vicinity of Crooked
Creek {(o0ld road bed in area); and 3) a trail to the first bench

above Crooked Creek with a covered picnic and wildlife viewing area
on the bench.

A necessary step in this project is acquiring private lands in the
Duck Flats area. The Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism
Association nas contacted landowners within the Valdez Duck Flats
Crucial Habitat Area. Landowners that responded indicated a
willingness to negotiate. Either the existing EVOS Habitat
Protection Work Group or a new Recreation Site Acguisition Work
Group would need to address the acgquisition of these lands.

What recreation resource or sgservice does this project restore and
how? '

Recreation and <ourism in VYValdez were injured by cthe spill.
feduced wildlife =znd bird sightings throughout the Sound was
experienced as a result c¢f the spill. Over 60,000 people visit the
Valdez Duck Flats Crucial Habitat Area annually. Ccnstruction of
rails to facilitate wildlife watching and appreciation will help
restore the damaged and lost scenic and wildlife viewing services.

The prcposed creation of these trails received sctrong public
support 1in Valdez public meetings. The City of Valdez and the
Jaldez Conventicn and Yisitor Bureau support this project if the
malntenance Ccsts can be accouncted Zor.

Fstimated Cost:

The cost of this project can not be calculated exactly because of
the unknown length of trails and number and types ci interpretive
cdisplays. Jsing the zird viewlng boardwalk constructed 8 vears ago
at Potters Marsn 1n Ancnorage as a2 pase of Ccost we Czn estimate

1

;ocenCLaL ZosSTs 0 this project. That =zoardwalk trail cost
Approxi macel $20 per sguare foot. Each interpretive panel with
—en ZIpares cst approximately $2,200 to design and create. The

covered plan and viewlng area would cost approximacely $10,000.

(a
p-+

owinc for inilation of prices we could assume cthat the vprice per

1

zquare L[OOtL 135 up to around $ZS. Total zost c¢f =he project,
zssuming ~hat The Zhers will be aoproxmmateLv L,SOO feer of trail
and excluding znvy  land purchase needed, would DbpDe at least

7,200.
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: Zackcountr, Access Trail Develormant

Project Description: _
Zesuits from pupblic comment and various surveys cIonducted by the
JSDA rorest Service, State Parks, EVOS Restoraticn Flan Work Group

and private companies show that =there is a desire for trails,
oooring buoys, cabins, and mproved campsites L frince William

Sound.

There are cseveral areas -1 2rince William Souncd(PwWS) :that would
Denerit rL[rom the creatzon 9L trails. Trails =hat emanate from
existing population centers and developed areas would allow people

-0 enter part of FWS kv foot. More people each yvear arrive in PWS

sommurnilties without a coat wanting o experience tne Sound. Trails
would allow some ccntroliled access.

Tour trairls are Lryoposed x5 ©art I this projecco. Tach ties in
s1th a State Marine Fzrx Lo Iome wav. Znterest .o Ihiese trail
_ocations nave ceen =xpressed =tThrcugh public ~<ommenc. The land
wnich these tralls TUsST Zr0ss 13 sometimes rugged and covered in an
zgsorcment of "2gerztIcn T pes. JInstruction <I Tr3lis 1n these
conditLons reguires CSl=2aring and & Zalr imount I Tread work to
zrabilize the soirls Ior neavy =Traziiic _ocal mazerzals will ke
2sed wnen TOSsS1DlEe CUuC Jccasicnal  zections  need zoated 1n
materials. The remote _.2caticns OL -“hese trail grolecos increases

~he cosc.

al o Znhcup ZBay
ztza 2 < access
e ake rcoker,.
The esz i1de <:
R -~ m < T
su o2 ne mLdal
.3k -rz1: without
—~od - ised Icr
—ri 2 ke uzilizeq
ioha = _znas along
oL lxZl_..Zies 3ang
-zm .o Zooup Zav
otz
“szher Z_.anda would
I-arc - e Wally
loerent rern sice
oo ZIsc T rTarc c:
mne TTIZLL —ne Ilczr=
=nd z S The
“nTerp Lie, The
Trail _nTerprat.iv=e
SLZnS, IC3EKS, I=EnCnsSs inD ULewWInT InelTEr T To= TIzToar - Fallis
Lppropria nacchery
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_e rest cIL zhe tTrail would pe ¢ <wilderness =ual
Tacerials would be used to build the
zvoided. The crail would pass &
_ake, Zver = l1OW pass and Lante ©h
Zzmp iac‘lities would be provided at ei
-rz21l would go across Ztzte and F

sarprise Ccove Trail: This four mile trail would access the uplands
oL Surprise Cove =Zt&acte Marine Park. This crail would increase the
Tecreatlon opporrtunitilies to those who use this popular anchorage.
There are TwWO €X1SCT1ng sSnorc £rails in Surprise Cove. These would
ze

upgraded and expanded. Access would be crovided by & loop
zround :the north lake and a trail spur to the zlpine ridge that
cackdrops the ccve. Jiews ZIrom the ridge _“cluce Tebenkoiff
slacier, Zlackstone Bay, and up Port Wells. Trail reads would have
minimal <visual Impact <¢n the existing anchorage areas. Local
materlals would be used to conscruct this wiiderness guality trail.

, T~hils trail

‘hl_ ter <o Decizicn Poinc: _ike rthe valde ra
2"OUld &1i0w access 1nto FWS kv foo [

i
T. : milt 211 would k=
Snstructed &Crcss municipal and scate lands at o

resent along che
£ znal. Z2f a rcad

scastal Iringe <n the southern side of Passage

were o pe CulltT T2 Shotgun Cove cr MNeptune SoinT, -—ne rtrall would

e snorcened propcroionacely. The T—rail would allcw ers Lo view
rs o n

(0 'O

i K
~ne nearby clac: , marine and upland wildl:i? en c VlStay.

Zamp zites would fe es

T zbliszhed at the tora
zo1nt Statcte Marine 2

1
- - -

Kt
A

U

What recreation resource or service does this project restore and
how?

The zZuallty I recreation sSxperisnces Lo SANS wa =nd sti1ll .z
LnTured LY O Lnigilal o ind gerszizcing Sl Srom snme Tioion Caldez Dl
Izl D11 tn eacnes, reauced wi.dlifs zightinzs, -Soncaminatead
IZcd ccurces, :nd =Vl1Cences 2L Ileanup :CSIIVITISI Lo Tany Darts oo
Tne2 Zzung nifsct ITrmer Ind nIitentizl uzers -7 tma2 S.ura.  Camaged
CErCepticns CI UISIIITrEZ Tr DOTEnTIIL ULILIOrs SIussx siIpilaced usse
znd Czncellaticns <o- Trips Iz FWS. 0L Tnly LI Toi3 i Lajury o
Tne ndividual rsIreating, Sut 2130 IO the SmmunLtLes whose
Tusinesses TALSr o Tne touriss

Trhe rzputzticon oI WS 23 3 racrearc e vepaired
_T. TarcT Tnrsugh ZIfsring En oLoproveq CooLmpacLecd.
The loss I ravenuse T Tne CommunLoTLas r=4quction Lo
ine2 NUMEDEer I ZZUSNTLEL ULSITOTE - zrm and _Zng
T2rm, I2n e mitilgated v cilering nose wno mav
=137 Lnder The CerceprIon TnIC Lrraver tzccurred and
TLAL Tnelr =sxperlencs will Te marr=d

T=zo.s nc - nigns
_zland, ~ow e o1lL
_Tpacos. The ng ana
rz=auced wilil arez.
253 2z means o Zrails
z1ve =hem an a ~hat




RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

PROJECT NAME: "Mor-Pac Hill" Campground Improvements

SPONBOR: The City of Cordova

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Mor-Pac Hill is located directly across
Railroad Avenue from the old Mor-Pac fish processing plant. It is
iess than a mile from downtown Cordova and a very short walk from
the Cordova ferry dock. The Mor-Pac complex is under new ownership
and 1is now known as Cannery Row Inc. Cannery Row Inc. owns the
property that the campground is located on. )

The existing campground contains 15 to 20 good campsites for tent
campers. The site 1s located on a nine acre parcel and therefore,
nas the potential for a number of additional camp sites. The
campground was constructed during the summer of 1989 as a direct
result of the Exxon Valdez o1l spill. During that period, the City
was .nundated with clean-up workers, people seeking work on the
clean-up, and various other visitors. The City had no legitimate
campground at that time and this one was guickly constructed under
emergency conditions. The construction of this campground was a
cooperative effort by the Chugach Alaska Corporation, owners of
the Mor-Pac plant at that time, and the City of Cordova. Chugach

oprovided the land and the City constructed a waterline and other
basic improvements.

Since that time, the campground has fallen into disrepair. No one
s currently responsible for managing and caretaking the area. The
new owners a0 not have the resources nor the =-—ime ToO operate a
campground and have posted 10 trespassing signs on the property.
Zampers have still been using it however, and this has resulted in
cerlodlc problems wWwith .iltter, garbage, violence, =trespass, and
vandalism. The Cilty 1s experiencing an iLncrease in V1S1TOrs every
sear and 1t still does not have a good tent campgaround. We
desperately need <o develop these <vpes of facilities. This

campground provides us Wlth an cpportunity to enhance an already
existing facility.

This area has dJreat potential because it already has 15 to 20
zxcellent camping sites, the potential for more sites, and an
zxcellent location. It s less than & mile from =zoth downtown
Zordova. and the fleming Splt Recreation area. -t -s soon to be
connected Lo dOWntown oy a new bike trail. It is a very short walk
irom the Cordova rerry dock and it is close to trails that lead or
w1ll lead i1nto the proposed Mt. Eyak State Park.

We propose to use EVOS recreation restoration rfunds ©o improve this
campground so that 2t will be a safe and enjoyable experience for



tent campers. We would begin by purchasing the parcel from the
owners who have expressed a willingness to sell. The improvements
we envision include chain 1link fencing to improve safety and
protect other unrelated facilities, a bathroom and shower facility,
a snort sewer line, and various site improvements such as gravel

and tent platforms. Following is a projected budget for this
project:

Projected Budget:

Facility/Work Task - Estimated Cost
Land Acquision $150,000
Surveying $20,000
Bathroom Facility :

(with showers) $100,000
Sewer Line )

(300 ft.) $40,000

Chain link Fence
(8 ft. high, 400 ft.

Installed) $20,000

Tent Platforms $20,000

Gravel, Wood

misc. materials : $10,000
Total Project Cost $360,000

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS: The current owners of the property have closed
the campground and posted no trespassing signs. People still camp
there without permission. The owners have indicated a willingness
to sell this property and have stated that they believe a
campground is a good use for the site. We propose to eliminate

exlsting conflicts by giving campers a safe and clean place to
camp.

There are no other conflicts with existing uses or adjacent
landowners that we are aware of. The area is surrounded by woods

and we believe that a campground is an appropriate use of the
parcel.

LINK TO EVOS INJURY: There are two specific links to injuries
suffered as a result of the oil spill. First, this campground was
originally built in response to the influx of clean-up workers and
job seekers. The City was overwhelimed by this in-migration and was
unable to provide the services necessary <to accomodate these

people. As a result, the City was forced to build this campground
under emergency conditions.

Second, the o1l spill has created a heightened awareness about
Prince William Sound in general and Cordova in particular. People
have become increasingly aware that 1) Cordova suffered and
continues to surfer great econonic and emotional damage due to the
spill and 2) that there are outstanding recreationai opportunities
in and around Cordova (especially since this area of the Sound was
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: ~Zrince William Sound Public Jse Czabins

Project Description:

There are several areas in Prince William Sound(PWS) that would
senefit from additicnal public use cabins. The public has
zxpressed a need :Ior some additional public :se cabins for
recreation use and for health and safety reasons. Fositive comment
~as been gacthered through federal, private and state surveys and
-~hrougn public ana private meetings. The center c¢f the Sound, the
“‘aldez area, and the ¥nignt Island area a1l have Zew public use
-apins. People have cxpressea general supporc Zor more capins and
zome nave given specifics.

Imall public :se zabins would be placed ian areas =zhat have an
a:cepcablo anchorage nearby Or & mooring buov. The cabins would be
sually screened Zrom the water Lo protect the aesthetics. Toilet
1ilicles would ze 1ncliluded with each cabin. Iabins would only be

I LN accordance with tile eéxXxiST1Nng 2pproprlate management plans.
ns would =hen be manaaed oy ;Dpropr*ace State, Tederal, or
~rivate land managers. arpins would be avaiiable Icor use for a fee
Tnrcugn the apprcoriace Lara manager. ‘Jser Ze Zrcm cabin rentals
would be availabple IZsr capin malntenance, 3zithoucn rencal fees
would never rtully reccver cperating CoOsts.
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abins wou.d pe zuilt 1n the follzwing locations:
Jackscn Holie(Glacier Is5.: Zass Harpori(Nakea Is.)
‘2abin 2av(Naked I:z.; Jackpot Zay
Zouth Zster Zszlanc Sranite Zay'zZsther Is.)

how?

_ TTme Lress z = " TI TeTrsatLon sz sriances was and
-2l L3 lnjures Iy LnlTiil o znd Tersisting oLl ITcm Tne IxXon
zicez Tii Zplil. .. Tn peaches, reauced WillllI® =1gntings,
crncaminated IToa zources, and evidences of ~Tleanup activiTties in
TENY Sarcs ol Tns Jound arfect Icrmer indg Cotenciz. users Of the
ZCounc Zamagec Tercsprlcns o LS1T2r3 1y DITenTLEL ULS1TOrS
czuZed TlIEDLaceq LSe ind CJingerlatiIns < oTrios -—- WS Lot oniy
L3 Inls Aan Lntur, To Tnhe aditticueae recrsating, Zut =iso o the
JITTUNLITIESS WNCIS DIUZLTNEeS3Ss J3ATEer TO Tne Tourtas
JonEr Lreas < otne Jound ire recelving LncrsZased LIS wltn The new
~noToriety of The Zouna. iith tne Lncreased mediz zcverage of the
zzill, TWS Zeczme 1 noussennld ~aEme for= c=2cols zre :z2ekilng
:écreaz;:n zuperznTss Lo THS Zzzins -:::éase ~ne TaCr2aTicon
IDDOrTuUnNITIes 2al_iapee This Zan e used 33 x rs=placement for
IZme <L The <dlsperszed recrsS3aCtisn TCpoOrtunlitiss L2337 .o Some parts
-z ~ne Zound
o IEputatiIn JI TWE 23X i ISCISETICN IS8STLNITLIn T:2n Ce rapailred
Z Carc nrcugn iZier.nag Znsistent JUuailzy razreation



cpportunities within the region impacted. The ioss of revenue to
the communitles because of a reduction in the rumber of potential
visitors to PWS, both short term and long term, can be mitigated by
offering an attraccicn to those who may exist under the perception
“hat irreversible damage occurred and that their experience will be
marred py cthat damage. Offering public use cabins may be an
attraction that will improve their experience.

?lacing public use cabins also is an important health and safety
issue. Emergencies, especially with winter boating, <force people
~o take shelter on land. A system of cabins strategically placed
through the Sound may improve the chances of survival for some
zoaters.

Estimated Cost: The site design, materials and placement of each

zapin will cost approximately $60,000 for a tocal cost of $360,000
for the six cabins. :

The cost 92f c<abin maintenance would be =zssumed by the agency
managing the uplands. :



NOLS

The Nationai Outdoor Leadership School

-
228 Main Street. Lancer. Wvoming 82320-3125 -:_ﬁ / 2
10733246973 -
Fax 307-332-3631

Iim Ratz
Zxecutive Director

September 27, 1993

Mr. Wyn Menetee

PWS Recreation Project Working Group
P.O. Box 107001

Anchorage, AK 99510-7001

Dear Mr. Meneftee:

Pursuant to our recent telephone conversation, [ am enclosing The Nationai
Outdoor Leadersnip School’s recreation impact research proposal. Please submit

this proposai to PWS Recreation Project Working Group for runaing
consideration.

This three phase project would be the tirst to address recreational user impact
and identifv ecosvstem processes potentiailv attected bv this disturbance. In
addition, it would assist in providing valuable information to users and
management proressionals on iow impact backcountrv techniques.

Thank vou for this opportunitv. If I mav be of anv rurther assistance in this

matter or i1t vou require adaditional information piease do not hesttate to contact
me. .

Christopher Monz
NOLS Research Manager

- . N ——
O// .)... J



Recreation Impacts in Prince William Sound: Displacement of users and
disturbance of recreation areas.

A proposal for research submitted to the Prince William Sound Recreaton Project
Work Group for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

Submitted by

The Nationai Outdoor Leadership School

Chnstopner Monz

Coorainaung Principai Investgator
Research Manager

~Nauonal Outdoor Leagership School
Lander. WY

Don Ford

Alaska Logistics Coordinator
Alaska Branch Director

Nauonai Outdoor Leadership School
Palmer. AK

NOLS Scienuric Advisory Board Members

Mary Arthur
Department ot Forestry
University ot Kentucky
Lexington. KY

MWes Henrv

Director ot Wilderness ana Ranger Activities
Nauonat Park Sernvice

Washington. DC.

George Peterson

Rocky Mountamn Expenment Station
LUSDA Forest Service

Fort Collins. CO

Wllys Terry

NOLS Board of Trustees Membper
The Regronal Laboratory
\ndover. MA

David Cole

Intermountain Expenment Stauon
'SDA Forest Service

Missouta. MT

Peter Lundres

{ntermountain Expenment Station
USDA Forest Service

Missouia. MT

Joe Rogeennuck

School ot Forestry and Wildlite
Virginia Polvtecnnic
Blacksburg. VA

Susan Ruddy
Alaska Nature Conservancy
Anchorage. AK
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Unique — even in Alaska’ '

Tue City oF WHITTIER

September 20, 1993

Mr. Wyn Menefee, Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources
Mr. Steve Hennig, USDA Forest Service

Prince William Sound Recreation Project Work Croun
Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council

P.0. Box 107001

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

2e: Request for Whittier Trails Project Via EVOS Funding

Dear Wyn and Steve:

The attached prroject narrative and map support a request that
this project be included in the 19294 EVOS Work Plan. This request
is predicated on <the fact <that western Prince William Sound
suffered severe oil spill damage 1in 1989 from the Exxon Valdez

incident and thus experienced damage to recreational resources and
services.

A small trails system in the Whittier area will nelp meet a need
is expressed by the public in the Summary of Public Comment on
~lternatives of zhe Exxon %Yaldez 911 :pill =Zestoraticn Plan

cuplished 1n Septemper, 1%¢3. Zn Tnat Cf2port T2% of respondents
“avored funalng copticns I2r ~uman use. The rigure reets with that
Zenerally expressed cy visitors traveling to ana tarough western
rince William Sound. The most asked gquestion in visitor

informatlon centers and of locals by travelers .=, "where are the
~iking trails?".

We look forward to belng included in tThe FWS

ol Fecreation Project
Work Group.

_anerely,
R PN
g2 (/) o cete

‘ary Wwilliams
Z.ty Manager

o

O

Sox ou8 Ahier. Algska v9093

[
\J

) 472.2327




RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

PROJECT TITLE: <+HITTIER TRAILS ACCESS PROJECT
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Whittier 1s the only western access to Prince William Sound. The
area has long been utilized by residents of southcentral Alaska as
a jumping off point for marine recreation activities including
sightseeing and sportfisnhing. In addition to marine activities

there is a long standing desire among travelers to hike in the
mountainous terrain of the area.

This trails proposal was developed by the City of Whittier in
concert with local hikers Iin order to identify the niking terrain
that accesses the nost favorable land features while presenting
only moderate difficulty even in the steepest terrain. The project
was designed to create a network of trails amounting to a little

more than 5 miles Iin total. A map of the proposed trails 1is
attached.

The attractiveness cr this <trails project is that with
comparatively little erffort and expense hikers can experience the
range of ecosystems from saltwater to high country tundra in the
space or a half-hour's hike. There are few, if any, places in this
region of Alaska that offer such an experience so close to large
population centers. In addition, a considerable portion of the

tralls need little rore than prushing-out and signage to help
nikers stay on the trail.

PROJECT CRITERIA FOR RESTORATION OF RECREATION
RESOURCE

There is a palpaple perception azmong fcrmer and crotential users
°f the Sound that the reglon was heavily impacted by =he Exxon

'Jaldez o1l spill. The perception that the &zeaches and hence
Tecreational cpportunities were permanently damaged -s substantial.
The Lapact on TOoUrlsm was .amedlate. -cmpanles crisrlng Tours 1in

c
—he reglon reported a 25% cancellation rate -n -2
~he spill. The contilnued perception of damage to

12892, the year of
To =
2nvironment ana 3atIendant 10sSs of revenue contirnues

he recreation
Today.

The reputation cIi western Prince William Sound as a recreation
jestinatlion can be repaired in part through offering an improved
access to the reglon lmpacted. “he Loss <or revenue to the
ICmunlTy  Zecauss o * reaucticn  n The n~umper Sf otential
“1S1TCrs TO western frince wWillliam Sound, noth snort cerm and long
term, can be mitizated by cffering an attracticn to those who may
ex1st under =he cerception that irreversible aamage occurred and
“hat thelr exper:ence wlll te rarrea bv zhat damzage.

1.



Evaluation Criterig

I Link to Injured Recreation Resource of Service:

There is a perception that Prince William Sound is no longer the pristine recreation

resource that it was prior to the oil spill. The primary purpose of the Recreation
Education Information Center is to reeducate the public and inform them of the varied
opportunities available.

/l. Influence on other restoration projects or objectives or impact on other injured
reésources or services.

The Recreation Education Information Center acknowledges the success of the oil spill
cleanup and the positive effects that time has had in restoring the Sound.
through the distribution of information, brochures, and the PWSTC's Vacation Guida,

—

that the Recreation Education Information Center directly supports ang enhances

[~

marketing efforts of the Frivate enterprises and communities harmed by the ;i sgiil.
lll. Needed or desired public service, facility or amenity

AS a primary gateway to Prince William Sound with 190,000 peopie traveling to
‘Western Prince William Sound through Portage each year and over cne million
traveling on the New Seward Highway past rortage, there is an overwhelming

interest, from a wide cross section of the public, on the recreation opportunities
available and the overall heaith of Prince Wiliiam Soung.

IV. Conflict among public users and interest groups

“he PWSTC is the only member based grecup that draws its membership from local,
state and federal government, native and crivate individuals and Cusiness czncerns in
Prince William Sound. There 'S @ strong consensus that the Recreaticn Sducaticn

‘nformation Center is the most valuable and Ccst effective use of our timited financizl
resources.

V. Consistent with land / area attributes and applicable management plans

The Recreation Education Information Center exists ana was puiit with the apnproval of
the Alaska Raiiroad. The PWSTC is an advocacy group fer local. state, and federal

Jovernments, native corporations, individuals and businesses in the puplic ang private
“€clors in Prince William Sounc.

Fage :Z



VI. Economic Feasibility

The PWSTC is a non prafit 501 C3 corporation. |ts primary source of funding since its
inception in 1987 has been fund raisers such as the Annuai Regatta on Prince William
Sound, corporate grants, and various membership support.

We believe that the first year of success of th
Center and the maintaining of a positive balance
to the membership of the PWSTC and the public.

e Recreation Education Information
sheet represents a worthwhile service

According to the most Conservative estimates based on a no growth scenario the
capital cost of servicing each member of the public that seeks information at the
Recreation Education Information Center would be about 11 cents per person:
[(860,000/20 years) / (150 days per season x 150 people per day) = $.12 / person). All
operating cost will be the sgie responsibility of the PWSTC and funded througn events
such as the annual Regatta, corporate sponsorships and membership dues.

VIl. Number of people or user groups benefiting

The Recreation Education Information Center is Supported by seventy member

State Parks, the cities of Whittier, Cordava and Valdez, the VCVB, the ARR and AMHS
to name just a few. A large cross secticn of the public currently seeks information
about the varied recreational opportunities in Prince William Sound. We believe there
will be significant growth in Prince William Sound as infrastructure is adced and as road
access develops along with new visitor destinations in the sound. However, even
assuming no growth, we believe the Recreation Education information Center zrcvides

an indispensable mechanism in promoting the recreation opportunities in Prince William
Sound.

VIll. Displacement of current users

The Recreation Education information Center will not displace any known users.
IX. Adjacent Land Management

Even with the proposed Whittier Access Project, we beiieve the Recreation Education

Information Center is positioned in the best possible location to promote Prince William
Sound and service to the public.

X. Change in Use Patterns

The Recreation Education Information C
copaortunities, \and management proj
at the time of the spil.

anizr enhances ang cromotes recreation
€Cls and private businesses that were In existence



not oiled). The result .s a marked increase in the number of
visitors coming to this community. The City still does not have the
capability to acomodate these visitors; especially -hose who want
-0 travel by tent and backpack.

ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY: This project will not require any subsequent
or incremental funding by the EVOS Trustees. After the campground
is limproved, it will be managed by the City of Cordova in a way
~hat will make it self supporting. User fees will be implemented
to pay for maintenance and upkeep.

CONSISTENCY WITH SURROUNDINGS8: AsS noted above, we believe a
campground is consistent with the character of +the area. The
campground is surrounded by forest for the most part. There are no
residential areas close by. The nearest facilities are the Cannery
Row complex and the Cordova Electric Copperative power plant. Both

are far enough away from the campsites that we do not expect any
adverse impacts or conflicts.

NUMBER OF PEOPLE BENEFITTING: There is only one legal place to
pitch a tent within the City Limits at this time. We believe this
campground would be used to capacity during the summer months. We
estimate that this could translate into approximately 4,800 camper
days. (20 sites, 2 people each, 120 day camping season).

It could also be argued that this facility would benefit the entire
community. Since campground space is extremely limited in Cordova,
campers are forced to camp wherever they can find a suitable piece
of woods. This has resulted 1n a variety of problems for the
community including trespassing, litter, sanitation problems, and
violence. This erffects everyone and the City would be better able

o control these problems by directing campers 1nto a safe and well
equiped campground.

DISPLACEMENT OF CURRENT USERS: There would be no

Jisplacement of
Zurrent users.

The only people using the propert, nOowW &are campers
~vho are camplng there i1llegally. We propose to resclve this problem

py providing these people with a legal and convenient place to
camp.

ADJACENT LAND MANAGEMENT: Lands 1mmediately to the !lorth and South
oL thils parcel are privately owned. They are undeveloped at present
and are unlikely to be developed in any intensive way because of
—he extremely steep topodraphy. The parcel s pounded by Rallroad
Ave. and the Cannery Row Complex to the east and by City and State
_and to the west.

INFLUENCE ON OTHER PROJECTS: This project will not have any

.nfluence upon any other projects that we are aware oL. There are
no other intended uses for thls property.
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is free from oil.

Creating this new opportunity will actually concentrate some
recreation use that mignt otherwise impact r=2covering specles in
other areas. Trails can be used to direct people away from nesting
areas of shore birds and control use near salmon streams.

Estimated Cost: The approximate cost to build a mile of wilderness
quality trail that could sustain continual use Is £30,000. The
~ost of the high quality interpretive trail portion on Esther
-sland is $50,000 including the signing, kiosks and boardwalk.

valdez Trail 2210,000
whittier Trail $300,000*
Zsther Island Trail $240,000

Interpretive Trail Portion S 50,000
Surprise Cove Trail $120,000

Total for 2% miles of trail
plus zhe interpretive trail

1

$920,000

«~ Note that 3180,000 could be dropped if a rocad Is put 1in to
‘leptune Point. This brings the total down o $740,000.



PROJECT COST:

This proposal contemplated a trail system that is roughed out %o
the extent that the trail is clearly marked and signed but has no
substantial construction elements. Given the routes proposed
little construction would be necessary or even desirable. The only
other element of importance is appropriate signage to denote where
trails converge and the destination of various routes.

The cost per mile of trail under this scenario is.estimated,
based on information from Alaska State Parks, at sjcfgoo.oo per

mile. Inasmuch as the trail proposed is approximately 5 miles the
total cost for this project is $35;000.06-=

$ 150,000 00
PROJECT RATING: '
1. Needed or Desired Amenity:

It is well recognized among tourism groups, state and federal
agencies whose mission is multiple use management of public lands
and the City of Whittier, that a system of trails would be of great
value to the nearly 200,000 visitors who visit western Prince

William Sound annually. Visitor information services and local
residents report overwhelmingly the most asked gquestion of
travelers 1is, "where are the hiking trails". It should also be

noted that with the advent of improved access to western Prince
William Sound in 1997, the number of annual visitors is expected to
increase to 750,000 in the Low Visitor Scenario. Therefore, the
development of trails will add a significant attraction to the area

and spur the local economy by providing visitors with a reason to
explore the area.

2. Conflict Among Users and Interest Groups:

Inasmuch as there are no trails in the area there is no nistory
of use except among a rfew local hikers. Local hikers welcome the
“rails and have assisted in the establishment <¢f the routes
proposed in thils project. Clearly, 5 miles of trails will not be
enough in 1997 and beyond for the purist who wishes to walk an
established trail and see no other humans. It is ccnceivapble that
in the short term additional trails would be established in the

further reaches of the Passage Canal area <ZIor <the more
adventuresome.

3. Link to Injured Recreation Resource or Service:

First, as noted above, there is substantial evidence that
tourists and recreatiocnalists who utilized western Prince William
Sound percelve that the oil spill damaged the :integrity and beauty
of the region. Some 25% of scheduled passengers on tours canceled
their trips in 1589. Lingering economic impacts are likely. This
reputation can e rartially repaired by zroviding access to the
area the Sound hardest hit by the spill.

2.



Second, o0il spill funds have already been allocated to help
construct permanent year-round access to the current Whittier
townsite through the existing railroad tunnel. The area will
experience a projected ten-fold increase in visitors by the turn of
the decade, but it has no financial resources to cope with this
visitation or provide amenities to visitors when they arrive.

Third, the City of Whittier experienced two key financial losses
due to the oil spill. Because of the demand for workers by Exxon's
contractors during the spill clean up in 1989 and 1990, the federal
census found that the city no longer qualified for Community
Development Block Grant funds because residents income was above
federal middle income levels. It was not until late 1993 that we
were able to present figures to the federal government which showed
we are indeed a "low and middle income community". The loss to the

city by not being eligible for grants amounts to hundred of
thousand of dollars.

Fourth, because of the comparatively high wages paid to clean-up
workers during the spill, <he city was forced to increase the wages
of its key employees in order to keep them.

Financial losses such as those described herein, in the absence
of direct payments, can only be recovered by providing a means by

which the community can attract visitors and enhance its tourism
industry.

4. ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY:

The one time investment of $75,000.00 in a 5 mile trail system
will be cost beneficial inasmuch as it will meet the immediate
needs of thousands of recreationalists who can be attracted to the
area. The cost of maintaining such an investment Ww1lll be small
since little construction will be done. Occasional brush work and
s1gn re-erection are the only maintenance items.

S. CONSISTENCY WITH LAND/AREA ATTRIBUTES
Whittier's Comprehensive Plan calls for the creation of hiking

trails as a means of expanding onshore recreational opportunities
4S a neans ot spurring the communities tourism industry. The land

proposed for trails is managed by the U.S.D.A. Foresc. The area
croposed for trails is not appropriate for multiplie uses. The use
of the land for recreational a1king <trails woulid enhance

recreational opportunities in the area.

6. NUMBER OF PEOPLE OR USER GROUPS BENEFITTING:

This trails project will be the first onshore recreational
development of any size in memory. Based on the number of

inquiries about where to hike and the large influx cf

3.



additional visitors projected for 1997 and beyond, this project
will serve many tens of thousands of visitors in the years to come.

7. DISPLACEMENT OF CURRENT USERS

As noted above, the only current users as local hikers who are

willing to bushwhack through the forest. They welcome the prospect
of marked hiking trails.

8. ADJACENT LAND MANAGEMENT

The City of Whittier and the U.S.D.A. Forest Service are the only
two land owners in the area. This trail project will only occur on
Forest Service managed land. There is no city land adjacent to the
Forest Service land on which the trails would be constructed.

9. INFLUENCE ON OTHER RESTORATION PROJECTS/bBJECTIVES:

This restoration project would enhance the proposed project to

access ShotGun Cove via road to provide recreational opportunities
To visitors.
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL

FORMAT FOR IDEAS FOR RESTORATION PROJECTS

Title of Project: Cordova’s Mini Imaginarium

Justification: Service and educanon -- To understand the impacts of the EXXON VALDEZ oil
spill and ongoing activites to restore the damage.

Description of Project: (e.g. goals(s), objectives, location, rationale and technical approach)

Everyone loves "hands-on" experiences. The best possible way to help someone iearn is to
provide them with an experience they can see, hear, smell and feel. The oil spill had a
tremendous impact upon Prince William Sound and its communities. A mini-imaginarium in
Cordova would provide the pertect means to help residents and visitors. young and old, learn
more about the Sound and the impacts of the oil spill.

The mini-imaginarium would be modelled after the verv successtul Anchorage
Imaginarnium. Realistic displays and hands-on activities exploring our abunaant and diverse
wildlife, varied habitats, oil spills and other hazarouds waste problems. impacts, response
mechanisms, clean-up technology, energy conservation, among others. would be exhibited.

The project would be completed over a period of two vears. The rirst year would be
dedicated to planning which would include building plans and renovauons. The second year
would be dedicated to creaung exhibits and interpretive displays, acquiring educauonal matenals
and hinng and training staff.

The mini-imaginarium, potentially located on the docks ot Cordova next to the Prince
William Sound Science Center. would be a first-rate creauve learning environment providing

aluable expenences in oii-related areas. encouraging a better understanding or Prince William
Sound ana promoung educated decision-making for ail ages.

Estimated Duration of Project: Two vyears for planning and set-up; ongoing support will be
sought from other funding sources.

Estimated Cost per Year: <$62.589 each vear

Other Comments: A cooperative agreement 1s being established with the U.S. Forest Service,
Chugach Ranger Distnct. acknowledging 1) the need for an 1maginanum/environmental
educauon center. and 2) the willingness of both parties to work together to tuifill this need.
Negouations are underway for the use or a Forest Service warenouse as the basic structure.

More aetailed information 1s available from the Science Center’s Education Coordinator,
Beth Trowbndge. '



Name. Address, Telephone:

Dr. G.L. Thomas, Director

Beth Trowbridge, Education Coordinator
Prince William Sound Science Center
P.O. Box 705

Cordova, AK 99574

(907) 424-5800 -- FAX 424-5820

Oil spill restoration is a public process. Your ideas and suggestions wiil not be proprietary, and you will
not be given any exclusive nght or priviiege to them.
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: <Culrcss Passage 2dministrative Sit

1}

Project Description:

2uild an Adminiscrative Site at The north entraznce of Zulross
Passage. Two cabin-type structures would be built: 2ne scructure
would be used as a visitor information center, :the other stcructure
would house seasonal zmpiovees. The site would te developed on
and nanaged by che USDA Forest Service; the facility would be
cooperatively managed by the rforest Service, Z3Ztate of Alaska
Department of Natural Fesources, and Native Village Corporation
personnel. “nformation from all land managers 1 Prince William
Sound affected by the cil spill would be readily available to the
public. A public dock would be built Zor access tc the site and
Zor toats needed to support the operation. The north entrance of
Tulross Passage 13 tne pest locaticon £o intercept ~hne mosSt users
necause of 1ts Csentrzl _ocation. Zeneral monitoring oI western
raince William Zound =as <hown that =-he ma-locrity oI Users use

Julross Fassage Quring tnelr raCcreation use.

4

what recreation resource or service does this project restore and
how?

The Exxon YValdez Cil CZ rince William Sound on Zhe map and
“nto the recreacing ou C Ccnsciousness 1n a way ITnat could not be
Zuplicated by the zes =dVvert.Iing IZi1rm 1 the councry. In some
partcs oI the Sound, r= ation use nas Lncreased far acove expected
zrowth races primari.v due t£o the new notoriety of —ne Sound. Use

13 expected Lo Lncrease appreoximately 10% each rear. _ncreased
nortQriety received a&s & result oI ~nhe 211 spill = iacreased use.
Turrently, -here 1z _ittle Forest ZI=srvice, 3tate oI ilaska, or
lative Village Corporaticn management presence Lo The Jound, with
mne exCeDticn oI TTC2IlCnal o0&t TILCD3 IUring Tne IUTIEer months.
tng rdminiscrzTive LTS AT Tnhe NIt =nirance —T J.lro=s -assage
culd restore Tone IILLCW1Ng YECrezTUlCln Isrvices: z2a rnavaking,
recreaticn poatilng, Iisning, nunting, IK1Ing, Zail.LnT, ~iking anad
Samplndg. recreatlcn 132rs wno cncs2 used ceaches n razgnt Islana
ina other ~<i1lea _2caztions need T «now wners The
LnICIMaUisn/administroTiue LTS wOouLl nrowvide an 2 ervice
TT all 21sSDLlaCed IeCrsatlin USEers oo IIVING us-no = .n:Z at.cn
Z0OUT where £2 gO I0r replLacdemennt Coporytunitias L current _isting
T Tamping  aress,  Sl¥ing  TrYa1.3, Tocoring fnciliiTies Zisning
TOCOrTuUnities, SUNCLAY ODPOrLUnlTi=ss, and Tscreation Japins chat
sere inaffectsa ZvoTne -1l ospall OulZ e 3vI1_an_=. This s31Ce
~ould a&lso zhowcase —hne zreas ~—nat nad heen arfeczzacd v ~ne cil
Ipil., CUT Slsaned Lo 2nd ready Ior UIIrsS3tiIn use

Thls Crclect A_320 nelT

—uplic use. Tesour

SRy use 1I tne nunl

_Las  Lgave-lic-Trzc=

rzosive _LUTle zcTio




zCtlve management
zculd =zetter
regulations,

natursi

2nsure
cersonal
resources.

Tnatc

Rstimated Cost:

{n

0,000
0,000
200,000

cresence in Prince William

safety and protection of

-znd managers
_nrecrmed about
e cultural and

I A
~.sers are petter
o

_nformation 3t
Living Quarters
Public Dock

200,300

TOTAL
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EXXON VALDEZ OLL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL

FORMAT I'OR IDEAS FOR RESTORATICN PROJECTS

Tiliz ¢f Project: Science or the Scund education program

sustification: Service and ecducauon -- To understand the :mpacts of the EXXXON VALDEZ oil
<21l ana ongotng activities to restore the damage.

Description of Project: (e.c. cociu(s), chbjectives, iocaion. rationzle and technical cpproach)
Cordova's ghysical location provices (remendous opportunities icr lea—mn:r 2bout both terrestrial
_nd manne eccsystems. Thers are fzw places left 1 the world that can boast of such a vanety
Or pristine habitats. A major shock to use gcosystem occurred in 1989 wiaen the Exxon Valdez
spilled neariv 11 million gallons o crude oii into Frince William Scuna. The <piil atfected
unidreds of miles of marine waters and tzzches and severely tineocted fish, seapird, watertowi
and manne mammal populations. Tius cii spill dramatically reinrorced the barernits of pollution
rrevention and oil spill related education.

Goais tor tne Science oy the Sound environmental :;iuc:.uon program are 'c: 1) foster o
Hetter understanding of the local environment through hards-on learning, 2) improve the science
education curmiculum available (o students. 3) estadiish a community scicnce resource room in
s central location providing easy cccess for the goneral public, t2achers and stucents o science
ecucation books. .ateractive cispiays and multi-media materiais, -+) provide 2 forum where
residents and visiting scientists can share knowledge with stucents and the gzneral pubiic. 3)
’)Ull(‘“ni sartrershios with local agencies, and 9) cerve as a

-~

prlot commurnity environmental
24uCTuon program. particuiariv for other ceastal towns in Prm:c Willizm sounc ana tne oil-spiil

IR S DA

iUDactec region. L he :cuncc orilie ‘nund program il consist or three mator ccuvines: 1) The

wrer-echooi Science Club, 2y the Strence Resource Room: Adeni-a-yoionnst trozram and 3) an

=vemaT Socnoe Lociure Series

Csttmated Duration of Project: 10 vears

tstimated Cost per Year: 32346

Other Comments: {h2 .\."zcr—i;?xml scrence Clun was nitosd car wnh
stear 1222288, Adaional funcina s needed 1o continue o e Sctence
Joeource Boomoand Adort-a-Soientist program bhas bosn 1 h aoes ©nd has wice
rone supportt trom the total sonool district and acnars. Cae v Y cuobosture Senies
votoeucsazsiutly o run lummne R0 Dut neeas cadinonai nding 2 conneug. Nore ataried
SLOTIDDONS OF THSSS progriins can oo ontdined trom e Prince SWallnon Souna Soence Center,



Istimated Duration of Project: 10 vears
f_stimated costs per Year: S 487,622
Name, Address, Telephone:

Dr. G.L. Thomas. Directer

rrnce William Sound Science Center
P.0O. Box 705

Cordova. AK 99574

(907) 424-5800 - FAX 424-5820

£r. R.T. Cooney, Professor
Institute or Marina Science
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Caroanks. Alaska

S07) 474-7407

Qil spill restoration 1s a public process. Your ideas and suggestions will not be propnietary, and ycu wiil
not be given any exclusive right or pnvilege (o them.
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: cguisicilion ci Important Recreat-on Lands 1n Prince
1lila

am Sound

Project Description: :
Llasxka 3Itate ~arks/DNR proposes & program of small targeted

A -

—urchases of .mportant recreaction access and development sites,
TENgINg LN £ize IIXCm Ccne acre Lo several hundread acres. ZNR would
~Or< wlth user Ircups, CIroOperty oOwners, r2source managers and
o ldentifyvy acgulsit:ion possibillities on & willing-seller
r ~ne purcnase o:- T Cr partial interests 1n lmportant

1z ] z =c=lecz:c eand evaluation would be
oped in contuncoicon with the existing management plans.

aw
2

<
o Q

W0

g1l 1)
h +

S

frer cricer-a and cricoritiss are identified, an 3sctive crogram oL
:2-e nominacions, .nventories, fleld investigatiocns, negotlations,
icpraisals, and saies ~cntracts would be iniciatea. On the larger
-racos, :some oY "1z needed Lniormation nas sSeen gathered and
compillsd a&.resaay v tne ZV0S Habitat Freotecticn Work Group.
MoST oI Tne LmMPpOrTint IiTes I0r consideration are owned by regional
“hugacn lative JIrooranicn and CTillage Iorperations oL Chenega,
Twvak and Tat.tlex LCcqulsltion or recreacion easements on Native
_ands 15 discussed z:nd zupporzed Iy The 3tate’s Prince William
Zound Arsa Flan, nicn -.as Izvelcged i1n cooperation with these
-crporaticns. These 3Zguisitions could be managed as state marine
Darks, rerfuges, CIilTical nabitat azreas, oOr special management
ireas Many also rave rmportant Sisn and wildlife nabitat wvalues,
:p ztate =znd Isderz. wildliis agencires would e consulted for
LhaTIormacLon 114 QULTances

‘What recreation resource or service does this project restore and

E b .z T I el pialotela JITYZET LSS LTI L ~n= splll
LoCEoTed irSa LUS LTLUATE_ s Tuned SILETEer:z aAnc SIner USLEiLLOors o
TS SJCUnT NG TWTLL LT LISaE ITEen 132 Tnese _ancs s LI Tney were
—ucloc noT ez o a s znd rthout  The
nowle oha : GesD cracLice 1=
el - ~olate tne
W cr-.nicles
o “-r other

EE-Eoba zTes was
ISS1r crlcies and
EESas T ~—ne spilil
Ima _.zxDle 2s 3
zurce s=sources

oo e -t ebal=) MO
== b N orT T orECre acLc
- - e = m e m - - = e -
I I zZI=ZzZLlCo 20 rz L4 TLe




1T compensates IOor tne Loss cr degradation of spiil aifacred lands.
=

-_——-=

Land acquisit:ion <an 3lso respend =2 new use Tattarns chat have

developed as a rasult of the spilil Some traditicnal areas are no
longer as pcpular, wnils cther zresas naive ssen Sramac:c increases
1n visitation. These <nanging 'ise patCerns are torcing a re-

gxamination CI recreaticn management and develcpment priorities,
including land acquisition.

Estimated Cost: 00..00 &amnuallv proposed IZIor Zive vears,
a
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EXXON YALDEZ OIL SPILL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Title : Chenega Bay Marine and Service Center
Project Category :  Prince William Sound Recreation and Tourism
Lead Agency : U.S.D.A. Forest Service

Project Term : February 15, 1994 to September 30. 1994

THE HISTORY

Unul the March 27, 1964 Earnthquake, Chenega was a tranquil fishing village located on the
southern end of Chenega Island in western Prince William Sound. Founded before the Russians
amival in the lae 1700°s. Chenega was the longest occupied village 1n Prince William Sound at the
ume of the carthquake. Moments atter the earthquake, a tsunami destroyed all of the buildings in
Chenega village with the sole exception of a singie home and the village school. Over a third of the
village residents were killed and the survivors were taken initially 0 Cordova and then were later
resettled to the village ot Tautlek by the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

With the passage of the Alaska Nauve Claims Settlement Act. the former residents of Chenega
tormed the Chenega Village Corporauon which acquired the right to select 76.093 acres around the
old Chenega village township. The Nauves enrolled in the Chenega Village Corporation selected
their new village site at Crab Bay on Evans Island in Prince William Sound in March of 1977,
This site was carerully chosen following exiensive research as the site best able t0 meet the needs
of the resident’s subsistence lifestyle. The Chenega Corporation and the Cheneva Bay IRA (Indian
Reorganizauon Act) Council worked together 1o obtain funding for a road. 4 water and sewer
system, elecuic generators. a boat and float plane dock and a school. The new viilage named

Chenega Bay was tinally occupied 1n 1984 tollowing the construction or 21 Housing and Urban
Develooment homes.

From 1984 through early 1989. the viilagers ot Chenega Bay enjoyed their subsistence hifestyle. In
addition to thewr subsistence economy, Chenega Bay was rapidly becoming increasingly involved
recreauon and tounsm acuvites. The Corporauon had drafted an inual business oian that included
slzaincant recreauon and wunsim acuviues. Several commercial ODEruors were mquinng about
licenses 10 bong their ecotounsts w the Chenega village sie and sumrounding lunds. The

Corporanon had aiso been successtul providing licenses 0 enter corporate lands w both the
Department of Fish any Game andg prvate commercial operators.

Then. in March ot 1989. the Exxon Valdez Oil Spiil changed the lives of Chenega Bay residents
rorever.  The subsisience iitestyle they had enjoyed for decades was desmoved. Recreauon and
tourism 1nroads came (0 an abrupt halt resulting in a sigmificant loss of recreanon. wurism and
supbsistence services due directly 10 the Exxon Valdez Oil Spuii.

“he need ror ennancement and
‘eplacement of these damaged tesources ciearly exists.



THE PRESENT SITUATION

An aurport and access road at Chenega Bay are
‘arget compieuon date. The new wirport ana
:ounsm use oy aliowing individual and commer
village by road.

presentiy under construction win u spring or 1994
access road wiil facilitate increased recreauon and
Clal atrcratt to land at Chenega Bay and wavei to the

Addiuonaily, Chenega Corporation operaies a note/bunkhouse and restaurant at the village site.
Plans 1o enhance exisung racilities 0 accommodate increused numbpers of ceople are being

Jeveloped. Accoruing (0 recent market studies, there 1s a demonstrated neey dunng the 120-day
fishing and tounst season for fifteen rooms per night at Chenega Bay.

THE PRESENT NEEDS

henega Bay s recreauon and tounsm services were si
Oil Spiil. Chenega Bay aiso sutferea the ioss or iniury
need for recreauon and tounsm resource restoraton in

gurcanuy impacted by tne Exxon Valdez
Of many other resources and services. The
Chenega Bay 1s verv mucn a reanty.

Once Clenega's new auport and dock become operatonal. a substanuui increase in demand for
reCreation and toUnsm support acuvities Is anticipated.  Aviation tuet, gasoline and diesel are not
presendy avaiiable commerciaily at Chenega Bay.

In order to enhance. restore and replace recreation and tou
the Spill, there 15 an existing need 0 retocate the pulk

faciliies.  This new locaton would allow fuel 10 be acce
safe munner. The present bulk tuel facility and power plant we 1n very ciuse proximuty 10 each
vther. The tuel line trom the uuck to the bulk fuei tanks has been Inoperative tor several years with
fuel presently being delivered o Chenera Bay in a fuel quck that 1s brougnt to Clienega Bay trom
Whitttier i a lunding crart. Moving the ouik tuel racility 1o a locauon near e vock would allow

Sl docesy o IR ECTCdluls aiid WUl Vistung Chenega Bav.

nsm acuvities lost at Chenega Bay due 1o
fuel storage raciiity auracent o the dock
pted and delivered in an environmentally

secondly, there 1s 4 need upgrade and mov
plant 1s locaed near the buik tuel tacility
Sicredsed recreuauon and ounsin deimands.

€ (e exislng power plant.  Jresently. the power
and 1s does not provide cuough power v support

Anntual teasioility sty s needed (0 select the new sie tor the bulk fuel storage facility. A
reasioility study 1s also neeued to determine the increased power requirenients ior the power plant
4 10 Drovide a new site seiection. Funds 0 move e power piant und bulk fuct racniry also need
1 be ublained.

Finally, there 1s a need 0 complew consouction of the bulkhead Jock in support of the
Jansportauon and manne service ructiities presently scheduled o be consuucied it Chenega Bay.
the mual phase one ouikhead Jdock funding was vbtained througn the Alvesid Pipetine Service
Company Settlement with the State of Alaska. The buikhead dock will be consouced over the
New Englana Fish Comopany < ioanuoneu herming salury atter 1t hus been removed. Removal is
cneduled ror spnng o 994, “he bulkheau dock ity il orovide commercial and
HWONCOMIMIEICIAL DOULS, adViks. (UN COCIUIONS ulld tenal businesses (he coportunity o dock at
thenega Bay. Funding to comoiete construcuon or the buikheuy dock needas 10 oe secured.



THE SUMMARY

Chenega Bay is asking ror runding rrom The Exxon Valdez Trustee Councii basea upon the
restoranon of recreation and tounsm services that were lost due 10 the Exxon Valdez Qil Spill, to
cnhance and otherwise repiace services damaged by the Spill and services 10 replace or substitute
tor injured, lost or desroyed resources and affected services.

This project would create the necessary fuel and power needs of increased recreation and tourism
to tne Chenega Bay area and would allow the thousands or boaters, kayakers, commercial
tishermen and tour operators presently dispatched from Whittier and Seward a piace to recreate and
tour 1n western Prince William Sound through the compietion of a bulkhead dock.

Chenega’s proximity o adjoining Federal lands and a nearby State Manne Park rurther enhances

the opportunities available. Combined with the existing airport. roads. ferry system and lodging

tacilities, the enhanced power plant and fuel facility along with the compicted dock would provide
unparalleled recreanon and tounsm possibilities. ;

Chenega Bay resources and services damaged bv the Spill wouid be greadv enhanced ana replaced
inrougn this project.

THE BUDGET

BULK FUEL STORAGE AND POWER PLANT RELOCATION AND UPGRADE

Site Grading

. $  :00.000
New Fuel Storage & Lines $  250.000
+ Fuel Distnbuuon at Dock g 30.000
New Power House and Generators S 250.000
Engineering, Inspecuon and Administranon 3 170000
Project Totwl: > 120,000
SULKHEAD DOCK AND UPLAND DEVELOPMENT
Bulkhead Dock > 1.200.000
Boatund 5 200.000
Road and kil S 280.000
Area Lignung and Power S 200.000
Vater Extension S 100.000
Engineering, Inspecuon any Administratuon S 212,000

Prorect Toal: s 22924500



CHENEGA BAY MARINE AND SERVICE CENTER
EVALUATION CRITERIA

L. LINK TO INJURED RECREATION RESOURCE OR SERVICE

Following the 1989 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, recreational use of the Chenega Ba
declined by both those living within and those living outside of th
tounism use is sull much lower than it was prior to the Spill,
tmpacts that the Spill had on Chenega Bay. Personai recreational quality has also been severely
impacted by the Spill through the persistence of oil on Chenega's beaches. a decline 1n the numbers

or cniters spotted following the Sp_ill. tained sources of subsistence foods, impacts to local
archeological sites and through extensive clean up activides.

y area significantly
e viilage. Today, recreation and
due 1n part to the percepuon of the

2. INFLUENCE ON OTHER RESTORATION PROJECTS OR OBJECTIVES OR
IMPACT ON OTHER RESOURCES OR SERVICES

The Chenega Bay Manine and Service Center would enhance the goal of preserving the prnistine and
natural character of Prince William Souna by keeping a major devetopment project near the village
ot Chenega thereoy preserving the scenic qualities of the Sound. [t would also provide for the
long term cconomic viability ot Chenega viilage. [t would enhance recovery ot the Sound by
providing tor 4 cenral use area that will help reduce pressures on recovenng species. [t would
Assist in replacing the lost subsistence lifestyle of Chenega Bay residents. [t wouid restore and
replace services that were lost by Chenega Bay residents as a result of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill.

3. NEEDED OR DESIRED PUBLIC SERVICE, FACILITY OR AMENITY

The Chenega Bay Manne and Service Center would provide a gaweway [or ounsts and recreatonal
boaters 1o southwestern Prince William Sound that 1s presently naccessible due 1o a lack of fuel
>uppty services and adequate overnight accommodauons.

4. CONFLICT AMONG PUBLIC USERS AND INTEREST GROUPS

ciie Chenega Bay Manne una Service Center creates no known contiicts among puplic users or
Aierest groups. Rather, inere nds 0een smong support snown [or tnls project by a large cross

>eCl0n Of user groups such as sport and commercial fishermen. boaters. Kavakers. hunters, tlyers
4nd commercal uperators.

3. CONSISTENT WITH LAND/AREA ATTRIBUTES AND APPLICABLE
MANAGEMENT PLANS

e Chenega Bay Manne and Service Center 1s very consistent witn wea management plans and
Jtutbutes und ennances the exisuny recreational and tourism use ot sunounding tederal and state

rands.  The intrastructure proposed is very consistent with tne Chenega village management plans
o ncredsed recreation and ousin use.



6. ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY

The Chenega Bay Manine and Service Center ferry/emergency response dock, access road, one
Acre staging area and demolition of the old saitry has already been funded through the Alyeska
Pipeline Service Company Settlement with the State of Alaska. Funding trom the Exxon Valdez
Ol Spill Sertlement for the bulk fuel facility and power plant feasibility studies and relocation as
well as bulkhead dock construction would provide the necessary services to make the Chenega Bay
Manne and Service Center operational. Once completed. the Chenega Bay IRA Council would
assume responsibility for maintenance ot the bulk fuel facility and power plant requiring no
additional EVOS monies. Funding for maintenance would be derived from power and fuei sales.

7. NUMBER OF PEOPLE OR USER GROUPS BENEFITING

Recent market research indicates that over 420 noncommercial boats presently moored at Seward
and Whittier are powertul enough to wravel to Chenega Bay. Additionally, tour boats and kayaks
dispawch thousands of people annuaily to Prince William Sound. As an example of numbers of
people benenung from the Chenega Bay Manne and Service Center. tour ooerators and kayak
rental businesses contacted in the study expressed an interest in 720 hotel rooms per 120-day
season. Power and sail boat clientele demand exists for 1.012 nights of lodging per season.
Addiuonally, commercial fishermen, daywnppers, hunters and hikers would also benetit.

8. DISPLACEMENT OF CURRENT USERS

The Chenega Bay Marine and Service Center will not displace uny known current users.

9. ADJACENT LAND MANAGEMENT

Chenega Bay surrounding lands ure owned by tederal and state governments and are managed for
tecreauonal and tounsm use. Chenega Bay lands are also presently managed for recreational |
tourism and subsistence use.

10. CHANGE IN USE PATTERNS

The Cheneya Bav Manine and Service Center promotes and ennances use patterns that existed prior
w the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. [t would also provide access 10 wreas previously mnaccessible due to
the fuck of a tull service manne center between Seward and Valdez.



“HENEGA BAY HARINE

SERVICE CENTER (CBISC)

ZXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Presented by Chenega Bay IRA Councii

Introguction

Chenega Bay I8 locaied just nonth of Sawmiii Bay on Evans
lsland in Prince Willlam Sound (PWS), Alaska. The village
of Cheneqa Bav, with a pcputation of 96, was reestablished
ar this snte in 1984 because the histonc village site on
Chenega tsland, somé 20 miies to tha north, was destroyed
Zy ine 1964 eannauaxe and rasumting tsunami.

The community of Cheneqa Bay has embarked upon a plan
‘0 seex signricant tunaing for docx ana port improvemants
~1th the goal of ennancing three narwral agvantages:

1) an excellent harbor, aiready recognized as a safe
haven In bad weatner;

2) a unigue location, coser than any other settlament to
:ne hean oi the saimon-spawning nabitat whera the
Prince Willlam Sound tfishing tleet harvests 48% of all
saimon taken in Alaska;

3) a gateway for tounsts ana recreational boaters to the
wastem part ot Princa William Sound. At present, the
vISIIOr marxaet is snut out ot this wnoie area aue 1o tack
of haroor, fuet, and suoply servicas. Chenega Bay is
approximataly 75 statute mies trom poth Sewara and
Whittier, one day’s voyage 1or most power boats.

Background

The Chenega Bav IRA Council has been planning for the
aesvelopment ot the CBMSC since 1987.  The Council
intiatea several planning stugies veginming in 1990. The

pianning has peen coorainated by the Council and consists
~t markst study of PWS fishery (:291), a market demand
study of tishery ana recreation markets (1992), an
economic forecasting and financial planning (1992), and
marine faciiity planning and engineering (1993). The

results of the planning ana studies are brisfly highlighted
here.

The PWS and the adjacent waters oi the Gulf of Alaska are
important harvest areas tor commerciai fishermen. There
are 243 saimon purse seine vessais, with crews of four to
six people, operating in PWS, and hundreds of larger
longline vesse!s operating in the northern Gulf of Alaska."
Fishing begins in April-May, peaxs in August, and ends in
October-Novembar. The apove-referenced studies attest

. o a strong ana growing demand for marine services at

Chenega Bay during the May-October penod.

Agqain. according to tne marketing stuaies. mora than 420
noncommaercial boats now moorea In Seward and Whittier
ares powertul enougn to make a trio to Chenega Bay a
pleasant outing. in aadition, the marinas of both
communitias aispatch thousands of boaters annually
aboard vessels as aiverse as kayaks and 120-foot boats
outtitted for weex-long excursions. As an example of
demand for services in Chenega Bay, tour operators and
kayak rental businesses contacted in the demand study
expressed an interest in 720 hotel rooms per 120-day
season. Power and sail boat cliantsle demand exists for
1,012 nights of lodging per season. This equates to a total
need of 15 rooms per nignt




-+ENEGA BAY MARINE SERVICE CENTER

DEVELOPMENT PLAN

eNGINEERS ESTIMATE (NOVEMEER 1993)

PHASE I - UPLAND INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

ITEM UNIT QUANTITY
SITE GRADING L.S. ALL REQ'D
NEW FUEL STORAGE & LINES L.S. ALL REQ'D
FUEL DISTRIBUTION AT DOCK L.S. ALL REQ'D
NEW POWER HOUSE & GENERATORS L.S. ALL REQ'D

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST
ENGINEERING. INSPECTION, & ADMINISTRATION
TOTAL PHASE | COST

PHASE Ii - INNER HARBOR DOCK & UPLAND DEVELOPMENT

ITEM UNIT

QUANTITY
BULKHEAD DOCK LF. 400
BOAT GRID L.S. ALL REQ'D
ROAD AND FILL L.F. 1,400
AREA LIGHTING AND POWER L.s. ALL REQ'D
WATER EXTENSION L.s. ALL REQ'D

TOTAL ESTIMATED CCNSTRUCTION COST
EINGINEERING, INSPECTION. & ADMINISTRATION
TOTAL PHASE il COST

PHASE Ill - SMALL BOAT HARBOR DEVELOPMENT

ITEM UNIT QUANTITY
FLOATING BREAKWATER L.F. 700

SEAPLANE FLOAT L.S. ALL REQ'D
FINGER FLOATS L.Ss. ALL REQ'D
MARINE CRANE L.S. ALL REQ'D
30ATGRID L.S. ALL REQ'D

TOTAL ESTIM2TED CONSTRUCTION COST
ENGINEERING. INSPECTION, & ADMINISTRATION
TOTAL PHASE lll COST

PHASE IV - MARINE SERVICE FACILITIES - PART A

ITEM UNIT QUANTITY
ARTIFACT REPOSITCRY S.F. 4,000

RENOVATE EXISTING BLDG. L.S. ALL REQ'D
WATER & SEWER TO STORE L.S. ALL REQ'D

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST
ENGINEERING. INSPECTION. & ADMINISTRATION
TOTAL PHASE IV COST

PHASE IV - MARINE SERVICE FACILITIES - PART B

ITEM UNIT QUANTITY
MARINE SERVICE FACILITY S.F. 20,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST
ENGINEERING. INSPECTION. & ADMINISTRATION
TOTAL PHASE IV COST

OVERALL PROJECT COST

PRICE
$300.000
3250.000

$60,000
$250,000

PRICE
$3.000
3200.000
$200
$300.000
$100,000

PRICE
$2.500
$50.000
$150.000
$50.000
$200,000

“RICE
$120
$250.000
$60,000

PRICE
+3120

AMOUNT
$300,000
$250,000

$60,000
$250.000
$860,000
$170.000

51,020,000

AMOUNT
$1,200,000
$200,000
$280,000
$300,000
$100,000
$2.080,000
$312.000
$2.392,000

AMOUNT
$1,760,000
$60,000
$160,000
$50,000
3200,000

e —— ]
$2,200,000

$330,000

$2,530,000

AMOUNT
»480.000
$280,000

$60.000
$780,000
3166.000
$938,000

AMOUNT
$2.400.000

$2.400.000

$480.000

$2.880,000

39,758,000



CHENEGA BAY MARINE SERVICE CENTER
PHASE FINANCING PLAN

(Contained within the Alyeska Pipeline Service Company Settiement with the State of Alaska are $14.5
miilion to be usea in Chenega Bay and Tatitlek for docks, suitable for oil spill response and the MV
Bartlett. and oil spiil response staging areas including oil spill response equipment and supplies. Also

mentioned in the Settlement agreement is removal of the old Saltery, in order to make way for the dock
and staging area.

The Council is also iooking to Exxon/State of Alaska Criminal Penaities Fund for construction of
portions of the CBMSC. We are looking to that fund for local resource enhancement.

Chenega Bay is presenting the Exxon Valdez Trustees Council with.a proposai for buik fuel storage
and power plant relocation, upgrade and construction, and bulkhead dock construction. The request is
based upon the restoration of recreation and tourism services lost on account of the Exxon Valdez oil
spul (EVOS), to enhance and otherwise replace services damaged on zccount of the EVOS, and
services 0 replace or substitute for injured, lost or destroyed resources ana affected secvices.
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CHENEGA BAY MARINE SERVICE CENTER
PHASED CONSTRUCTION DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The proposed Chenega Bay Marine Service Center pian is being implemente
with demolition of old salteries and debris removal. This will be followed bt
construction of the oil spill response dock and staging area. This dock facilit
will be capable of berthing many types or vesseis inciuding the state ferries M
Bardett and MV Tustamena, Alyeska spiil response vesseis, fishing processor:
supply vessels, and even tour ships.

This initial capital investment has heen plannea to integrate with followin
improvements all aimed at sound economic development in Chenega Bay.

The following phases wiil compiement dock work expected to be complete 1
1994.

Phase I will replace and upgrade existing power and tuel supply and will consi
ol a new power house, generators, ruel storage, znd power distribution lines
the new site. The new power site is planned in a location near the new dock :

facilitate fuel handling and also this location will buffer generator sounds fro:
the village.

Phase II of the foilowing development is an extension of the initial dock proje
and will result in a bulkhead dock for fishing boats, more staging area, and
road to provide better service to harbor floats and adjacent land.

Phase IIT of the development consists or improvements 0 the small boat harb
nciuding construction of a breakwater. nger tioat aadition to existing tloat
Doat grid. marine crane and a new seaplane tloat.

Phase I'V-A creates upland amenities to service the needs of visitors and includ:
modification of an existing building into a bunxhouse with a shower/laund:
facility, and also a museum/visitor/recreation center.

.O Phase IV-B completes the Chenega Bav Marine Service Center Developme
- ) °lan and includes construction or the marine service facility a full servi
~? outlding which will provide supplies. food and !odging.
CHENEGA BAY MARINE CENTE
/,@\\ Peratrovich. Nottingham & Drage. inc. DEVELOPMNMENT PLAN
W{,{n/}/ Engineenng Consuitanis
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The National Qutdoor Leadership School 2 f ;..O
288 Main Street. Lander, Wvoming 62520-3128

307-332-6973

Fax 307-332-3631

Jim Ratz

Zxecutive Direcror

September 24, 1993

PWS Recreation Project Working Group
P.O. Box 107001
Anchorage, AK 99510-7001

Dear Working Group Members:

Enclosed vou will find the National Outdoor Leadership Schooi (NOLS) Leave
No Trace multi-phase project and funding proposal which will address the

minimum-impact educational needs ot recreationai users on [rince William
Sound.

This proposal is not just about creating effective written and video tools for the
concerned users of Prince William Sound. These tools are reallv based in
NOLS' hands-on training and bias towards experience in the rield. The
booklets and pamphlets are developed from tield training and research. The
Masters training is a field course where the participants actuailv practice
teaching the techniques and articulating their personal minimum-impact ethics.
The goal ot the national Leave No Trace program is to improve the wav that the
public views and uses America’'s wildlands.

Thank vou for this opportunity. Please contact me 1f [ can provide more

Jdetailed intormauon on this proposal. the nationat Leave No Trace program. or
NOLS' qualitications.

Sincereiv,

-

Richard A. Brame
NOLS Outreacn & Training Manacer



Recreation Restoration Project Proposai

Project Name: Leave No Trace Educational Program

Project Description:

Through a Memorandum of Understanding signed in the spring or 1993, the
National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS) has become a partner with the
U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, and Bureau of Land Management in
the national Leave No Trace (LNT) program. Leave No Trace is an educational
program designed to give users the best minimum-impact techniques and
ethics available for their recreational use of America's wiidlands. NOLS, as the
leader in backcountry education and leadership, has committed to deveiop and

distribute LNT curriculum and educational materiais for all major recreational
environments nation-wide.

NOLS seeks funding from the Prince William Sound Recreation Project tor a
three phase Leave No Trace educational project. The phases can be funded and
conducted as a whole or as separate and distinct projects. The three proposed
phases also address a comprehensive varietv of target audiences and learning

stvles while keeping to NOLS' traditional strength and philosophyv: hands-on
education works.

Phase I:

During the summer of 1994, NOLS will reproduce and distribute 10,000 Leave
No Trace Qutdoor skills & Ethics Temperate Coastal Zones booklets which present
the principles, ethics, and techniques of minimum-impact sea kavaking in
southern Alaska (see the enclosed LNT Skills ¢ Fthics). Guides, outtitters,
hunters, tour group operators, and user srouos will be targeted for this written
information.

During the eariv spring or 1994, NOLS statf wiil adaot the extsung LNT Outdoor
Skills & Ethics:Temperate Coastal booklet into a shorter pamphiet tormat
designed for use bv casual users such as tour participants, clients. and
nterested travelers to the area. NOLS wiil work with the Forest Service. Alaska
Department ot Naturai Resources, and organized user ¢roups to distribute
0,000 copies or the LNT Coastal pamphlet during the 1994 and 1993
recreational seasons.

Phase I:

Over a two-season veriod, NOLS will train 100 ¢rant-tunded user aroup
representatives as Masters of Leave No Trace. The LNT Masters program is a
six-day tield course which thoroughly covers the techniques and ethics ot
minimum impact use ror a given environment and also teaches the Masters
now to present LNT to others. This proven curricuium (see enciosed LNT



[raining Guide) ana pyramid-stvle of intensive training has the goal of
UMProving the use ana preservation of recreationai lands and coasts.

Targeted participants wiil have a strong water/kavaking background, be

interested in education, and wiil be 1n positions where thev can teach others
such as the public, yvouths, or clients.

Phase {II:

In order to educate recreationists well before theyv actuallv enter Prince William
Sound in 1995, NOLS will form a chailenge cost-share agreement with the
Forest Service and others to create a brief (20 minute) educational video on
Leave No Trace tecnniques and ethics in Prince William Sound and other
simiiar temperate coastal environments. This video will utilize a protessional

production company and use the existing NOLS productions of Soft Paths and
t_anvon Soft Paths as basic models.

What Recreation Resource of Service does this project restore and how?

The three rroposed phases of the Leave No Trace program on Prince William
sound all serve to diminish the impacts caused by kavakers, tour groups,
hunters, ana other recreationists. This is parhcularly important on the Sound
where the EVOS nhas diminished the natural character and resiiience ot manyv
beaches ana bavs. Changes in the traditional recreation patterns and locations
caused bv the bDIH mean that tormeriv pristine or infrequently used areas are
now receiving heavier use. The erfect or this concentrated recreationai use can
pe miutigated bv through education using common themes and vaiid research.

Estimated Cost:

Phase i:

Prorected cost tor reproduction and distribution of

10.000 LNT QOutdoor skills & Ethics booklets: 39,000
Crotected cost ror development and distribution or

~0,000 LNT brochures over two vears: +25,000
Phase iI:

Tuition ror 10 user croup reoresentatives on
e six-dav ENT Nasters o ourse divided
nto 1d courses over two vears: 565,000

Phase I11:

Prolected tinished cost or a 20 minute Leave No Trace
saucatonat video riimea on Prince William sound: 260,000



Contacts:

Don Ford Rich Brame

NOLS Alaska Director NOLS Outreach & Training Manager
Box 981 288 Main Street

Mile 1, Farm Loop Road Lander, WY 82520

Palmer, AK 99645 307-332-8800

907-745-4047

Enclosures:

Leave No Trace Training Guide: Temperate Coastal Zones
Leave No Trace Qutdoor Skills & Ethics: Temperate Coastal Zones



RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: Zndowment Z3Ior OQutdoor ZFecreatilion Management 1in
rince William Sound

Project Description:

A system should be created to help pay for the maintenance and
operations involved in recreation management. This would help
malintcain programs and facilities created througn Trustee funding.
This system would also assist the land managers in PWS to
effecrively manage the increased or changed recreation use caused
oy the spill. This perpetual source of Zunds should be created in
one of the following two ways.

Endowment: Using 3% of the $90 million avalilable rfor allocation
(or 34.% million), & <cnservative sastimatse of <—he endowment'’s
farnings .s approximactely £270,000 annualilwy. Afiter oniflation
proorfing the corpus, around $135,000 would be available to support
Tecreatlcn programs. Management and admlnisTrative detalls are not
‘m2solvea at thls cime. Zowever, one cptlion 13 TO contract with the
ilaska Zermanent Tund Corporatlon TO manage the fund according to
Juidelines develioped Dy tne Trustes CoOuncili cr a separate poard of
Zlrectors. 2roceecs IZrom the Zund would zZe ussad Ior o2creation

Zacilizy maintenance and accive fileld recreaticen management in all
_ands 1n Frince Willlam 3ound.

Zeneral Pecreat: “ee: The Trustees would Iund the planning and
mplementation < generzl recreac-.on ZIze{or =-—ax I ou will).
Tvery coater, il Zlver, ~Truise ship passenger, =cc. would pay
3 set Ise =ither 151t r vearly when enterxng TWS. This would
reguire a syste tnarging &t all access cZoincs. CJommercial
>peratcrs, narko irporocs, and -rails wou.d zZe the logical
Ionract points diczicn 2L wno nas authoriIi Tz Ccliosct fees
ind oW 1T wouL 2Cne ~as noT Zeen worked Tut L IS vyearly
JE=Creaticn Tz ulrsa Bl zwersons srnTering oS ~would
ICnservatliveL, e 2270,200 ger ear This ~coriev would be
2sed Izr Tne I= l=cTizn adminisScratLicn recrezticn Zacilicy
mailnctenance, zCxo elc recreat.on management, znd naw acilities
o7 Innancemencs 23 nseeded 1o 2.l _EAn43 Lo Srincs Wollolzm Zound.

What recreation resource or service does this project restore and
how?

T4TgdcCoY reCreaTiIn T Froncs Willlam founa i3 zsvsers_ s 1mpacted bv
~ne 1. Ipil., oCT Inlys Lo Tne Zirect. til23 areazs, Dut  in
cuTlying areas zs welil Thiz 13 Cue T2 alsplacement IYCM Tie wWOrst
Iiled ar=as, and new use CatIsrns -hat nave asveloped 1n omarginally
Tll2Q ing nCon-IllZd L8323 r23ULILnNg IYCh Tarsszsing Tll, reduced

L_ZllI= iiznTinzs ThTEmInETEA fIod fIurTss, wna =sidences T
I_S&nuUp =CTLVITLES L4 mAany Tarts I tTne Zoun




within FWS. Potentiaily funded projects range rrom ruel facilities
to cabins and trails. ASs these new Zacilities and enhanced
opportunities are used by the existing and fucure recreationalist,

-

a need for continued maintenance s created. This creates an
additional cost for che manaclng agencies cﬂac 1S not necessarily
accounted £or - state, ederal or private funding. Jertsin cost
may Lbe recovered bv user fees but rarely does this account for all

the actual maintcenance and operatl1ons costs.

Uncontroiled recreational use 1n PWS will affect not only the
quality of recreation experiences for all, but will mosc likely put
undue pressure on other recovering species. <Controlled use, often
directed by facilities and opportunities, will lessen this impact
on other recovering species and the general recreation experience
zvailable. Active recreaticn management and reguiar mainctenance or
recreation sites 1in PWS will help rescore recreation and contribute
0 the recovery of injured species and habicac.

Zomment from zubli
Lnadequate active r
noticing the reducc
leads toO mere -rand
around use areas.

1C meecindgs snows the public awareness of
eCreatlon management Ln manv areas. 2=20ple are
10n in any sort oL enforcement personnel. This
ali ~llegal nhunting, more rtrash and impact
Zreating a =

opportunities Lncliy
Zound would heip =2
and help to manage

w facllities and
i nce in the
1ng species,

'1(0
n
[y}

Estimated Cost:
The =ndowmenc -wgould nzve zn 1Al
T . :
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Alaska InsTiTute por Sustamable Recreation and Tourise

P.0. Box 1353, Valdez, Alaska 99686
Phone: 907-835-4300 FAX: 907.835.5679
Federal Earplover 1denmipication No. 94-3036027

Sept. 28, 1993 DRAFT

Steve Hennig, Wyn Menetee

PWS Recreaton Project Work Group
P.0. Box 107001

Anchorage, AK 99510-7001

Dear Mr. Hennig and Mr. Menetee:

The Alaska Insurtute tor Sustainable Recreation and Tourism submits the tollowing project proposal
tor consideration tor tunding from the Exxon Valdez Restoraton Fund.

Project Name: Economic study of recreation in Prince William Sound Area

Project Description: This 1s an economic analysis of direct and indirect economic benetits to spill
impacted communites of recreational use ot Prince William Sound. Recreational use includes local
use as well as uses such as independent travelers. sports and guided hunters and fishermen. kayakers
2nd recreational boaters. tour guides and outtitters. and picnicking. hiking and camping. Direct
cconomic benetits accrue to local communities trom these and simtlar acuvities. [nadequate infor-
mauon is available to assign visitor day cconomic values. Currentiv. the tollowing are used:camping.
ricmicking 522.90: motonzed travel and viewing scenery 324.77: hiking. horseoack nding and water
ravel S18.000 wanter seorts = 37151 resorts = S21.240 other recreaton activines = ~33.98: wilder-
aess = 35249501990 RPA numpers tor Alaskan vaiues. source: U.S. Forest Servicel. Indirect eco-
nomic benerits 1o locai communiues inciude but are not limited to money spent on cquipment pur-
-hase and rentals. overnight accomodations and restaurant meals. groceries. sataries paid to tour and
Zuide ouditter emplovees. 1ood and housing tor tour and guide ouuiuer empiovees. iocal and stater
2deral taxes. user tees. and hicenses.

\What Recreation Resource or Service does this project restore and how?

{. Many outstanaing non-recreauonal restoration proiects are proposed for the Sound. How-
sver. some ot these projects have the potenual to adverseiy altect recreational users and communi-
ties dependent upon recreauonal users. There 18 no existing data on the SConomic importance ot
-eereanon in tne Prince William Souna area. RPA tigures currendy used (0 188120 ¢CONOmMIC vajues
.0 visitor days appear fow. If the economic imporance ot recreauon 1n Prince William Sound 1s
andervalued. the possibility exists that decisions maae to heip other resources and services injured
~v the spul wail adverseiy arrect recreauonal users ana services wnich were aiso injured.

2. Naturad resources on wnich recreauon depends were injured by tne spil resulting in a
decrease 10 VISIors W the sotll impacted area. Accoraing 1o the Division of Tourism statistics pro-



sram. 73.888 (32% ot 230.900) vacationspleasure visitors (visitor: = out-0f-state raveler) 10
Southcentral Alaska in 1989 visited Prince William Sound ("Patterns. Opinions. and Planning:
Summer 1989." Alaska Visitor Staristics Program II. p. 178). The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill caused
++% of the visitors to southcentral Alaska to avoid the oil spill ~rea (Ibid. D. 20). Thus, 101.596 out-
oi-state vacauon/pleasure visitors did not visit Prince William Sound in 1989 because of the spill.
'Ibid. pp. 102-103.) The average visitor to Valdez spends between $76.00 (Valdez Convention and
Visitors Bureau) and $94.50 (State Division of Tourism). Using these figures as indicative of the
value of a visitor day to Prince William Sound. we can multiply the num - *- of lost visitors times the
tow and high tigure 10 reach a range ot economic losses to the recreation, wourism industry in Prince
William Sound from the oil spill: $7.721.296 to $9.600.822. Some of these losses may have been
recovered by some segments of the recreauon and tourism industry through services provided to ol
spiil workers. However, companies otfering sailing, kavaking, and naturai history rips did not have

services that Exxon or spill workers hired. Likewise. ol spill *workers made fewer purchases trom
2ift shops.

The apove tigures show only the impact ot the spill on recreational and tourism use of the area by
aut-of-state visiors 1n 1989. [ do not have tigures on the loss ot local recreationai user days or 1n-
state visitor days. If these figures could be calculated. the economic damage to recreation and tour-

- m1n Prince William Sound in 1989 would undoubtedly be ¢ “siderably higher. Likewise. if loss ol
+181L0r and 1n-state visitor and recreauon use days were calet  d for subsequent vears. the figure
would be higher sull as some potential users have continued t, .void the Sound.

A better understanding ot the economic importance of recreation and tourism to the Prince William
Sound region will help in making informed decisions regarding the expenditure of Exxon Valdez
Restoration Funds for projects designed to help the recovery of the recreation resource.

3. Various special designauons have been considered ior the Sound as one way of restoring
tservices. In other regions. special use destgnations. such as Nationai Recreatton Area. Scenic
Rivers. or Wilderness have resuited in signiicant increascs in recreauon and tourism use. One of the

<Tilcul Components vl any decision regarding special designatons tor e Prince William Sound
Region snould be an economic analvsis ot the role of recreation and tourism 1n the area. What 1s the
ceunomic value recreauon and touns i local communitics - stall. cquipment purciiased. hoicl

rooms. tood. taxes paid. user tees. license tees. ete. ! This study would acauire this information.

Lo are. weretore. prnposing that the Exxon Valdez Trastees ~rropriate funds o hire a consultant (o
~dress the problem ot determining the cconome importanc. . recreation and tour. m in Prince
YWilliam Sound. '

Esumated cost: $30.000

On hehalt of the Board. I would like to thank vou for vour ¢ *in identfving recreation projects.

Nancv R. Lethcoe
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t907) 563-8866 1907y <72-2227
September 30. 1993 ' RECEIVED

SEP 30 1693

Mr. Steve Hennig, USDA Forest Service

Mr. Wyn Meneree. Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources
Prince William Sound Recreation Project Work Group
Exxon Valdez Oil Spiil Trustee Council

P.O. Box 107001

Anchorage, AK 99501-7001

Subject: Request for Nomination of Shotgun Cove Recreation Access
Project.

Gentiemen:

The enclosed Recreation Restoration Project Proposal is written jointly by
the City or Whittier and the Chugach Alaska Corporation. the principal
landholders of developable property within Shotgun Cove. 0 request
that the Prince William Sound Recreation Project Work Group, and the
Exxon Valdez Oil Spiil Trustee Council. nominate for inclusion into the
1994 EVOS Work Plan und support necessary funding for the rroposed
Shotgun Cove Recreauon Access Project 1n western Prince - William Sound.
This request 1s basea on the long-standing desire of the majority or the
isers or Prince Villlam souna (o nave improved recreationat access at
Shotgun Cove uand ‘0o improve recreation. (ourism and
development in western = Prince William Sound
signiticantdy 1mpactea by the Exxon Valdez oii spill.

economic
- the Jarea most

The prnimary oblecuve of this proposed project 1s to restore and enhance
‘he recreanonal experieace [or u broad c<ross section of the public by
croviding the necessary public uaccess and infrastructure. specificaily a
“oad to Shotgun Cove una a breakwater in the harbor. for not only those
'ndividuais traditionaily uunlizing the Whittier area us 1 jump-off point
for wilderness excursions into the Sound. but aiso for ready .iccess to
nose WNO may not necessariy nave tne Jesire (0 rougn (7 n primiuve
conditions. Speciricatly. when ieveraged with other likely ctublic and
crivate funding sources the investment of $16.3 miilion ov e EVOS
Trustee  Jouncii courd vreid o gramatic new  recreaton  gestination  in

Passage (Canal and =2xpand recreatton and tourism 0 western Prince



Mr. Steve Hennig, USDA Forest service
Mr. Wyn Meneree. Alaska Deot. or Naturai Resource

Prince William_ Sound Recreauon Project Work (Group t2ntember 3N, 19971

William Sound. Indeed. :he current DOT/PF Transportation Plan gives
poth the road to Whittier and the road to Shotgun Cove high priorit; for
purposes ot federal ISTEA funding and the Corps of Engineers is prebared
to move into the funds appropriation phase as soon as the road is built.

Many residents of southcentral Alaska and Prince William Sound have
long suggested that a network of recreational facilities piaced within one
or two days travel through-out the Sound and along portions of the Gulf
Coast would create a superior opportunity for linking the recreational
use of Prince William Sound with that of the Inside Passage through
Southeast Alaska. the coast of British Columbia and Puget Sound. This
would. in erfect, link Anchorage and Seattle for recreational boating
enthusiasts. [t is appropriate that the four road-accessible communities
in or near the Sound be the anchors for such a network and possess the
most highly deveioped recreational support :nfrastructure. Whittier. at
present. contains the least amount of such inrrastructure and visitor

support services of the {our communities while having the greatest
potential demand in the roreseeaple rurture.

The Summary of Public Comment on Alternatives of the Drart Exxon
Valdez Oil Spiill Restorauon Plan prepared by the EVOS Trustee Council,
published in September of 1993. shows that of those individuals and
organizations responding (o the aquestions concerning opportunities for
numan use. fully 70% ravor funding for options ranging [rom protecting
existing human uses. increasing existing human uses and/or encouraging
appropriate new uses. .he shotgun Cove prorect s an  outstanding
apportunity (o meet this puplic senument.

Ve wiil be giad to discuss this proposai with vou or members of the
Trustee Councii at vour conventence. [f vou have comments or guestions

concerning the toregoing. or desire ‘urther :nformation. piease contact
‘ne  undersigned.

Very tridy vours.

& s -
ARy A2 e

e ST T

a . - . _ .
Gary Williams. City Manager 2% Michaei E. Brown. President
City or Whittter. Alaska Chugacn Alaska Jorporation

City o Whittter

~augacn Alaska Corporaton Page 2



SHOTGUN COVE RECREATION ACCESS PROPOSAL Septemper_ 3N, 1993

Recreation Restoration Project Proposali
Project Name: Shotgun Cove Recreauon Access
’roject Description:

Shotgun Cove is a sheltered. undeveloped marine area six miles to the east of
the City of Whittier. [t is within the corporate boundaries of the city.
Numerous plans and studies have been conducted bv the State. Citv, US Army
Corps ot Engineers and Chugach Alaska Corporation over the years identifying
tnis area as a prime opportumity for dispersed recreation. tourism and
economic expansion in the western Prince William Sound. In each case. the
overriding public policy determination was to designate Shotgun Cove
primarily for recreational. resort, seasonal and permanent residential
development and for establishment of a smail-boat harbor to serve
recreattonal boaters.

A development concept and business plan was prepared in [993 for the
Anchorage Economic Development Corporation (AEDC) by Internationat
Tourtsm and Resort Advisors orf San Francisco (INTRA), :n coilaboration with
the Anchorage based engineering firm Peratrovich. Notungnam & Drage. inc.

A copy of the salient portions of this report are attached as Appendix B for
vour reference. '

The objectives of the INTRA report were to consider four purposes for the
proposed recreation and resort area:

- To provide a convenment hub and departure point for Anchorage. Mat-Su

Vallev and Kenair Peninsula residents seeking to explore Prince William
Sound:

- To serve as 2 convenient place tor occasional “zetawavs' for local
residents of Southcentral Alaska:

To foster economic development by addineg a wvisitor desunauon to western

Prince William Souna where visitors and residents alike can enjoy the
wonders of Alaska:

- To provide a terminus for Alaska-bound cruising -acatons and as a
deparwure  pownt tor  Mancouver-oound  Cruises.

in considering these purposes. the study +was mindful of the range of
‘oportumties tor development at the site. including ua :easomai and vear-round
resort. condominiums. vacation cabins. boat haroor. 2and 1 potenual base of
~perauons for tour poat operators. marine ferry. and pleasure cruises. At the
-ame time. the analysis carefully considered reguirements for the
sonservation and cnpnancement of the scenic auaiittes of Shotgun Cove.

The .onclusitons .t the report Jare  ‘ar-ranging. but  ~pow  (hat  ihere 1S
substantial opportunity for establishing a desunauon resort at Shotgun Cove
wvith grotects tnat are economically feasible - nciuding 2 smail Soat harbor.

2sofrt ractiites, ~na cestdential dcvcmomen[. - w<ur-rouna rCsSOrt. resort
i
4

condomuiniums and hillside capins were cach shown to support a [3% internal

CITY OF WHITTIER
THUGACH ALASKA CORPORATION "AGE 1



SHOTGUN COVE RECREATION ACCESS PROPOSAL Septemper 30, 1993

rate of rewrn. The lodge itself can generate over 38.000 visitor days per year.

with 213 full time employees and annual revenues to the City and State
exceeding S1.2 miilion.

However. while these projects do present a favorable investment opportunity
for potential developments. they cannot support the costs of infrastructure.

and parucularly the nine-mile. paved access road required to be deveioped
from the current City of Whittier to Neptune Point. This road in fact must be
constructed prior to commencement of further development as indicated in
the five-year schedule established in the report.

[t is in this access development capacity that joint funding of this proposal
through the EVOS seulement will enable such a wide range of recreational
opportunities to be realized while fulfilling the mandate of the EVOS Trustee

Council and achieving the goal of the Prince William Sound Recreation Project
Work Group.

What recreation resource or service does this project restore and
how:

There s a substantial perception among potenual users of the Sound that
beacnes heavily impacted by the oil spill. particularly those i1n the western

Sound were seriousiy and permanently damaged by the oil spiil.  This impact
nn o tourism was immediate and caiculable. as 25% of the visitors who pianned to
visit the area canceled thetr scheduled trips to the Sound in 1989. The
evidence suggests that this loss of revenue - and conunued perception of

damage to the environment - cxists in some form todav.

This reputation can be repaired through the provision of the kind of visitor
access proposed at Shotgun Cove. [t will provide a new destinauon in the area
with improved access nto the heart of the western Sound. While this
Jeveiopment uopens 2 new area (o visitors. this <concept has l{ong been
rdenuried and approved bv iocal and area plans. inciuaing :ne Alaska Coastal
“anagement Program and City of Whituer Comorenensive Plan. The roaa and
Jevelopment at sShotgun Cove are designed (o control access (o (ne region by
confining  rhe majority  of  dcuvity to  a developea crea :rom which
recreationists  can venture for short periods and cxperience 4 pristine
wilderness without placing undue stress on the land ccosystems or wiidlife.

Other links between this deveiopment and the oti spiil are paramount. A new
noat harbor at Shotgun Cove cun mitigate wear and damage to the current
Whittier Smail Boat Harbor caused bv contractors during the spill clean-up

errort. Further. -iven nat EVOS tunds have uaireaay been icenutied for
tmproved access (o SWhittier. the community requires additional funding to
provide desunauons for users of this access. [t is estmated that if new road
access 1s provided througn the exisung railroad some 300.000 new isitors will

more than tripie wisiation v Whittier.

ZITY OF WHITTIER
CHUGACH ALASKA CORPORATION PAGE 2



SHOTGUN COVE RECREATION ACCESS PROPOSAL Sentemper 10, 1993

Estimated cost and joint funding proposal:

The principal development elements at Shotgun Cove are: (1) road and utility
infrastructure to serve the area from the currently, developed Whittier
townsite. (2) boat harbor for 700-800 pleasure crart. tour boats and marine
ferrv docking, and (3) resort and townsite amenities. The INTRA study
indicates the resort and townsite amenities can be established exclusively with
private funding if the road and boat harbor are funded from other sources.
These pnvate investments wiil reach upward of $65.0 million within the first
seven vears of development. In addition. further investment is likely as
subdivision activity may occur on lands along the access road between the
existing Whittier townsite and Trintty Point. principally on City of Whittier
lands at Emeraid Cove.

Funds required to construct the road and boat harbor at Shotgun Cove,

together with associated utilities and related infrastructure. are estimated as
follows:

Shotgun Cove Access Road

Phase [ - Whittuier to Boat Harbor 510.0 million
Phase [I - Boat Harbor to Neptune Pt. 3.8 miilion
Total Access Road S18.8 miilion
Public cewer and water S 2.5 million

Public Harbor
Breakwater and wave barner

S 1.4 muilion
Dock on wave barrier and floating dock 2.3 mullion
Floats (500 at 310.000 each) 3.0 muillion
Ferry Terminai 30 million
Parking Lot 0.5 miilion
Enginesring and Administration =0 mutlien
Total Public Harbor :20.2 miilion

Private Harbor

Floaung Dock/Floats (300 at 310.000 eacn) © 5 3.3 miilion
Parking Lot .5 miilion
Engineering and Admrinistration 1.0 muilion
Total Private Harbor 5 4.8 milion

Several funding sources can be identufied tor such a project. assuming overail
inrrastructure support from ot spiuil funas. The US Armyv Corps of Engineers
nas indicated a iong-standing nterest 1n this project completing a {avorable
report 1n 1987 on tne prolect. Through federai sources. tne Corps could support
breakwater and wave barrier tunding for tne docks in an wmount esumated to
he as mucn as 385.0 muilion.

Given the proposed construction ol an upgraded state ferry terminal  und
automobtle and passenger loading racility at the Public Harpor. federai ISTEA
funding s reasiole 2t otne T3 devel :in support of construction of the factlity
and road construcuion otetween the current MWhittizr iownsite 2nd  the boat
harpor. This can reaitze as nuch as an  .dditionai $11.0 miilion. The recent

CITY OF WHITTIER
CHUGACH ALASKA CORPORATION \GE 3



SHOTGUN COVE RECREATION ACCESS PROPOSAL Septemper 30, 1993

Draft 1994-1997 DOT/PF Transportation Plan. in fact. lists this road as a high
priority for federal ISTEA funding.’

As the operator of the current smail boat harbor. the City or Whittier is aware
of a substanual unruifilled demand for smail boat moorage facilities in western
Prince William Sound.  Projecuons suggest the possible pre-sale of scores if
not hundreds of boat slips to private parties. [f so. revenue anticipation bor-3
can be sold in contempiation of a condominiumized private boat harb:r
facility for 300-400 slips at $25.000 each. or an estimated $10.0 muilion. Finaliy
a large floating dock is in high demand today by current tour boat operators.
Such a facility might be funded by contractual agreements with these
operators for as much as $1.0 million.

[f such funding support can be generated. the remaining funding

requirement to assure the development at Shotgun Cove is S16.3 million as
follows:

Costs of Development:

Access Road S18.8 miilion
Utilities 2.5 muiilion
Public Harbor 20.2 million
Private Harbor 4.8 million
Total Cost of Development $46.3 miilion

Sources of Funding

Corps of Engineers $8.0 million

Federal ISTEA tunding [1.0 muillion

Private moorage sales 10.0 miilion

Tour boat operators 1.0__muilion

Estimated exisung sources $30.0 million
EVOS Funds Required for Development $16.3 million
Thererore. with o1 soul tunding of $16.3 miilion. the enure 46.0 miilion
Jevelopment s realized. Further. under the INTRA scenario. once road and

harbor tacilities are constructed sigmificant turtner private tunding s likely.

The opportunities tor unique and varied outdoor recreational pursutts  at
shotgun Cove are present. as the western Prince William Sound orfers rishing,
Jdiving, saithing, kavaking., and scemic boat rides in a spectacuiar setung. The
resort operators wiil secure concessionaires and tour operators to provide such
imentties  and services (0 (neir  guests J4nd  J4ay  yisitors.  Such  secondary
responses to this desunauon will wvieid =zven further economic investment. job
Jreauon  and recreauon opportunity  or tne  urea.

CITY OF WHITTIER
THUGACH ALASKA CORPORA PAGE -



SHOTGUN COVE RECREATION ACCESS PROPOSAL

Septemper 0. 1993

1.)

Application of the EVOS Trustee Council Criteria

for Rating the Benefit of the Shotgun Cove Recreation

Access Project

Needed or desired public service, facility or amenity.
This development has enjoyed public support in major planning efforts
of the region. and has been a high prionity for both the City of Whittier
and Chugach Alaska Corporation. In fact the City. which has limited
funding, has spent more than $100.000 on construction of a two mile
pioneer road leading part way to Shotgun Cove in order to show project
feasibility. Once completed. the project can generate significant
tourtsm and recreation potential with a major new destination in the
Sound. with new economic opportunity for residents of the region, as

well as provide access to lands best suited for conventional residential
living in the Whittier area.

Conflict among public users and interest groups.

Shotgun Cove development has long been contempiated and approved in
Whittier coastal zone management and comprehensive plans. both of
which  invoived extensive public processes. Indeed. the project will
reduce conflict among competing users by providing access to more
area in which to recreate and more facilities {rom wnich to launch

adventures.  Currently, water oriented recreationists are confined to the
Whittier Smail Boat Harbor. which s used substanually bevond its
normal capacity - resuiting in conflict between recreation and

commercial users.

Land oriented recreattonists are unable to access state park land and
dedicated federal recreation areas because of inadequate access. Land
access to these uareas would be available if a road existed to Shotgun Cove.
[t 1s unlikely conrlicts wiil exist at areas bevond the Cove because the

sheer size of the Sound will accommoagate a variety of uses and users.
Finallv. because this project will likely reautre an EIS. due to the receipt
i tederat runas. .nv further confritcts can oe sorted out 1n the EIS
process. '

Link to injured recreation resource or service.

As indicated 4bove. there s substanuai  evidence that tourists and
recreauonists wno utlized the western Sound in the past perceive that
the o1l spill damaged the integnty and beautv of the area. Some 23% of
scnedufed  rassengers  canceled therr rips in 1989, :na lingering
zconomic impacts are [ikelv. This reputauon can be parnally repaired
by providing new tourism desunauon in the region. which in 1tself wiil
provide access (o the areas hardest hit by the oil spiil.

Secona. there was ewcessive wear ana damage o the existing ‘Whittier
Smail Boat Harbor and ancillary points of embarkauon causea by oil
sptll clean uo contractors and <rews.  The provision of access 1n this
new area permits the construcuion of a new. cnhanced harbor that wiil
mitigate damage agone o the Whittier area during o sptil response.

CITY OF WHITTIER
CHUGACH ALASKA CORPORATION PAGE 6
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Septemoer 30, 19903

tn

Third. o1l spill funds have alreadvy been allocated to help construct

permanent vear-round access to the current Whittier townsite through
the existing raiiroad tunnel. The area will experience a dramatic
increase 1n visitors. but it has no further financiai resources to cope

with this visitation or provided amenities to visitors when they arnve.
A new desunaton at Shotgun Cove wiil provide this outlet. as well as

provide residenual areas for workers to support Whittier tourism
requirements.

Fourth. the City of Whittier experienced two key financial losses due to
the otl spul. Given the brief and unexpected support of the local work
force at the ume of the 1990 federal census. the Citv lost its opportunity
to secure federal Community Deveiopment Block Grant Funds. At the
same time. oil spill response employment was so lucrative that the City
was obliged to raise wages to minimize the loss of key employees. Such
financiai losses can only be recovered by providing alternative
revenue sources. i.e.. property and related taxes from new developments
like those at Shotgun Cove.

Finally, Chugacn Alaska Corporation and its shareholders. who live and
work througnout the il spill impacted area. =zxperienced both
immediate and long-term emouonal and financial injury. Two salmon
canneries 1n the Cordova uarea surfered financiai harm (o the extent that
the canneries ceased operauons. contributing to the bankruptcy of the
parent corporation and all of its subsidiaries. The loss of the canneries
meant the loss of readvy markets for salmon caught by the local
fishermen. This. in conjunction with the apparent harm to the fish
runs themselves by contact with oil polluted waters. has resuited in the
overail demise of the fishing industry in Prince William Sound.
Although recreation development at Shotgun Cove will not bring a
return  to  heaith for the saimon or resurrect the salmon-canning
industry 1n - Prince  William Sound. it will provide a measure of
diversirication to the zconomic buse. provide tax revenues to the local
community and oprovide empiovment tor those who wisn to work in the
ourtsm rndustry.

Economic feasibility.
The [INTRA swudy descriped above reflects that several sigmificant
prnivate developments enjov a [5S% internal rate of return. inciuding the

vear-round resort, condominiums ana hiilside cabins. However, various
levels or puolic and private investment are necessary (o support road.
unlity and  harbor construction to realize these opportunities. Once
constructed. maintenance and operauons wiil be supported through

user tees. iocal taxes and associated revenues.

Consistent with land/area attributes.

vhe City ot Whiter  CComprenensive  Plan  nas iong cailed for the
development of a road (o Shotgun Cove. as well us the development of a
harbor and residenttal housing. Likewise. the City coastal zone
management oian. adooted uas a part of the Alaska Coastal Management
Program. piedges ua coorainated cifort with the Alaska Department ofr
Transportation and Public Faciiities and U. S. Armv Corps orf Engineers

ZITY OF WHITTIER
CHUGACH ALASKA CORPORATION PAGE T



SHOTGUN COVE RECREATION ACCTSS PROPOSAL
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to devetop a boat narbor. reiated marine fraciiities and residential

areas
in the region. pnncioally within Shotgun Cove.

Number of people or user groups benefiting.

The INTRA report reflects substantial and varied benertits to users of
western Prince William Sound. These visitation and tourism specialists
estimate some 88.000 annual visitor davs in new tourism from this
gesunation. i1n addition to those who already use Shotgun Cove. Given
that visitation to the area wiil increase by at least 300.000 persons ecach
vear when access to Whittier opens in several vears. a destination of
this quaiity wiil be or benefit to most who make the trip to Whittier.

Displacement of current users.

Presumably some minor number of current users of Shotgun Cove,
principally kavakers. will travel deeper into Prince William Sound to
enjoy 1 true wiiderness experience. Even wiiderness seekers can
benerit from this aevelopment. however. siven improved and <cioser
dccess to the most desirable destinations in the Sound. [n fact it is most
itkely that better access to this area will resuit 1n more recreational
opporwnities 1n the region than now exists in the current Whittier
townsite. ifsers as diverse as kavakers and jet skiers will find that

increased access provides more room for them to conauct their separate
activites.

Adjacent land management.

Access to Shotgun Cove will open areas both the state and federal
governments ave identified as appropriate ror marine  parks.
campgrounas and picnicking areas. Access will enable e City of
Whittier to meet :ts mandated responsibilities to piace its state land
entitlement :nto private hands by the vear 2000.

Influence on other restoration projects or objectives.
This orotect w1il -upport access o Prince \William Souna -ommuniues
4na  -crvices Anose  marine  and  lourism . oriented  calerprises  aave  neen
rnnancea bv tne expenaiture of i soiil funas.

2ITY OF WHITTIER
THUGACH ALASKA CORPORATION PAGE 8
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

PROJECT NAME: Fleming Spit Recreation Area Znhancements

SPONSOR: The Cordova Sporting Club

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Fleming Spit 1is located within the Cordova
Ccity 1limits and is within the Prince William Sound Recreation
Project area. Fleming Spit is already the site of a strong terminal
Coho sport fishery and in the last 4 years a fledagling King fishery
has been started. The area 1s popular and accessible. The Cordova
Sportinag Club, a non-profit organization dedicated to the promotion
and development of cutdoor opportunities in the Cordova area, along
‘with many other interested local agencies and groups, would propose
a project funded by <the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill (EVOS) civil
settlement nonies <o improve the Fleming Spit site Ifor added

recreational use, safer access, and an improved and enlarged
fishing area.

The ongoing recreational <fisheries at Fleming Spit have been
developed through the cooperation of the Sporting Club (CSC), the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), and Prince William
Sound Aquaculture Corporation. The smolt release areas and the
surrounding tidelands and beach areas where the fish return to,
however, need to be enhanced and upgraded ¢to handle the ever
increasing pressure from local recreational fishermen as well as
a growlng number of %ourists. Our proposal includes acguision of
~ritical lands and rtidelands 1in the immediate Flemina Spoilt area,
i aredge and £ill crolect o 1mprove the existing smolt release
conds, 3 general clean-up of the area including the removal of a

jderelict barge, and the addition of a variety oI recreational
facilities.

our prcposal 1s kroken down lnto two phases. rhase 1 Zocuses upon
wOrk that 1is directly related to enhancing the sport Iishery in the
area. rhase II includes projects and facilities that take advantage
©f other recreational opportunitles that exlst 1n the area such as
camping. Our specific proposal including work zasks, facilities,
and projected costs Zollows:

j—



Phase I:
Project/Task Projected Cost
Acquire Parcel $150,000

Dredge and Fill Operations/
(including engineering and

permitting) $150,000
Flood Plain Management

(engineering) $50,000
Surveying $30,000
Barge Removal Sl0,00Q

Composting Toilet
Facilities $30,000

Fishing Boardwalk

(1,000 feet, 3 feet wide

parallel to road with ramps

and stairways.) $300,000

Fish Cleaning Stations

(two stations, 6 bays each) $10,000

Off Street Parking

(signs, curb stops, paving) $20,000

Permanent Net Pens $20,000
Total Cost/Phase I $770,000

2hase II:

R.V. Campground

(10-15 Units, electrical

nookups, tables, [ire pits) $100,000

Sewerline Extension and

R.V. Dumpstation S450.000
Tent Platforms $20,000
Covered Picnic Pavileon $25,000

Total Cost/Phase I 3535,3500

Total Cost/Project $1,365,000.00

[§S]



We would anticipate that the total project would take 2 to 3 years

to complete. A preliminary site plan depicting the approximate
location of all proposed facilities is attached.

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS: We do not anticipate any significant or major
conflicts. Fleming Spit and the recreational fishery there are
enjoyed by local Cordovans and visitors alike from early spring
througn the Silver season in the fall. The Cordova Chamber of
Commerce holds a Silver Salmon derby each fall and many people fish
the area during that time. The Chamber has been a strong supporter
of recreational development at the spit for years. Groups such as
the Cordova Fly Fishers and the Cordova Trap and Gun Club support
our recreational goals for the area as well.

This proposal also enjoys the support of other important local
agencies and organizations. For example, the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game has been a long time supporter. ADF&G has proposed
a demonstration hatchery at the site in the past and it started
~he salmon release program there. The Sport Fish Division is a
strong supporter and has indicated that it would provide matching
funds for this project. Prince William Sound Aquaculture has
expended its own monies over the past few years to keep the Silver
and King fisheries going. It has also submitted a proposal to
improve the rearing ponds to lnsure a better smolt survival rate.

The Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation has considered Fleming
Spit as a possible addition to the State Park System. Development
at Fleming Spit 1is currently listed as a priority 1in the
Department's Statewide Recreation Plan. The U.S. Forest Service has
also demonstrated its support. Its staff have helped 1in the
development of this proposal. Finally, this project has the strong
support of the City of Cordova. It appears as a goal in the City's
Overall Eccnomic Development Plan. The City has developed plans and
sought funding for this type of project since 1985. The land 1is
already zoned for conservation and recreational uses kty the Cordova
Zoastal Managment Plan. We have a willing seller Zor the land we
want to acgulre.

There are two potential conflicts which will need to pe worked out
however, we belleve they are easily resolved. Zirst, the Eyak
Corporation has leased adjacent tidelands from the state for use
as a log transfer facility. The leased area is a very large tract
which extends i1ntc the fisnhing area. This area 1s not needed for
the transport of logs and the actual facility Is a good distance
from where people fish. We believe we can work ocut an acceptable
arrangement. Log trucks moving through the area pose a potential
threat %to pedestrians however, tratfic control signs should be
surficient o mltiligate that groblem.

Second, there are often transient workers and other visitors who
illegally camp on private lands and State owned tidelands 1in the



area during the summer. We don't see this as a conflict because
this project will ennance their camping experience by providing
good clean places to camp complete with restrocon facilities, dump
stations, water, trasnh cans, and the like.

LINK TO EVOS INJURY: Since the oil spill in March, 1989, Prince
William Sound commercial fisheries have declined drastically. A
large majority of Cordova residents are involved in the fishing
industry and because of the poor commercial seasons these residents
have had increased free time and an increased need for sport caught
fish. More and more of them have used the Fleming Spit area. The
continued emotional impacts from the spill have also increased the
need for recreational outlets and positive relationships with
fishing for the people adversely affected. People have appeared to
be hesitant and concerned about sport fishing in the oiled areas
of the Sound and more and more of them have expressed an interest
in and support for the enhanced fishery at Fleming Spit.

With the spill and the resultant media coverage, Prince William
Sound has become an increasingly well known tourist destination.
This is good for Cordova; with the decline in fishing since the
spill, we need to concentrate on diversifying our economy. This
area 1is an excellent location for facilities of this type because
it is within walking distance of downtown and approximately 3,000
feet from the new Cordova Ferry Staging Area.

But there are also problems associated with the increase in
visitors. These people need to have safe and accessible activities
in the immediate area. Our desire would be to channel tourists to
areas like Fleming Spit and relieve the recreational and fishing

pressures on other fresn water spawning streams in the Copper River
Delta area. '

ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY: The enhancement or the Fleming Splt area and
the recreational fishery would benefit an unlimited number of
Cordova residents and Vv1sitors o Prince William Sound. The
principal costs would ke i1n land acgquision and :nfrastructure
lnprovements. Maintenance of the facillity/park could be financed
through user fees on the campsites and the dump station, and user
donations. As stated above, the City of Cordova, The Alaska
Department of Fish and Game, the Division of Parks and oOutdoor
Recreation, the U.S. Fforest Service, and Prince William Sound
Aquaculture Corporation have all discussed and proposed ennancement
projects for this area in the past. Followlng acquision of the land
and construction of the rfacilities, the area could be turned over
To one orf these agenciles. They would Subseguesntly ke responsible
for the maintenance and upkeep of the improvements. PWSAC has been
instrumental in obtalning the Coho and Chinook smolt and we see no
reason why tThis won'<t ccntinue.

CONSISTENCY WITH SURROUNDINGS: Fleming Spit is located on the edge
oL town directly con Orca Inlet. Z2ecause of =he cast erforts atc

S



establishing the terminal Coho and Chinook runs, 1t has become a
well known and heavily used "fishing hole". The area is accessible
when weather prohibits boating and for those who don'‘t have access
to a boat suitable for the Inlet or one of the surrounding rivers
or streams. Our project will increase the accessibility, the
safety, and the appearance of the area. The existing smolt pond
will be enlarged and improved to decrease the mortality rate among

young salmon. The land is zoned for conservation and a recreation
area is consistent with that designation.

NUMBER OF PEOPLE BENEFITTING: No established facilities are
presently in place so accurate user counts are not available.
However, Lt can be said that the improvement of the Fleming Spit
area would benefit the entire population of Cordova. In additicn,
people using other parts of the Sound for recreation would be drawn
o the enhanced fishery much as they are to the fisheries adjacent
to the hatchery in Valdez. The Cordova Silver Salmon derby held in
late August and easly September draws more and more entrants each
vear. The proposed improvements at Fleming Spit would allow more
2nd more people access to the fish and would result in an expanded
tourism industry for Cordova.

DISPLACEMENT OF CURRENT USERS: The only people keing displaced
would be transient campers who camp on private land and State owned
tidelands during the summer months. These people would not really
be displaced but rather, would be provided with a legitimate and
significantly improved place to camp.

ADJACENT LAND MANAGEMENT: The tidelands immediately north of
Fleming Spit are leased by the Eyak Corporation and used as a log
transfer facility. We do not believe this presents a conflict with
this project. Other surrounding tidelands are owned by the State
of Alaska and the City of Ccrdova. Some of the uplands have private
owners (includinag the parcel we nope to acguire). wWe would have to
ne sure that crivate landowners have legal access 2o their
property. The rest or the uplands are ownea Dy the S5State and the

Ccity. The area is zoned for Conservation; however, recreation
projects are specifically permitted.

INFLUENCE ON OTHER PROJECTS: As stated abcve, the enhancement orf
~he Fleming Spit area for recreation and sport fishing has been
proposed and ciscussed Ly a number of agencles and other
organizations over the vears. Because legislation or budget
1llocations were not forthcoming, none of these proposals have come
-0 fruition. No other use has teen publically discussed for this
area. All of the groups and agencies .dentified above would
cooperate on the improvements proposed for Fleming Spit. It would

be a community lmprovement and a project that everyvone in Cordova
could appreciate and use.

w
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RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project Title: Shoreline Trash Clean-up for PWS

Project Desgcription:

A shoreline trash clean-up project for the oil spill area has
already been submitted to the Restoration Team for inclusion in the
1994 Work Plan. The intent of this project is to utilize volunteer
forces to remove garbage from beaches that are used often for
recreation and have heavy concentrations of garbage.

A contract would be awarded for a private non-profit group to
- prioritize beaches with heavy trash accumulation, organize a
volunteer force of workers and boats, and to manage the clean up
efforts. The actual clean-up efforts would only take one weekend.
- Boat gas, bags and gloves would be provided. Once the volunteer
clean-up system 1s in place, it would be easier to repeat the
efforts in subsequent years. This project is currently proposed as
a one time effort and does not address the root of rthe problem,
boaters throwing waste overboard. This does not substitute
educating and monitoring the boaters.

This project will remove shoreline trash from many of the
recreational beaches. There are some beaches though, such as ones
exposed to the Gulf of Alaska, that would take a more excensive
operation to remove the existing trash. This probably would not be
able to be done by volunteer work. Additional funding may be
requested for several severely trashed beaches. A decision should
be made whether to limit this type of project 2o only vclunteer

work and only to one year or to thoroughly address the issue otf
shoreline trash cleanup.

What recreation resource or service does this project restore and
how? '

D1l still remains on the Deacnes chat are primarily or partly used
Zor recreation. The remaining oil detractcs from the aesthetics of
these beaches as does the garbage that washes ashore, both
detracting from the recreational experience. Removal of garbage
Irom beaches that are used oiten Lor recreation and have heavy
concentracions oL garbage would help improve theilr appearance,
providing a better recreation experience.

Estimated Cost:

The estimated cost oOf the project proposal thart went to the
Restoration Team 1s $31,000. This project could be worked in under
proposed Zndowment Zor Cutdoor Recreation Management -n PWS.
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL

FORMAT FOR IDEAS FOR RESTORATION PROJECTS

Title of Project: Alaska Oil Spill Curriculum Rewrite and Reprint

Justification: Service and educaton -- To understand the impacts ot the EXXON VALDEZ oil
spill and ongoing activities to restore the damage.

Description of Project: (e.g. goals(s), objectives, locaton. rauonale and technical approach)

The goal of this project is to: 1) complete a revision ror each or the four sections of the
Alaska Oil Spill Curriculum (pre-school, Kindergarten-3rd grade. 4th-6th grade. and 7th-12th
grade) using evaiuatons received and comments from workshop attendees and instructors: and
1) provide a series of teacner-training workshops in key iocauons in Prince William Sound.
Alaska and the Lower-48 to give guidance on usage of the curriculum matenals.

In order to be truly etfective. the pilot curriculum was designed to be tested in the
classroom. then revised based on teachers’ responses and updated to include current relevant
events. This curriculum was written by a group of concerned educators in 1989-90 and has been
distributed natonally. Evaluation forms have been received from some of the users and will be
reviewed by the writing team. We propose the project to also include a series of workshops will
be held during the rirst vear to gather more specific input for the revision. These comments will
be reviewed with the evaluation forms and improvements to the curnculum wiil be retrined. Once
revised, the curriculum will be reprinted and distributed nationatly.

Educators throughout Alaska. the Lower-48, and even internationally, have requested
copies of this curnculum. The lesson plans emphasize both prevenuon measures and energy
conservation. The curncuium 1s accompanied by two videos and other packgrouna materals.

\ rewnite 1s absoiutely crtical to ensure that educators have ine best possible tool to nelp
our future decision-makers understand oil-related 1ssues and concerns.

Estimated Duration of Project: - vears
Estimated Cost per Year: 549,500

Other Comments: During the spring of 1990. the Prince William Sound Science Center. in
cooperation with the Prince William Sound Community College. published the pilot curriculum.
The curncuium includes hands-on acuvities presented in an easy-to-read. easv-to-use format.



Name, Address, Telephone:

Dr. G.L. Thomas, Director

Beth Trowbridge, Education Coordinator
Prince William Sound Science Center
P.O. Box 705

Cordova, AK 99574

(907) 424-5800 -- FAX 424-5820

Oil spill restoration is a public process. Your 1deas and suggestions wiil not be propnetary, and you will
not be given any exclusive ngnt or pnivilege to them.
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MT. EYAK
SKI AREA

CORDOVA., ALASKA

Prince William Sound Recreation Work Group

ZOX L0
Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreahon CORDOVA. ALASKA 99574
P.O. Box 107001 ocioionie
Ancnorage, Alaska 99510-7001 e

To Whom This Letter Concerns:

The Sheridan Ski Club (5.5.C), a non-profit corporation tormed 50 vears ago to encourage *vinter
recreation in and around Cordova, now manages the Mt. Evak Ski Area tor the Citv of Cordova.
[t is in this management capacity that we ask you, the P.W.S. Recreation Project Work Group to
“onsider our reauest tor tunaing the prolects descnibed 1n this letter.

Since 5.5.C. took over management of the Mt. Evak Ski Area in i988. it has vastly increased its
public support and user groups with very limuted dollars, large amounts of voluntecr labor,
contributions trom many varied local businesses, including the City ot Cordova and the us
Forest Service, and has managed to complete the following projects:

1. atotal replacement of its 1930's top drive to a new electnc/diesel hvdraulic drive at the
more accessible bottom

2. rebuiid its two off loading stations

3. major run improvements — including rock work ana stump removal

4. anew Midwav building

nter 1NLO a Lo~ perative agreement with our teleonone Comodany (nat wiii helo us
~3DIGCC OUr Safety and ¢ontrol Circuits

6. helped coordinate a future sewer linc to the area with the US Forest Service and the
Citv ot Corgova

The S.5.C. manavement of this winter recreational area has provided continuea growth and
opportunity tor 1ts 300 memoers and the public at large. This growtn has come about because of
the club members hard work. Many thousands ot volunteer hours have peen spent bullding up
‘his area. trom nrst planming and erection ot the chairhift in the eariv seventies, Lo puiiding a
“idwav operator ski patroi building this month. The results can be scen 1n last winters
speration. A record vear oy all measures; being open neariv 30 davs ana seeing aimost 3000 skier
1sits. This 1sn t inciuding the tree rope tow and lessons avaiiable most winter €venings.

This growin has toen aimoest contnuous, unol in 1939 atter recovenne ITOM 3 Q1sastrous
viectrical fire, Mt. Evak rcopened to record snowtalls, beautful weatner and the narsh tumes ot
the Exxon Valdez dritong across the upper mountain. That disaster tOOkK awav every
L nowiedgeasie emoiovee ana volunteer, torang the ciosure ot the area. This disaster stole away
the recreationai orportumey ot all Cordovans. espeqiaily tor e cniidren wino couid not relieve
thelr stress oy working on tne spiil, nor by skiing at Mv. Zvak dunne tnair anucipated spring
Lreax.




itis in light of this and the fact that we do provide much needed winter recreation to many
residents of Prince William Sound (PWS), that we ask vou to consider our request for helpin

tunding the following proects. These projects come from our list of long term goals first
proposed in 1988 and still needed today.

PROPOSAL A

Engineering, purchasing, lighting and construction of a new beginner-intermediate ski hill
with a hanale tow or similar tvpe of surface lift.

ESTIMATED COST:

Lift purchase and engineenng 330,000
Ground preparation 7,000
Installation 3,000
Lights and installation 8,000
Total $50.000

Our present beginner rope tow was built in Cordova by local volunteers in 1966 and moved
to its present location in 1973. While it provides adequately for the verv beginner, it does
not provide a transition to our very steep chairlift. Nor does it provide an opportunity for
the more advanced beginner, intermediate or advanced skier to night ski — a much needed
resource during our dark winter months. This proposed hill would be built just west of the
base of our present chair, on land alreadyv leased from the State of Alaska. as winter
recreation land. This proposed hill would see approximately 3000 skier visits per year.

PROPOSALB

A 1500 sq. foot dav lodge to be built to incorporate our present restroom;/ catetaker
apartment/ rental room building.

ZSTIMATED COST: £45,000

Our present 380 sq. foot warming hut was donated to the Ski Club in 1966 and moved
several nmes to its present location. Currently we see as manv as 300 skiers per day while

this present facilitv can only seat 20 peopie at a tme: hardly enough space to provide for the
dining and warmung needs of that manv people.

This proposed building could also provide a large famulv onented space for many other

organuzations in Cordova. The proposed building site wouid be inside the winter recreation
{eased lands ot the State of Alaska.

PROPOSAL C

To clear a trail/cat road approximately 3500 feet long under the northwest side of the
mountain. Purchase and install several hundred feet ot cuivert. Clear severai runs up hill
from the proposed cat road to the top. Clear stumps on several lower runs.

ESTIMATED COST: 215,000



The northwest side of Mt. Evak receives the best and most snow. but s not fully utlized
because of severai creeks and narrow forested traverses, making it impossible to reach with
snow groomung equipment. This makes a substantial poruon of the mountain inaccessible
to many skiers and somewnat dangerous to all. This proposai would allow the general
skiing pubic to more fully utilize the lift facilities we now have. [t would aiso aliow us to
use the local experts at this kind of work, the logging companues, in a way the whole
community wouid see as posiave. This proposed project wouid see approxamately 5000

asers per vear and is located on leased winter recreation land belonging to the State of
Alaska.

In closing, we wouid like to thank you for taking the time to read or tisten to our requests
and consider them. We would also like to remind vou that while there are many proposals
‘hat address the summer time recreation needs of the users of P\WS when opportunities
abouna, the truly impacted users live here 12 months ot the vear. The Shendan Ski Club is
dedicated to providing recreational opportunity to all the residents of PWS dunng those
winter montns. Our 1nsurance inspector from the largest ski area insured in the United
States, savs we are one of the only club managed ski areas in the nagon that works. We
.vork because we nave the support and comrmutment of the puolic. the iocai business
comunuruty and the local City government. We ask for your support aiso.

Thank vou,

Mike O'Learv
Sheridan Ski Club



RECREATICN RESTORATION PRQJECT PROPOBAL

DROJECT NAME: Zardaova Histaorical Marine Park
SPONSOQOR: The Cordava Planning and Harbor Commigsians

PROJECT DRSCRIPTION: The goal cf this prceject ‘s tg acquire, restare
and display vintage fishing vessgsels, which have peen bullt and/or used
oy the Cordava fishing fleet during previous decades for commerclal or
zubsistence harvest. Speci1flc boats or boat types. Wwhich have played an
tmportant part in Cardova’s maritime and flshing nhistory wauld Dbe placed
on disgplay with interpretive signs describing what role the vegsel

clayed tn Cordova’s histaory, as well ag design artgins and how and where
‘t was cperated.

-

45 patential site hag peen discussed ty the City Flanning, Harbar and
“igtagrical Commtgsiong and £fcund ta e quite apprapriate. In the plan
Zgr the new ferry terminal, there are several undesignated narcow strips
af land surrounding the parking area. Thege aopen areas Wwaould he 1deal
fgr staging & vartety of the histaorical vessels, cifering maximum
axpasure and visibility tao vigitors, as well as lacal residents.

351% types c¢f vesselgs nave heen ldentified as approprlate

Zor the
exnibtit: (Specific boats that are avallable far thage

tndicated *)

Charlay Maore 24°'°*

Tiedeman Z2I'
Cannery Bgat [Seiner Style}*

Double EBnder*
Zlank Skiff
Seine Skiff

It

ated that

ip 3 al af the vesgsels waulad pe =
low poarding
K

closer opkservation, making

o (D
LIRS

v woeuld pe an outdoor @useum, cffering many otenefits, such &s:
-nhe pregervation ¢I vesgsels qthervtise saon to pe IcCSt

-the actual lifegize examples displaying the develcpment ot
=he Lacal fishertles

_an educational presentatian £or future generac
v lsltur:}

-an attractive and iateregting addition tao Cardova’'s
area, ag well ag great phaoto gpportunitlies Zar ¢

regidents and

rh

rons 3

Ferry Terminal

tourists
SROJECT CURRENT STATUS
TAND to be dJdonated bv City of Cordova 20,000.00
Tintaze boat ity of Cordova 623.85
Transport of hoats Yoluntary gquiment & labor 687.89
2estoration of Vessels coluntary labor 3,600.00
“inrace Equiment donaced 15,800.00

Total Donations to date 40,711.74
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24 Budget:

sstimated Cast

acgquigiticen and Transpaort c¢f Veggelg $35,200
Zegtoration ta vigsual warking ccndition
.ccgmetic repair, re-surfaclag & painting)
Charley Moare 24’ $ 5,000
Tiedeman 22’ S 5,009
Cannery Boat (Selne Style) $20,0@0
Double Ender S 9,000
Plank Skiff $ 2,000
Seine Skiff $ 3,590
Sutfit with authentic sr representational equipment
Charley Moare 24 331,590
Tiedeman 22° s 3,500
Cannery Boat $109,000
Jcocuble EBnder § 5,000
Plank Skiff s 3,000
Seine Skiff 35 3,000
Stgas :
Cverview of the historical diversity of the local
Zlsnerles fexamples cf zhellfish, crab, salman,
nerring, relp! S 5,009
Yessel infsrmatica dellineating the era, ugage,
zutlders & creratizn 318,900
Favillanz Zar Charley Maare, Tledeman & Double Ender $45,2209
Ssascaplng’ and landscaping, Zinger dccks, boarding
sangvWavs, llghting, varisus surrounding surface
- rTsatdeqnts $29,029
TOTAL PROJBCT COST $196,500
S0TENTIAL CONFLICTS: “here are no canflicts with land ugsage, the futurs
itaglng area Wwilll largely bDe created by intrecducing fil) inte a currcent
midal zane. Other types of landscaping far wvigual aegtheticg, ar ta
treate Wwind and wWeathsr Zreaks Wwill Te impogsible with vegetaticn.
There 13 na petter use Ior these vegsgelsg, which have became virtually
socsoLate, Subseguent zaintenance and visitar safety :3sueg will have
13 fe addressed Ty a jolnt eifcort of the D.C.T., the City of Cordava and
-ocal non-profit crganizations promoting tourism, nowever, nao serious
-apediment 3 faregeen.



*INK TO EVOS INJURY: There are many links tao injury resulting from the
ctl sptll. Demand for respanse vessels for the cleanup attracted boats
srem poth local and distant fisheries, ilncluding from cut of state. The
nigh dollar contracts affected boat values in two specific ways. A
large numper af fishermen used thelir capltal gaing te invest in newer,
1ore modern nhulls, which devalued the previous average gillnetter ar
zelner. Tn addition, aace the cantracts were campleted, many of the
-alaocated vesgels were ‘dumped’ ontc the lacal market further reducing
-ne value af clder lacal vessels. Cangequently, the less competitive

seggelg nave little value, while the older models have Bbecame uselesg to
-ne present flshery. :

n a recent article about Cardava 1in the Anchorage Dally news, it nated
"Maore than any ather tawn in South Central Alaska, Cardova’'s fartune has
been tied to the sea. As lang as the fishing was strong, Cardova did
just fine." After three disastrous Zlshing seasoaans, diverstifying
cardova’'s economy has tecome a primary caoncern for the conmmunity. It
~ag lang been recagnized that taurism cffers a sustalnaple growth
tndustry for the State of Alaska and has great potential in Cordova.

ctublic awarenesg of the Prince William Sound has increased dramatically
since the oil spill, national news, printed coverage of many varleties,
aven mavieg, have drawn significant attentiocn ta Cordava. This
awarenesgs has stimulated curiosity and has attracted travellers vigiting
-ne State, as well as Alaska regidents -3 Cardova, and will no doubt
continue ta do so. Much of the nistary of our City can be preserved by
saving thege vessels, T3 entertaln and ifnstruct those Laterested in tne
zarly days and to the recent changes in cur Iishing -adustroy.

ICONOMIC FPRBASIBILITY: Thls pral 3 a one-time rsguest g 1elp
staplish a permanent physical 2 orical representaticn of Carcava's
ishing fleet with examples from the clamtng and canning days, up ta
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riy gilinetting and selning. OCnce completed, zaintenance and
nagement 3nould be namtinal and cauld be gvercseen £y lacal Zroups in
sniunction «with D.C.T.

FONSISTENCY WITE SURROUNDINGS: &g seen cn the plansg, :iacluded, the
+agsels Will Bblena in very apprapriately with Ccrcova’'s new Marine
“ignway Terminal. 32elng adjacent ta the City’s haul-cut yard, this area
: general nas Dbeen used ta stare many vessels c¢f this nature far layug

r vears. A4lth thils cropogsal, there ts an gpportunity ta make these
sseis available and safe for cublic study.
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NUMBER OF PRBOPLR BENBPITTING: The cammunity as a whole will benefit.
Newcaomers will be able to understand the transitions experlienced by the
local industry and ‘old-timers’ witll be able to reminisce and share
thelr hlstory with friends and visitors. Bveryane walting £or the ferrcy
will have an lnteresting varlety of scenes ta explare and appreclate.

DISPLACBMENT OF CURRENT USERS: There i3 no displacement, thege strips

are an the perimeter of the new parking area faor the ferry terminal and
are as yvet undesignated.

ADJACBNT LAND MANAGEMENT: Aas shown on the plan, :he ddjcining property

{g oWwned ¢n cne side by the City far a staging area and by the State
Ferry System an the ather.

INPLUBENCE ON QTHBR PRGQJRCTS: Thig prozect will have cnly pasitive

affects on all of the present and Iuture recreational factlities in the
area and can only enhance any other types aof development 1n the area.



Cordova Historical Society‘

P.0. Box 391 Cordova, Alaska 99574
(907) 424-6665

November 2, 1993

To Whom It May Concerm:

The Cordova Historical Society supports the.concepc of a Cordova
Historical Marine Park.

We believe a park designated for marine relics and vessels would
promote an interest in the history of the fisning industry, which
is an integral part of Cordova' heritage.

The Cordova Historical Society could provide information regarding
the history of items displayed im the park through the museums

arcinives.

Sincerely,

_ /
Sharet. Grm el el

Sharon Ermold
President
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 9, 1993
TO: Gary Lewis/Cordova City Council
FROM: Walt Wrede \)\A}*

SUBJECT: Planning Commission Support For Saving the APA 3 And For
The Concept of Creating a Marine Historical Park.

As many of you Kknow, Brocke Adkinson has been working hard to
promcte the idea of establishing a Marine Historical Park in
Cordova. The general idea is to salvage and restore some of the old
fishing boats which have historical significance; that is, specific
boats or boat types that have played an important part in Cordova's’
maritime and fishing history. These boats would be placed on
display with interpretative signs describing what part the boat
or boat type played in Cordova's history. This project would
preserve part of the town's heritage as well as serve as a visitor
attraction.

Brooke has discussed this idea with the cCommission on other
occasions and it has conceptually endorsed the idea. At the
September 9 meeting, Brooke asked the Commission to make some
specific recommendations to the Council. The Commission voted to
do that and its recommendation$ follow:

1. Take whatever steps are necessary to save the APA 3. This boat
was apparently built here and it has a long and colorful history.
I+ is currently owned by the city and is slated for either the
auction block or the burn pile.

5. Give conceptual approval to the idea cf a Marine Heritage Park.

3. Hold public hearings, refer the issue to the Historical, Parks,
or Planning Commissions, or take some step to gather pubic input
on whether we should do this and if so, where the park should be -
located. -

4. The Commission would like the Administraticn to work with DOT/PF
+o see if the display could be jocated in the new ferry staging
area. It was felt that that would be an excellent place for it.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any gquestions.
Thanks.



JATE: Qctober 27, 1993

Ta: City Council thru Cityv Manager
TROM: Harbormaster Muma‘Mﬁnv/
RE: "YAPA-3"

As vou may or may not know, Brooke Adkinson has been working on the
development of a Historical Marine Park in Cordova. He would l:ke
=5 salvage and restore some cf the vintage £ishing vessels used in
she fishing industryv and make them the attraction in this Marins
2ark. One of the vessels he has expressed interest in becoming

cart of this park is the "APA-3" which was impounded by the Harbo
department this last summer.

A
The 1ssue of auctioning the vessel to racover the stcrag= charcges
against the vessel cr donating it to this Historical Marine rFarTk
was brought before the Harbor Commission at their regular meeting

of 10/21/93. After a brief presentation bv Mr. Adkinson aw
discussicn ZSv the Harber Commission, the commission vans*
unanimously to donate the "APA-3" to the Historical Marine Parx.

The Planning Commission has also made a similiar reccmmendatiorn -c

save the "APA-3" and to the establishment ¢f a Historical Mav:in-:
ark. ’

S“ne final note! There s 56232
~=ae vessel.

.85 worth of stcrage charces ag
i
2arik, wilil these s

hs wvassel 15 donated to the =1i1storical M
torage charges be forgiven?

ol)

-

jull

"lhig recommendation i3z fcirwarded £o wvou for wvour consideration.

¥ Iy
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\ Q\ DEVELO\%LEI?\:F%Z y éssgré}laﬁslorq INC
)15(9\ SOLOMON GULCH HATCHERY

P.O. Box 125
Valdez, Alaska 99686
Phono 835-1329 Fax 835-5951

November 5, 1993

Mr. Wyn Manefee
Recreation Work Group
Box 107001

Anchorags, AK 99510-7001

Daar Wyn:

Please find enclosed a copy of Valdez Fisheries Development
Assocliations proposal for a recreation restoration project. I must
apologize for not getting this to you sooner, but do to a very
hectic schedule I have not been able to submit this project request
under the time table you requested.

After talking to you and re-evaluating the criteria for these
projects, we feel this would be the only project we have that would
satisfy the evaluation criteria.

Mr. Tom VanBrocklin will be delivering this project to you and
will be able to discuss this projects merits if need be. I regret
that I am unable to attend the workshop, but another commitment
will keep me away. Thank you.

Respectfully,

Davea Cobb
Business Manager

DEDICATED TO THE UTILIZATION. CONSERVATION.
AND REHABILITATION OF ALASKA'S FISHERY RESOURCE
WITHIN THE 200-MILE LIMIT



RECREATION RESTORATION PROJECT PROPQSAL

Project Title: 8olomon dulch Hatchery Raceway Reconstruc+ »Hn

Project Description:

Rebuild a rearing raceway at Solomon Gulch Hatchery 1 -
Valdez, Alaska. Funds allocated for this project would b. spent ca
the rebuilding of an aluminum raceway that has been severely
damaged overtime by hydraulic forces acting upon it.

The rearing raceway would ba deepened and
constructed of reinforced concrete.

<ated in

widened angd

What recreation resources or serv

ices does this project restore and
how?

Recreation and tourism in Valdez were impacted’ by the oil
spill. The reason that many pecple visit Valdez is the excellent
sport fishing opportunities that existed in and near Valdsz.
Howevear, since the 1989 oil spill, these opportunities nave baen
greatly reduced. The major impact from the spi.l has been felt in
the reduced numbers of sport fish available to the fishermen. It
has been documented that Pink salmon were heavily impacted by the
spi1ll and they continue to be adversely effected to this date.
While Pink salmon are primarily a commercial galmon species
throughout Alaska, thev are a very important sport fish to the Port
Valdez area. A unique sport fishery has developed from the Pink
salmon returning to the Solomon Gulch Hatchery. It has been
documented that approximately 90-150 thousand Pink salmon were
caught annually by sport fishermen in Port Valdez. However, gince
the oil spill the annual catch rate has dropped significantly to
approximately 50-7S thousand Pink salmon. Pink calmon fry released
Irom Solomon Gulch exit Port Valdez and travel through the oil
impacted zone in southwest Prince William Sound before moving into
the Gulf of Alaska. The reduction in the available plankton in
this area has sigrificantly harrm:d the outmigrating fry so as to
cause a significant reduction in the returning adult salmon. The
prognosis for the early recovery of Pink salmon in Prince William
Sound is not encouraging. However, sport fishing opportunities can
be enhanced through the increased production ard rearing of Coho
and King salmon at Solomon Gulch Hatchery. Rebuilding the aluminum
raceway at the hatchery will increase the rearing space available
to further enhance a significantly reduced sport fishing in Port
Valdez. It is believed that Coho and King salmon smeolts do not use
the same exit routes during their outmigration that ink salmon do
nor do they feed as aggressively on available piankton as do Pink
salmon fry. Therefore, they would probably survive at a higher
rate than Pink salmon and be able to cnhance the sport fishing in
Valdez area to a significant degree.



Estimated Cost:

The material and labor to rebuild this raceway will cost
approximately $194,000. By replacing the existing damaged aluminum
raceway with a reinforced concrete raceway you will realize a much
more durable structure that js not affected by hydraulic ground
pressures from an incoming tide to the degree that a lighter
aluminum raceway would be. Future maintenance costs of this

structure will be assumed by Valdez Fisheries Development
Association.



TO:

FROM:

CC

RE:

June 13, 1994

James Ayers
Executive Director

Robert B. Spies
Chief Scientist

Molly McCammon
Wyn Menefee, ADNR

Prince William Sound Recreation Project Final Report

The final report for the Prince William Sound Recreation Project (project
numbers 93065 and 94217) was delivered to my office on April 5, 1994. This report
was sent out to review, and I now have the comments of the reviewer. I
recommend that this report be accepted as completing the requirements of the above

projects.

I would like to note that the peer reviewer expressed some concerns that the
methods used in the projéct may not have adequately investigated the opinions of
certain recreational users, due in part to the difficulty of obtaining these opinions.
Consequently, the ranking of restoration projects that is presented might not reflect
all recreational users effectively. This could result in some controversy for proposed
future restoration projects to address the loss of recreation services.
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