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Access Road Environmental Analysis Summary
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An environmental analysis was conducted of the eight access plans under

consideration. Each plan was evaluated in terms of its potential input to

Vegetation, wildlife(furbearers, big game, birds and small mammals), fish

and culture resources. Each access plan involves construction of a road or

railroad in two or more of the following segments:
Parks Highway to Gold Creek |
Gold Cresk to Devil Canyon Damsite |
Devil Canyon Damsite to Watana Damsite via the north side of the
Susitna River |

Devil Canyon Damsite to Watana Damsite via the south side of the Susitna

River | _
Denali Highway to Watana Damsite

Table I indicates the access plans studied.

The major potential environmental impacts identified for each of the access

segments were as follows:

Parks Highway to Gold Creek: Removal of wetland areas, disruption of
furbearer habitat, disturbance of anadromous fisherjes habitat in the
Susitna and Indian river and disturbance of archaeological resources.

Gold Creek to Devil Canyon Damsite: disturbance of forested area along

the Susna River.

Devil Canyon Damsite to Watana Damsite via north side of Susitna
River; potential restoration difficulties, disturbance of cultural
resources.

Devil Canyon Damsite to Watana Damsite via south side of Susitna
River: disturbance of wetland area and furbearer habitat near
Stephan Ltake, Fog Lake and Feg Creek, disturbance of moose and
caribou habitat, increased fishing pressure to resident fishes.
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TABLE 1. SUSITNA ACCESS PLANS

Plan

1,

Description

" Road from ‘the Parks Highway to Devil Canyon on the south side

Road from the Parks Highway to Deyil Canyon, continuing to
Watana on the south side of the Susitna River,

Railroad from Gold Creek to Devil Canmyon, continuing to
Watana on south side of the Susitna River.

Road from the Parks Highway terminating at Devil Canyon.
A second road from the Denali Highway to Watana.

Road from Gold Creek Terminating at Devil Canyon. A second
road from the Denali Highway to Watana.

of the Susitna river, crossing the Susitna and continuing to

~Watana on the north side.

Road from Gold Cresk to Devil Canyon on south side of Susitna

River; connecting road between two dams on north side Susitna
River.

Road from Denali Highway to Watana

Road from Gold Creek to Devil Canyon south side of Susitna
River; connecting road between two dams on north side of
Susitna River.

Road from Denali Highway to Watana.

Road from Gold Creek to Deyvil Canyon on south side of Susitna

River, crossing Susitna and continuing to-Watana on north side.

o
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Denali Highway to Watana Damsite: disturbance of fox denning sites if
ll near Deadman Mountain, interference with migration and calviag of i
N portions of the Nelchina caribou herd, disturbance to cultural ﬂ;
resources. L

In addition to thgée specific concerns, a major concern for all access )
plans was the creation of access to areas previously inaccessible or fﬂ
relatively inaccessible. This increased access could 1ead to impacts to furbearers 0
(through trapping) and to big game through hunting. In addition, detrimental
effects could occur to all wildlife through disturbance and destruction |

of habitat by ATV's. Cultural resOuf;es would also be vulnerable to

amateur collectors and ATV traffic.

Considering the potential of these impacts to occur in each'p1an résulted in
the conclusion that plan 8 wouid cause the least environmental disturbance.
This was because the utilization of roadway beginning at Gold Crezk and
continuing to Watana will preclude public access into the area. Further-
more, the road from Devil Canyon to Watana on the north side of the Susitna
River covers areas that are not of great importance to wildlife or fisheries.

Plans 1,3,5, and 7 would provide increased access into the area. This is
because the roadways would begin at the Parks Highway which is accessible
to all outside traffic. For this reason, there plans were found not to

have the potential for greater impacts than Plan 8..
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Plans 1 and 2 connect the Watana and Devil Canyon dam sites via a road
onn the south side of the Susitna river. Because these plans would cross
wetlands and furbearer habitat n=ar Stephan and Fog 'Lakes and open this
area to increased fishing pressure, the plans were considered to be less
desirable than Plan 8.

Plans 3, 4, 6 and 7 all involve a road from Watana dam north to the

Denali highway. Because of the increased access this road would provide and
the potential for impacts tc portions of the Nelchina caribou herd, to
furbeareré (particularly fox denning areas) and to cultural resources,




these plans were also considered less desirabie than Plan 8.

The above evaluations were conducted without consideration of mitigation
plans. Certain mitigation techniques could be utilized to substantially
reduce the potential for impacts and permit utilization of plans other
than plan 8. For instance, timing restrictions for stream crossings and
utilization of siltation control devices could reducé~impacts to
anadromous fish; final alignment of the road bed above wetland areas
would reduce impact to aquatic furbearers; strict patrols and control

of access may reduce impacts'to caribou.

Final plan selection will incorporate engineering, economic and envircnmental
considerations, inciuding utilization of mitigation techniques. |
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Access Roads

Socioeconomic and Land Use Analysis Summary

- R N B e

Each of the accass plans under consideration originates at one.or two of
the following points: the Parks Highway at Hurricane,, the Alaska

Railroad at Gold Creek and the Denali Highway near Denali. For purposes of
socioeconomic and land use analysis. the point of origination is the
dominant variable, with mode (road or railroad) an important variahle

and actual alignment a minor- variable.

Each of the access plans was evaluated in terms of its effect on socio-
ecenomic conditions and land use in the area. Socioeconomic parameters
evaluated included effects on population ievels, cultural activities,
community, political and social organizations, housing, public service,
government finance, labor and economic base. Land use parameters evaluated
included Tand uses cnd associated site-specific activities, dispersed and
isolated activities, land management acti@ities, and related concerns

and natural aesthetics.

Impacts were evaluated for three general gengraphic areas:
- Parks Highway-Railroad corridor on Westside, containing the
communities of Healy, Cantwell, Chulitna, Talkeetna, Willow and
Wasilla '
- Richardson Highway corridor on eastside containing the communities
of Glennallen, Guikana, Paxson and others along the kichardson Highway

°

- Anchorage, Whittier and Fairbanks

Evaluations showed effects on Fairbanks to be the same for each access
plan and therefore was not included in the comparisons.

Acres plans (lands) with a roadway originating at Hurricaine will
significantly impact the westside communities in terms of demand for
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increased services, changes in population, housing availability,

government expenditures and revenues, iabor demand and unemployment.
There will also be.significant effects on construction, retajl trade
and tourism. Many of the changes will occur as construction workers

attempt to relocate > the communities near the construction site.

Significant land use changes would occur in the Westside communities,

particularly in residential and commercial uses.

Except for a possible significant increase in wholesale trade, roads froi
the west should hqve only slight socioeconomic and land use effect on
Anchorage, Whittier and the eastside communities.

Access plans 2 and 8 originate at Gold Creek. As such, impacts would be
concentrated on the Westside communities as described for plans 1 and 5.
However, the effects would be magnified in Talkeetna and Hurricane because

of their location at rail-highway intersections.

The Anchorage/Whittier area would be significantly or moderately effected
in construction, port and rail transportation, wholesale and retail trade
and service industries. In addition, Whittier would experience moderate

effects on employment.

Only negligible effects would be felt on eastside communities.

Land use impacts are expected to be minor in the interior of the project
area, because access to the site would require utilizing the Alaskan
Railroad to Gold Creek. Significant land use change would occur in the
westside communities, particularly in residential and commercial uses

in Talkeetna and Hurricane.

R



P

e R | R
. A .
- I
RS 3 ) 5

Co. ) T - LR T ) . T N . - _‘ E T N St L, T Tl SN v T
’ . . o N A S . s et Ter s N . [ ST i“
- - L _ " L LS . N , o ., . . " e . . - ’ . .
. ] .

page 7

Access plans 4 and 6 move the access origin from the Railbelt corridor to
the Denali Highway in the nerth. Workers' families would tend to locate in
more communities and possibly concentrate in Anchorage. Significant or
major effects WOuldllikely be feit in Cantwell in terms of population,
culture/way-of-1ife, community, political and social organization, housing
availability, government expenditures and revenues; labor demand,
unemployed labor, public services, construction, public utilities,
communications and retail trade and services;

Anchorage would experience a significant effect on wholesale trade and

Wnhittier would feel moderate effects on employment, retail trade and
service. ’ |

The eastside communities would experience moderate changes, due permanently

to spillover effects of increased tourism from access on the Denali
Highway.

Land use changes would occur in Cantwell, primarily in residential and |
commercial use. There would also be changes 1in land use in the area between
Denali Highway and Watana, due to increased access.

Access Plans 3 and 7

These effects will be essentially the same as plans 4 and 6. Westside
communities would be effected as workers' families move further up the
corridor. Significant changes would occur in many of the communities
as road access would begin at both Hurricane and Cantwell.

Evvects to Anchorage, Whittier and the Eastside communities would be the
same as for plans 1 and 5. |

Land use changes in the interior may be great, as road access is provided
at twe places. In addition, commercial and residential land use changes
would cccur in the westside communities.
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Access Road Environmental Summary

Public Preference

Public preference regarding the access and recreation development plans
was acquired through mail-in questionnaires, workshop questionnaires,
persdnai interviews and other forms of written and verbal communication.
As different groups were reached through these various media the results
acquired from each are not directly comparable.

Mail-In Questionnaires - Recreation

As a component of the recreatioh planning program a mail-in questionnaire
was forwarded to 2145 residents, 715 to each of the Fairbanks, Anchorage
and Railbelt (excluding Fairbanks and Anchorage) areas. 502 or 23

percent of the questionnaires were completed and returned. As shown

on Table I the general concensus from all three regions was that 15-20%

of the respondents favored no or restricted aécess and no recreation develiopment
21-26% favored access with Tittle or no recreation development and 56-60%
favored access with moderate to high development. It must be nnted that
when this questionnaire was distributed the option of providing access to
the site by rail was not offered as an alternative and thus the results of
- this survey do not take the option of a rail access into account. In addi-
tion, this questionnaire was distributed for the purpose sf accessing the
degree and type of recreation development preferred. Thus the responses
‘may have differed somewhat had the primary questions been directed towards
the degree, mode and point of origin for access roads.

‘Public Workshop Questionnaire - Recreation

The results of the recreation questionnaire as received through the March
1981 public workshop differed significantly from the mail-in responses. The
exact reasons for this difference is unknown although speculation is pre-
sented. A total of 82 responses were received with 18, 35 and 29 from
Fairbanks, Anchorage and the Railbelt {excluding Anchorage and Fairbanks)
respectively. As shown on Table 2 the results from these sectors varied
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greatly. In Fairbanks 72% of the. respondents favored no or restricted

access with no recreation development, and 8% favored access with moderate

to high recreation development. Anchorage was almost the reverse with

6%, 9% and 71% favoring no or restricted access, access with minimum develop-
ment and access with moderate to high development, respectively. The results
of the central Railbelt as reflected by the responses from the Talkeetna
workshop were more evenly divided with 45% favoring no or restricted access,
17% favoring access with minimal recreation development and 38% favoring
access with moderate to high development.

It is speculated that the results from the Fairbanks workshop tend to
represent the views of;concerned interest groups that had a large
representation at the Fairbanks workshop. The dicotomy of the responses
from the Talkeetna workshop are probably a refiection of the attitudes
that exist in this community as indicated by the results of the socio-
cultural studies, In Anchorage the very high level preference for access
with moderate to high recreation development differs in degree from the

mail-in results although both surveys demonstrate a preference in Anchorage
for aczcess with development.
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TABLE I:; RESPONSE FROM MAIL-IN QUESTIONNAIRES ON RECREATION

Fairbanks Railbelt Anchorage
% % %

A) No road access or restricted 15 19 20
access |

B) Access but little or no 26 26 21
recreation development ,

C) Accaess with moderate to 59 56 59
high development

TABLE TI: RESPONSE FROM THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE ON RECREATION

Fairbanks Railbelt Anchorage
% % %

A) No road access or restricted 72 45 6
aCCess

B) Access but 1ittle or no 0 17 9
racreation development

C) Access with moderate to 8 38 1Al
_high development
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i Public Workshop Questionnaire - Access
 '-, ﬁ The results of the access questionnaire as received through the March 1981
public workshop are presented in Table 3 below.
- i Route Fairbanks Talkeetna Anchorage*  Total
n % % » % '
! A) Road access from 6 17 7 10
. Parks Hwy to '
both dam sites | g
R E B) Rail access from 72 67 40 59 N
Gold Creek to koth S | N
B dam sites | "
I C) Road from Denali Hwy 17 11 20 16
- | | to Watana rail from
o ° both Creek to Devil }_
R i Canyon .
o D) Road from Denali Hwy 0 0 33 10 .
and Parks Hwy "
I No Preference 6 6 y 4
B ; * Mail responses were most] y from the Anchorage area, reflecting the e
e 2 thinking of that area, and were thus included in the Anchorage results. | ¥y
| g A total of 51 responses were received with 18, 15, and 18 from the Fairbanks,
Anchorage and Talkeetna areas respectively.
5 ! In Fairbanks 72% of the respondents favore4 a rail only access, 17% favored \
- - a combination of road rail and 6% favorzd road only access. None of the ,
* E respondents favored road access from both the Denali and Parks Highway. \f’n
b i In Talkeetna a similar trend emerged with 67, 11, 17 and 0% favoring rail
\ access only, road and rail access, rocad only and road access to both Denali :
' ! and Parks Highways, respectively. | S
¥ s In Anchorage 40% of the respondents favored rail access only, 20% favored
. road/rail access, and 41% favored road only. 33% of the total ‘respandents ,I
l favored road access from both the Denali and Parks Highways
e ! v\-
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Those trends demonstrated by these resuits are comparable with the results
of the public workshop recreation questionnaire although the degree of pre-
ferences vary. The Fairbanks respondents, which favored no or restric- 4
access with no recreation development also favored rail access only (72%).
In Talkeetna the dicotomy expressed in the public workshop recreation
questionnaire response is also reflected in the access questionnaire results,
however, a definite preference (67%) was shown for the rail only access (40%)
and higher preference for some type of road access (60%) is again comparable
to the results of the workshop recreation questionnaire. The greatest
difference between the Anchorage and the Fairbanks/Talkeetna resul ts in the
33% for no preference for road access from both the Parks and Denali highway.

Questionnaire Interpretation

Interpretation of the results from the public preference questionnaires

must be made with caution. The largest sample size with 502 responses was

associated with the recreation mail-in questionnaire. 1In addition, the

fact that the questionnaire had a random distribution, improves the proba~.

bility that it more accurately reflects the attitudes of the general public.

Its main drawback was that it was directed mainly towards the question of

recreation development with access being a secondary issue. The problem

in interpreting the results of the workshop questionnaires is a comfirmation , B
of sample size (Recreation questionnaire - 82 responses; Access guestion- f‘
naire - 51 responses) and an evaluation as to what component of the com- '
munities are actualiy represented.

Sociocultural Studies - Access Report

Railroad Communities north of Talkeetna

».'::3

These communities prefer the access system which allows the minimum amount
of public access and least amount of population and industrial growth.

- They feel.that the rail access only would lead to the minimal disrupt on

to existing residential and recreational patterns.
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Talkeetna

Two factions were identified:
1) The first group desires minimum impact on the community as well
as the wildlife and general environment of the surrounding area.
If the dam is constructed they perceive the railroad as the best
means to 1imit access and change in the study area.

2) The second group tends to be pro-economic development and was

divided into two subgroups. |

a) This group is in faver of the dam although they still value
the rural, smali-town atmosphere in which they have chosen
to Tive. As such, to 1imit the impact on the community and
surrounding wilderness they prefer a railroad access only to
the dam sites.

b) The second subgroup of Talkeetna residents which favor economic
development in general are also in favor of roads to open the

country. Views in this category represent the minority  °
opinion of those interviewed.

Trapper Creek

As with Talkeetna two factions emerged.

1) This group is against the Susitna project as well as other large
scale development in the area. This group expressed concern
about road access from the Parks Highway or Denali Highway.

As the alternative that would have the least impact on their

community as well as the environment in general tk:y preferred
the railroad only plan.

2) The second group although in favor of Susitna was divided on
the issue of access modes and routes.
a) The first subgroup preferred not to see the area opened up
with roads. They preferred the railroad only plan and were
opposed to highway access from Hurricane to Gold Creek.
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b) Members of the second subgroup preferred road access in order
to provide the maximum public access to otherwise inaccessible
areas. This subgroup is comprised mainly of older residents
who have already experienced considerable change in the area.

Cantwell

In regards to access the following groups emeﬁged:
1) Pro. the Denali Spur:

a) Many Cantwell residents, especially Tocal businessmen and
those in search of a job, are strongly in favor of the dam,
a railhead at Cantwell, the Denali Spur and any additional
'deveTopment which would enhance economic progress of the
community. This group was also in favor of upgrading of the
Denali Highway. People in this category- had a strong voice
hut did not represent the majority opinion in Cantwell.

b) Members of this subgroup acknowledge that Cantwell needs
the economic stimulation and appreciate the Jogic and eng-
ineering compatability of the Denali Spur. However, they
are very concerned about the potential adverse impacts on
wildlife in the area and would only be in favor of the Denali
Spur if stringent hunting regulations were implemented and
enforced. This group represented the majority opinion in
Cantwell.

2) This group has considerable concern regarding the potential
impact on the fish and wildlife of the area. This group, which
represented the m1nor1ty of those interviewed, waa comprised
mainly of local trappers, non-locals with recreational cabins
and locals who felt the potential adverse impact on wildlife
outweighed the use of this corridor.

Native Prefererice

The CIRI Corporation has stated that it is their Intent with or without
the project, to develop the lands surround1ng the Dav11 Canyon and Watana
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proposed damsites mainly for its mineral potential. As such they are
strongly in favor of a permanent road to ihe damsite and have stated
their preference for the Southern Road from the Parks Highway. They do
not favor a railroad but if a railroad is built they feel the railroad
béd should be converted into a permanent road with access to the Parks

Highway. It is also their contention that since much of the land in

question is private Tand, betonging to CIRI, access shuu1d be subgect
to their wishes.
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Section I

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

March 1981 Workshop Results

The results of three workshops held and questionnaires sent out by
the Pubiic Participation Office concerning the question of access to the
proposed Watana and Devil Canyon hydroelectric sites show a preference
for a rail only alternative. Sixty (60) percent of the participants in
the workshops held in Fairbanks, Talkeetna, and Anchorage preferred rail
access. Almost 80% of the Talkeetna respondents and more than 80% of the
Fairbanks participants favored the rail only alternative. Likewise, a
sizeable portion of the game guides registered in Unit 13 {Upper Susitna
Basin) who responded to a questionnaire favored the rail access.

The reasons for this preference varied somewhat among communities
and interest groups. Nevertheless, a pattern did emerge. The partici-
pants at the Talkeetna meeting felt that their way of life would be al-
tered if road access through any nearby community was selected. The
workshop participants® choice of rail only access reflects their concern

for the potential amount of change that could occur if such an accass
road were selected.

A second factor in the choice of the rail only route was the desire
to limit the impact on wildlife and the ecology of the Upper Susitna
Basin that increased recreational opportunity would cause. This was es-
pecially true of the participants in Fairbanks and the resgonses of the
game guides. Both these groupé-did not respond to limiting impacts on 5
the communities along the Parks Highway, but tended to focus on the po- =
tential impacts on game and the environment. Of primary concern was the |
Nelchina caribou herd and also the moose and bear populatisns. A1l three
groups mentioned potential impacts from all terrain vehicles (ATV's) and

“increased hunting and fishing opportunities.
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In analyzing these responses and in recent discussions with Robert
Anderson of Terrestial Envirommental Specialists (TES), Peter Rogers of
Frank Orth & Associates, and Stephen Praund who is conductirg the socio-

cuitural study, severalvariables need to be considered in respect to a
rail only alternative. It is our thinking that several potential im-
pacts could result from a rail only access that were not considered by
these communities. One would be the size and location of a staging or
stockpiling area for construction materials (and its possible visual
impact or the size of the work force needed to operate it). A second

would be the regularity that workers would be allowed to ride the train
to the construction site. If workers could ride in either daily, week-
ly, or bi-week ¥, impacts in the southern communities could be near]y as

great as with a road access. This would include the need For park1ng

facilities 1in Ta1keetﬂa or Hurrwcane, and the result of workers and their

families relocating in the southern communities. The increased demand

in service could potentially impact a broad range of activities that the

Talkeetna participants expressed an interest in limiting.

The Public Participation Office (PPO) intends to point out these
things to the communities when we hnld our next workshop sessions the

week of October 19. As the result of recent discussions among the PPO sta<f

Stepken Braund, Peter Rogers, and Robert Anderson, one possible

way to reduce impacts on the southern communities is a northern access
from the Denali Highway, with a full service construction camp, com-
muter schedules, and C?early defined state policies, in combination
with no access from the west (either rail or road). Although a north-
ern route only was originally considered, it was not among the options
presented at the community workshops in March 1981. Another option to
reduce impacts would be all rail or rail to Gold Creek with workers
commuting to and from Anchorage by airplane. This option was not pre-
sented either. We suggest that these access options and the explana-

tion of the possible impacts of the rail only access need to be present-

ed to the southern communities in order that a more informed decision

can be made. Especially because the thinking of these communities tend-

ed to reflect the idea that the rail only access would have the least

s_.‘ 'vf
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impact on their communities. It s possible that the full range of
impacts, Both primary- and secondary, have not been understood or con-
sidered. The primary consideration appearea to be the long term im-
plications of public access after construction. NeVertheTess, construc-

tion related impacts may be of greatest concern to these communities

given the 10 to 15 year time span of construction.

In addition, the results of the recreational development question-
naire that was also distributed at the community workshops also showed a
preference for limiting develcpment and access. Hore than 60% of those
who responded to the recreation questionnaire favored a minimally devel-
oped and managed wilderness. This choice demonstrated a desire to either
limit or permit no access to the project area. Rail access was men-
tioned several times as the best method of access.

Communities Where No Workshops were;Held

Willow, Houston, Wasilla, and Palmer:

It should be pointed out that community workshops were not held in
the communities south of Talkeetna (Willow, Houston, Wasilla, and Palmer)
and no one from these areas attended the March 1981 workshop in Talkeetna,
Generally, the Mat-Su area has been economically siow in recent years
(the capital move to Willow has not occurred) and people in some of
these communities may well perceive changes and impacts brought about by
the Susitna project as beneficial if economic development is stimulated.
Data from a study conducted in the Mat-Su Borough by the Overall Economic
Development Program, Inc. (Economic Conditions, Development Options ard

- Projections, July 1980) indicates that people in Willew, Houston, Hasilla,

and Palmer tend to favor a higher rate of development %han the communi-

ties north of Willow. Additional information frm planners at the Mat Su
Borough, the Borough Manager, Assembly, Planning and Zonzng Commission,

and local residents might be useful.

Trapper Creek: | |
‘The lack of representation from Trapper Creek at the March workshop
at Talkeetna also limits the information from that meeting. The community
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of Trapper Crzek did not seem to perceive the Susitna projects as having
a potential impact on their community. One member of the commurdty coun-
cil later expressed the perception that Trapper Creek would be less af-
fected than Talkeetna'wouid be by Susitna. In addition, the workshop

was held in Talkeetna which is a 60 mile round trip for Trapper Creek
residents and, given the public sentiment as reflected by the above state-
ment, it doesn't seem 1ikely that people would make the trip. Stephen
Braund has recently spent some time in the Trapper Creek area and his in-
formation should help in assessing the preference of that community. A
joint meeting with Trapper Creek and Talkeetna is being planned for Wed-
nesday, October 21. It will be held at Stsitna Valley High Schob1, 1o~
cated half way between Trapper Creek and Talkeetna, and we hope to get
representation from both these communities.

People living along the railroad north of Talkeetna:

- The small clusters of people north of Talkeetna along the railrcad
were also not well represented at the Talkeetna workshop. Some people
from the Chase area attended the workshop, but people further north a-
Icng the railroad (Lane Creek, Sherman, and Gold Creek) did not attend.
The PP0 did communicate with people living or owning land at Lane Creek
and Sherman during the public participation work on the intertie project.
The general feeling in these areas was one of strong opposition to the
transmission lines because people had moved to the area to get away from
development. We would expect strong resistance to any access choice
which would cause changes along the railroad in these areas.

Cantwell anc McKinley Park areas:

Another area where the PPO had no contact concerning access is the
Cantwell and McKinley Park areas. In communications with both these
areas on the intertie issue, Cantwell has been generally pre-development
and pro-intertie. Community sentiment indicated the desire for a sub-
station at Cantwell (a]ong with distribution lines) so the community
wauld not have to rely on d1ese] generation for electricity. Discussions

with Stephen Braund and Tom Lonner have indicated that the McKinley
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Park area would not be affected by access plans, but Cantwell would,
especially if the Denali Highway access is selected. To better under-
stand the concerhs of the Cantwell community, a community workshop is
being planned for Thursday, October 22. |

Ind@an River Subdivision and Indian River Remote lands:
A final group of people whose preference was not obtained was the

Indian River Subdivision owners and the Indian River remote parcel owners.

The subdivision contains about 140 parcels on or near the Parks Highway

in the area of the proposed road access to Devil Canyon. The Department
of Natural Resources estimates that 90 of these sites have been awarded

since July 1981. Consequently the people who are now owners have not

been contacted concerning their views on either Susitna in general or on .

the question of access. DNR also reports that demand was not great for
the subdivision lands except along the highway. This was not the case
for the Indian River remote parcels. Because these remote parcels had
railroad access and most remote parcels kave no access at all, DHR re-
ports that it was one of the more popular remote parcel offerings the

state has had. Seventy-five person were given authorization to stake
in this area.

Conclusions

i. What emerges from the responses received in the community work-
shops, both on access and recreation, is the des%re to 1imit growth and
development that could occur should the Susitna project be constructed,
especially in the Talkeetna area and the railroad communities north of
Talkeetna. One of the drivers of the type and magnitude of the impacts
on the southern communities is the .ocation of the access route and the
mode of transportation used on the route. Although the clear preference
stated is for a rail only access, more information needs to be presented
to the'potentiaT1y impacted communities concerning the nature of impacts
during the construction phase if a rail oniy route is selected.
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2, In ;ecantrdiscussipns with. Stephen Praund, Robert fnderson, and jf
Peter Rogers, it Ras Become clear that the question of access and mode -
alone are not the only considerations thiat need to be presentzd %o the
potentially impacted communities. An equally important consideration is
the size and nature of the construction facility. Various options are
available and depending on what is selected the impacts on the surround-
ing communities will vary. A full service, planned community providing
the widest rangg of services for the workers and their famiiies would
have a much different impact than a low service, construction camp with
no family facilities. This type of decision, as well as the policies
that the State of Alaska (throughythe Power Authority) would adopt or
not adopt concerning the nature of the construction site, access to the
site, and the scheduling of commuting worker§ to and from the site will

‘be the primary factor in determining the impacts on local communities.

3. PPO suggests the following method for looking at how varicus
options would 2ither decrease or encourage the amount of change that
could potentially occur in local communities. Six possible sbjectives
are giver below. We recognize that some of these objectives appear
mutually exclusive. They do, however, reflect the range of preferences
that have been heard in the communities so far. PPO would 1ike more »
community input to determine which preference reflects the mzjority of ?}
a given community, |

The six objectives are: i

1. To encourage changes in the Willow, Houston, “asiliz and ‘ ;e

~ Palmer areas. | g

2. To limit changes in the railroad communities north of Talkeetna

3. To ?imit changes in the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek areas.

4. To encourage changes in the the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek
areas.

»*

5. To encourage changes in the Cantwell area. .ﬁ
6. To limit. changes in the Cantwell area. |
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The rext four pages are a preliminary discussion of how decisions
could be made to.implement either one or a combination of these objec-
tives. The information on these pages was written in a work session
with Robert Anderson, Peter Rogers, Stephen Braund, and PPQ staff.
time could be spent in refining this. In addition, the thinking of
several other disciplines is needed to make the picture more complete.

Yore

Based on what we know now, the Power Authority's "access/recreation/
construction facilities/construction policies" objectives would be to:
1) encourage change in the Willow, Houston, Wasilla, and Palmer areas;
and 2) to 1imit changes in the railroad communities north of Talkeetna.
We do not yet have enough information to establish clear planning ob-
Jectives for the Trapper Creek, Talkeétna, and Cantwell areas. =

The remainder of the report (Section IT) is the back-up data that
supports the summary and conclusions from the workshops and question-

naires. Included as exhibits are copies of the various questionnaires
used to solicit responses.

*** PPO is relying on the sociocultural study being conducted by Stephen

Braund and Associates to supply additional information in order to better

articulate these objectives. In addition, we intend to check our perceptions

of community preferences one more time with the communities the week of
October 18th.
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OBJECTIVE I: To encourage changes in Willow, Houston, Wasilla, and Palmer areas.

PLAN A:

Access Corridor: access from the west; no access at all from the Denali Highway.

Mode: road.

o

Nature of construction camp facilities: Minimal construction camp: trailers, mess hall,
recreation hall, some family facilities for supervisory personnel.

Policies:
a. Individuals drive their own private vehicles to the sites.
b. No policies about when workers come and go, from where, or use of private vehicles.

Commuter Schedules:

a. None.
b. No policy on public access.
c. No policy on use of fish and game.

. . . _x
s $OL s S *
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Objective I: To encourage changes in Willow, HOuston, Wasilla, and Palmer areas.

PLAN B:

1. Access Corridor:

vrail access, either through Gold Creek with road to site or
rail directly to Devil Canyon.

Mode: rail

Nature of construction camp facilities: Minimal construction camp: trailers, mess hall,
recreation hall, some family facilities for supervisory personnel.
Poticies:

a. Policy reagarding use of personal vehicles by workers.
b. Policy to control public access ta area.

Commuter Schedules: Organized commuter schedule using aircraft from the Wasilla-

Palmer area.

Or organized rail commuter schedule with workers getting on and off the train
in the Palmer and Wasilla areas.




OBJECTIVE II: To limit changes in railroad communities north of Talkeetna.

PLAN A:

1. Access Corridor: Road from Denali Highway to Watana; service road from Watana .o Devil
Canyon; no access at all from the west (neither rail ror road).

Mode: road.

Nature of construction camp facilities:

The larger the camp, and the more services, the less the impacts on surrounding local
communities. Services that would help reduce impacts include: stores, post office, schools.

Proposal: to construct a "mixed camp", meaning a camp where workers live with their families
if desired, or where workers live in trailers or barracks without families if desired.

Part of the construction camp could/would become a permanent city for the operating phase.

The temporary camp could be sited and located so that it would be inundated by water later.

The siting of a permanent camp for families would be important so that the experience is as
pleasant as possible: meaning, it was sited on dry land so people could get out and walk,
and near trees and sun exposure if possible. The more pleasant the place is to live, the
more families will enjoy living there and impact existing local communities less.

Limited r & r would be available at camp; workers or families would periodically get out to

other areas (larger areas 1ike Anchorage and Fairbanks) for more extended r & r and cultural
activities, etc.

Po]icieS'

a. strict regulations where people can go in the upper basin to protect resources, espec1a1]/
hunting and f1sh1ng

No private planes flying in and out.
Policy regarding use of personal vehicles.

Policy to control public access off corridor.




OBJECTIVE II: Plan A cont,

5. Commuter Schedules:

a. ORGANIZED commuter schedule for those who don't live with families. Could be busing
from Fairbanks, Anchorage, or Cantwell.

b. ORGAMIZED air commuting from Anchorage, or fom Palmer and asilla.




OBJECTIVE IV: To limit changes in the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek areas.

PLAN A:

2.

3.

Access Corridor: Road from Denali Highway to Watana (this would spread the impacts to
include Cantwell). Service road from Watana to Devil Canyor; no access at all from the
west (neither rail nor road).

Mode: road.**

Nature of construction camp facilities: The larger the camp, and the more services, the

less the impacts on surrounding local communities. Services that would help reduce impacts
include: stores, post office, schools.

Proposal: to construct a "mixed camp”, meaning a camp where workers live with their families
if desired, or where workers live in trailers or barracks without families if desired.

Part of the construction camp could/would become a permanent city for the operating phase.
The temporary camp could be sited and located so that it would be inundated by water later.
The siting of a permanent camp for families would be important so that the experience is as
pleasant as possible: iweaning, it was sited on dry Tanc¢ so people could get out and walk,
and near trees and sun exposure if possible. The more pleasant the place is to live, the
more families will enjoy living there and impact existing local communities less.

Limited r & r would be available at camp; workers or families would periodically get out to
other areas (larger areas like Anchorage and Fairbanks) for more extended r & r and cultural
activities, etc.

Policies:

a. strict regulations where people can go in the upper basin to protect resources, especially
aungiqg and fishing. .

b. o private planes flying in and out.

c. Policy regarding use of personal Vehicies.
Policy to control public access off corridor.
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5. Commuter Schedules:

a. ORGANIZED commuter scedule For those who don't live with families. Could be busing
from Fairbanks, Anchorage, or Cantwell.

b. Assumption was made that air commuter would not be reliable enough because of weather.

**Rail on this route could be feasible, but was not considered.
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OBJECTIVE iV: To limit changes in the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek areas.

PLAN B:

1. Access Corridor: FEither rail to Pevil Canyon orGeld Creek, or ail rail.
No direct road access from the west or north.

Mode: rail.

Nature of construction camp facilities: Something less than a full service camp would

appropriate if the workers can commute in and out to be with their families on a weekly
or bi-weekly basis.

Policies: the same policies would apply as in Plan A.

*

Commuter Schedules:
a. ORGANIZED commuter air and rail schedules from the Anchorage and Wasilla-Palmer areas.
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OBJECTIVE V: To encourage changes in the Cantwell area,

-

Access Corridor: access from the Denali Highway only, with a railhead at Cantwell. No
access from the west.

Mode: +vail to Cantwell and road from Cantwell to the Watana site.

Nature of construction camp facilities: Minimal facilities: trailers to sleep in (or
barracksj, mess hall, recreation hall, some family housing for supervisory personnel.

™

Policies: ,
a. iIndividuals drive their own private vehicles to the sites.
b. No policies about when workers come and go, from where, or use of private vehicles.

Again, the same as in Objective I1I: the absence of policies by the state of Alaska {through
the Power Authority) might result in the most changes in Cantwell.

Another kind of policy would be the 1ack of assertive action: for instance, a state policy to
upgrade only the west side of the Denali Highway (and not the entire route) would encourage

users to come from Cantwell and go back out to Cantwell, rather than driving on through to the
Richardson Highway. :

Commuter Schedules:
a. None.

h. No policy on public access.
c. No policy on use of fish and game along corridor.




OBJECTIVE VI: To 1imit changes in the Cantwell area.

1.

Access Corridor: access from the Parks Highway on the west; no access at all from

the Denali Highway.
Mode: either road or railroad.

Nature of construction camp facilities: Full service camp, with complete services for

all who wish to bring their families. Same description that limits changes in the southern
communities would also help to 1imit changes in Cantwell. See Objective 1Va.

Polices:

Same policies that limit changes in the southern communities would help to 1imit changes in
Cantwell also. See Objective IVa.

»*

Commuter Schedules:

ORGANIZED commuter schedules on some regular basis (weekly or bi-weekly.)



SECTION Z

BACK-U? DATA

COMMUNITY WORKSHCPS

community workshops were neld in Fairbanks, Talkeetinz, and Anchorage
in March 1921 in an attempt to determin2 what concerns the neople of
these areas had relating to recreatidn and access planning on the Susitna
hydroelectric feasibility study. Information was presewteé at =ach
workshop concerning severai access an¢ recreation plans wnd cormments
recordcu that could berused to help in access and recreatisn planning.

In all, more than 300 comments were received in response %o prinfed
questicnnaires. OFf these 50 pertained directi} to the guestion of access.
Guesticnnaires were also received relating to recreaticn, but these
comments also cften related to access.

Participants in the worksnops were presentad with four alzternative
access plans which used various combinations of road and rail access in
combination with existing routes (Figure 1). They were: 1)} Access ‘
Route A -construction of a new road from Hurricane to the Devil Canyon
and Watana sites; 2) Access Route B - construction of a raiiroad to both
dam sites from Gold Creek; 3) Access Route C - construction of a road
from the Denali Highway to the Watana site, construction of a ser?ice
road Trom Watana to Devil Canyon, and construction of & railroad spur
from Gold Creek to Devil Canyon; and 4) Access Route D - the same as
Route C except that a new road from the Parks Highway wouid replace the
rai]vspur.

The following table shows the response of the workshop participants.



»
e

R
.

PRI |
- .
. i
L ]

[T

Route

Fairtarks

Talkeetna

Anchcrage

.

Route A

(9%

(ES )

Route B

=

[
(]

-

o Rk -

Route €

Q j 1O

oo

Route D

o

[ RGN KOS B 48 ) }

(84

:lo Preference

— 1 o [

— 1 Iy

o

*Mail responses were mestly from the Anchorage azrea and reflect the
thinking of that area.
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This table shows thazt mnst‘ T the peopie attending the workshaoss in
Feirbanks and Talksetna favor rzil access during and after construction.
hdditionally, almost half the people in Anchorage favored thzs rail only
altarnative. Some oY the reasons given were: 1) feWer enyironmenzal
impacts; 2) easier to Timit the number of people and types of activity
in surrounding areas; 3) less expansive; and 4) more energy afficient.

Mbout half the pecple in Anchorage and one-third of the ueople in
Fairbanks and Taikéetna favered some type of rcad access bscause they

could gain access to areas they feel are currently inaccessibie. The

ERXY

Anchorage people tended to favor the Denali route, but in Fairbanks :

several people spoke out against it beczuse of the potential adverse

effects on caribou calving grounds near that route.
In addition, some people at each workshep indicated they favorad no }7
access or very iimited access. Suggestions ranged from brining in
supplies during the winter on snow roads to access by air. Those in
favor of air access suggested it as a way to bring workers to the consiruction
ite that would'léssen impacts on other railbelt communities. |
The fellowing is a “etailed breakdown of the reééons behind the

preferences expressed in the Fairbanks, Talkeetna, and Anchorage workshops.



TAIRBANKS (35 attendad, 17 responded)

One who preferred access Route A gave this reason:

1.

As a land owner (Jottery winner - 20 acres in area east of Indian
River and north of Susitna) I'm in faver of access Route A for ac-
cassibility into my property. There are a total of 75 people who
wilil be staking up to 20 acres each in the are 1've mentioned...

Marilyn Stark

Those who preferred access Route B gave these reasons:

-

L

Leséwanvircnmental damage; iess public access the better. ‘A}so
Tower cost. I don't want any access. N

Route B would give the least acceés and thus cause the least human
jimpact onte land and wildlife. This is the only hope for preserving
any of the Nelchina caribou herd.

I prefer the all rail alternative because it curtails uniimited
public road access. If a road is built, I don't think there's any
doubt that pressure wilt be exertéd eventually to open it o the
public (as with the haul road). The mere presence of the reservoir(s}
will greatly increase boat and fioat (and ski) piane access, and I
think that's enough (tooc much, in fact). A railroad is the best
approach to c¢enrolling unlimited access. If alternative route A-2
is feasible, w.2n ¢ rail link from Gold Creek to Devii Canyon
should be included, and a road on the north side to Watana, just so

there isn't road access all the way in.

a) Tlowest $ cost to build and operate

" b) possible interruptions in imported oil SUppiy make more fuel-

efficient railroads desirable
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c) I'm concerned aboﬁt impact on Danali Highway

Minimal cost; minimal impact on fish and wildlife, wetlancs; minimal
access; minimal fuel cansumption; minimal other energy'waste.'

In short RAIL ONLY IS THE NEXT ROUTE TO HONE AT ALL.

This choice minimizes impact if I must choose an access.

1 also see this &s a way to contrcl access as i7 it is a public
project spcnsorea by public § and tne pudblic can legally demanc
access (i.e. the haul road). But -- if A, coul€ be fuliy cénérol!ed
I'd go with that because as reads -- it causes minimezl impact.

I would préfer no access from the Denali Highway and 1 think this ic
the only access routs that prevents this. Also, I think maybe a
railroad line could be built to Devil Canyon then a service road
coﬁld be built on the north side of the river to Watanz. The
engineering concerns might put construction back two or three,yearé,
but this woui¢ save 100 years effect on wildlife and environmenta)
concerns.

Since feasibility studies on thé whole nydro studies are ircomplate
and inconclusive, as well as studies on access routes, one cannot
make a well informed decision at this time. Therafore, I cannot

find any particular route acceptable. However, since a rail access

route would be most limiting to private vehicular traffic, I favor

1t over others, since [ value the existing recreational and scenic
potential, and hope for a minimal change in those potentiais.
a) railroad right-of-way has less impact than a road or highway.

b) access of the general public is better rontrolled into the area

*

c) construction of the railroad appears to be less costly way to

go. You can haul more material or freight on one train than what

60 trucks could do.

~r
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0 1imit the access to recreationaiists; no recreational, vehicles;

‘no speed boats.

no road; costs less; costs less to maintain road.

Rail cnly has the ieast long zerm impact. 1 feel this should pe
considgred even iT it puts your starting date for consiruction back
1-3 years. The added time (i.e. setback) will be the best for the
long term. I favor as little impact. (I prefer no Susitna dam).
i¥ the dam was built -- rail should be the 5aly access.

With a raiiroad spur which will be needed to move in the big
tufbines'and,other pieces of equipment you will not need a road
system and it is also the less costly of all of the access rjutes

and it will keesp the area wilderness and limit public access.

Those who favorad access Route C gave these reasons:

1.

The highway access via the Denali should be eliminated if "C" is
considered (environmental concerns and mainstream development to
the south are prime reasons for this choice. I would like to see
interconstruction development at rail nodes kept tc a2 minimum and
a consistent awareness for the Jocal habitants kept as a forerunning
concern. |

Most expedient, hence lowest cost especially as regards Watana.
Apparently lowest impact on wildlife habitat along Denaii Highway.
Watana route, depending on recreational plan decided on.

The least environmental impact.

No reason for favoring Route D.

One comment with no choice:

1.

i don't feel I have engugh information as to the pros and cons of




Eacn one interferes with wilclife habitat and migration rcutes *n
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e route,

about equal ways, it seems.

Using a railroad seems a iess disturbing way -- it can conzrol
access -- but 2 road cannot. Evan the railroad will allow off road
vehicles to get in there.

TALKEZTHA (38 attended, 17 responded)

Thesa who favored access Route A did so for these reasons:

1. Keep the countryside as much like it is as possible.

2. a) Retain the wilderness status o7 this area as much as possible.
b) I do not accept the asSumption that there will be public access. |
c¢) Reil access from Goid Cresk with tourists riding in ard out 15
§ may be acceptable. | g
3 d) I especially don't want to see boats on the lazke and their as- |
«a’e’ sociated hunting and fishing, camping, etc. pose a great threat
f3;m to th2 wilderness.
'f;; e) Large buffer zones of no access on he lake and power lines.
,, ’ 3. Minimum road access.
Those who favored access Route B did so for these reasons: | e
f 1. a) restrict private and commercial vehicles to the sitesf
| b) environmental impact of railroad (after construction) wouid : | ;
i{ appear to be much Tess severe than a road.
3 1) no stopning, parking, shodting, etc. from the side of the .
road. | | 3
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2) no 4 x 4's or ATV's driving off into the wilderness.
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c)k cheapest alternative
d) least impact on communities.

1) would 1imit the manpower to air transpors.
Least pubiic impect, yet allowing those thet are willing <o go
through the trquble td get there, the ways and fhe means‘to do so;
flso, once completed possibly would be less problem maintaining.
Leaét sdverse effect on environment over long term.
The railroad would at }éast minimize impact on the area.
Limit access for corstruction and maintenance only; no cublic road
needed; railiroad easiest to requlate in *his manner could be removed
atter construction is finished.
Railbelt area already handies population. Expanding t,€s~*er§}ce ig
easier than developing new population centers or areas. Pubiic
access is contained to certain places {designated by irzin stops ).
Railroad only gives greatér ecntrol over access. Americanrs must and
cen learn to divorce themselves from their vehicles. With railroad
oriy, you gain greater control over total numbers qoing to the site
and also éontra% over devejopments along the route.
Would get the project completed with the lzast amoun: of

The railroad would be far more economical way to move maferials with
the leazst long-lasting impact. /

Least impact on area and future genérations wi}i‘get to see and enjoy
it as it was. People don't bring their ATV with them on the train,

nor do they have the ability to stop everywhere. The arez along rail-
roads is less impacted than areas along roads. And people in the
future will travel via pub]ic transportation -- not privéte'cars,
Limits access by the masses by train or air. I am 100" oppesed to any

road use especially as it applies to vehicular (private autos).
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Ine fevored C over A for this reason:

1. ’?he rea§on fcr“my'choice betwsen A or C is cost. 1 live clese té
MileVQQ% Parks Highway. 1'm rot necessarily excited about more roads

but there is a need. If a road is put in hopefullyv the wildlife wcuid Se
protected for all to sez and enjoy. No hunting permitted close to the
highway. Perhaps park rangers would teach pecple how to appreciate and

care for their state. 1'd just 1ike to see people enjoy Alaska as we did =

16 years ago before it became overcrowded.

Mo one favored D.

One didn't mark a choice, but noted this comment: | ¥

fhis @eeting is supposed to be part of a feasibility study so you shouldn't
be giving just four options to choosa from. I resent the feeling you give
me*that you are trying to sell me a plan with a few options to choose from.
If I must accept this dam then I favor access routes that allow the least
amount of public access and the least amount of human population growth.
The social and economic aspects of the'dam will have the greatest impact

on the natural environment, and they should be minimized. The haphazard
way you gather comﬁents is not good. It favors people who are most vocal
and doesn‘t give a true consensus of opinion. The less people that enfer

the area the better. M. (. Schwab ~ {
ANCHORAGE (40 attended, 4 responded)

No one preferred access Route A.

e
e, -
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One preferred access Route B for this reason:

1.

Accass B wili 1imit impacts.

Is it possidle to mail materials ahead of time so pubiiz can study?
Why hasn't Corps study been read”

Has’effect o7 overall population on recreation been considered?

Why isn't more hard data available to public? | v

Mo one preferred C.

Three preterrad [ for these reasons:

1.

This alternative will provide auick accéss for construction with
later maximum recreational bsnefit. C is second choice, A is third,
| | )
B is fourth. ) g
Provides maximum public access to otherwise inaccessible areas.
Provides better access from Anchorage to Denali Highway area. The
greater length of highway system decreases hunting pressure on any
segment of road or nearby fly in lakes.
Additional routas allow for flexibility and diverstiy in hauling in
materials, equipment and supplies.
The service road between the dam MUST bes open for the public as public
funds will be used for | This access to this area is reguired
regardless of dam construction.
Prefer  with modifications:
Road mode is most flexible during construction phase and most useable

by the public after construction -- I am very familiar with the countfy

and favor a road from Rurricane to Devil Canyon, then cross the river ' , E

and on to Watana on the north side -« this segment will have south

slope aspect {much better than south side of river), & lot of wind ex-
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posura s0 wi?l be sasier to keep snow free -~ I do act favor con-
structien Trom Denali Hignway south to Watana -- that is unnecessary
if the abocve scheme were followed -- permafrost, wetlandsrimpacts and
¢2ep snow pfoblems abound on this route -- the preferred “Watzna
consTruction first" can be accompiished with this proposzl as you
will have to cross at Devil Canyon anyway -- this rout{ng would 2lso
aveid some very difficult construction along south side of Sy east of

Devil Canyon.

MAIL (il responced, mostly from the Anchorage area)

One_who preferred access Route A gave this reason:

i.

Feit a road to both dam sites would be of benefit to all parties,

both durihg and after construction.

No practical reason to build road from Denafw; the majority of workers
will be coming from Anchorage and Fairbanks and for the few workefs
from Delta, G?enna]]en, and Paxon the extra distance wouldn't justify

the cost. Tourists will come from Anchorage also.

Those who favored access Route B gave these reasons.

1.

a) minimal disruption to existing recreation patterns

b} minimal tax dollar waste to accommodate govgrnmentai]y contrived
recreatién programs, frivolity in a time of serious national needs.

c) minimal imposed detriments to the habitat.

a) rail access sufficient for construction and maintenance

b) delay is a plus - more time to study environmental implications

such as impact on Cook Inlet fisheries,

¢) rail access least expensive.
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rail access lesser evil as access could be more effectively limited.

3.

The pctentia} i0ss of wetiancs and raptor nesting habitat is par-
ticulariy disturbing.

4. a) cheapest (don't waste monsy)

b) disturbs the wiiderness 1ea§t;‘can De ramovad when both dams
are built.

c) access for maintenance by f?oét plahe or helicopter.

d) hard ta‘magntain either a railroad or éighway;in neavy snow or
cold winters. |

5. restricts or limits access and has‘ﬁinjmal effect tc the area.

One who favered C or D gave these reasons.

1. Gets away from the scheduling problems of A and B.

2. Economically best after B.

3. Opens up large new area for recreation.

4. Preserves the environmental integrity of the roadless south side of
the river.

‘Two who favored access Route £ gave these reasons.

1. Having worked for the Dept. of Highways in the area for 20 years,
observation that a road from the Denali would be easiest ts build
and maintain; less hills, less wetlands. and is more suited to road
canstruction.

2.

d) provides easy access for construction and opens up beautiful

areas for recreational purposes.
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b) highway access is important not only for construction but or
.continued public access nct dependent of train schedules cr

passenger services limitaticns.

Two who favored access Route D gave these reasons:
1. Would let most 211 highway travellers see one dam arez while keeping
the Watzna area under less pressure by peopie.

Bon't want to see State and Federal governments involved in railroad

unless the State purchases the railroad before the dams are construcrted.

2. &) no service road between dams.
b) construct and service power lines between dams with helicopters.
¢) boat access to reservoirs: road access would make it look like

Big Lake.

MINERS AND GAME GUIDE QUESTIOMNAIRES

Two separate questionnaires were distributed: -one to game gquides °
registered in Unit 13 of‘the Upper Susitna Basin: the cther to members
of the Alaska Miners Association in Fairbanks and Anchorage. The gane
guide questionnaire was mailed to 200 guides and 29 responses were
rébeived, a’'return of 15%. The miners' guestionnaires were given to
members of the Mingrs‘Association in Fairbanks and the Board of Directers
in Anchorage. It is not known how many were distributed. Eighteen were
returned.

Fifty-six (56) percent of the game guides were fn favor of pub]ic
access while 31% were opposed. Responses on what,game nabitats should
hot be distu%bed were varied, but tended to indicate several areas of

concern. One was the Deadman's Creek drainage and the area scuth of the
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Denali Highway that is uti]izéd by the Nelchina caribou herd. 9taer
areas menticned were the Susitna River proper and seyeral of its majcr
tributary areas. The project area in general was seen to be a prime game
and fishing area. Over 40% of the guides favored raij only access anc
this was often mentioned as first cnoice with others iisted second or
third.

The questionnaire included a map (Figure 2) that showed four access
routes. These were not the same routes that were presentad at the com-
munity workshops. The reason for this is the route north of the Susitna
was eliminated from considefation due to envirommental and engineering
problems around the Portage Creek area.’

Almost all the miners (90%) faycred some type of public acéess,
but the questionnaire did not oresent alternative routes. Most of this

group used the general project area for soms type of mireral rejacad

‘activity and use was limited to summer months.
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GAME GUIDE'QUESTIONQAIRE - February end March 1981
1.

Page’ZS

~What arsas ¢t the Susitna River basin do:vou usa?

General aaswers included Upper Susitna, Tsusena Valley, Clark Creek,
Talkeetna River to Kosina Creek, Denali Creek area, Clarence Lake,
Lake Louise, Watana {reex.

8 said they used all or most of it. 5 said they used none of it.

What kind of use?

25 considered themselves primarily game guides. Of these, 19 included

the words "hunting and fishing" as part of their occupatien, such as

in "guiding hunting and fishing trips". A total of 22 included "hunting

or "fishing" plus some other use, such as "mining, prospecting”, "rock- |
hounding", "trapping", "rafting”, or “photography". , !

What level of use do vou give these aresas?

The words “"heavy”, "moderate®, and “light" were used in similar pro-
portion. The seasons listed most were spring througn fall. Three
persons respondac that they use the ares from eight months to all year,

Specificaily:

May - October:
June - Qctober:

3 July - Sept.:
2
July - August: 1
1
2

May - Dec.:
10 mo./year:
Aor. -May/Aug, -Sept.

oE .

[P N S "

June - Sept.:
August - Sept.:

What game habitats should not be disturbed?

Specific locations mentioned included Watana Creek, Kosina Cresk,
Jay Creek, the area along the Susitna River, Fog Creek,. north and
southwest of Moosehorn Lake, Stephan Lake, Clarence Lake, Big Lake,
aiong the Alaska Railroad proposed, Portage Creek, Butte Lzke, Otter I
Lake. One person expressed concern about the possible disturbance -
of swan and salmon spawning grounds. Several axpressed concern for
the habitats of moose, grizzly and black bear, and caribou. Some
specific statements were:
Impossible to 1ist, Big Su is a key-game habita:; effort
should be 'made to stay near water with all travel.
Caribou migration routes, winter mcose areas, black and
grizzly bear denning areas. , |
The areaz bounded by Portage Creek to the west, the Susitna
River to the south and east and the Denali Highway to ‘
the north is the best game country left in the Talkeetna R
Mountains. :
Wintering areas in all major drainages should nct be disturbed.

Those who saw no problems if game habitats are disturbed: 9 . | "
Those who mentioned concern about the disturbance in specific locations, : 5
or of specific animals, or disturbance of the wilderness in general: 16.
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Which access_do you«prefe??

The guides were given four choices: Corridor 1 - Mo~th sicde of
Susitna River {rom Taikestna: Corridor Z - South side of Susitna =
River from Talkeetna; Corrider 3 - Horth from Derali highway; and ' ' -
Railroad - South side of Susitna River. They were aiso zliowed to
check alt the boxes they felt were acceptabie.

Corridor 1 € Railroad 18
Corridor 2 11 teft it blank , 4
Corridor 3 1C Answered "ncne of the above' i

: Answerea “whatever is cneapest and best” 1

Reasons for the above chaice:

Comments supporting the riilroad included: "lzss vehicle access

means less impact on the animal population and the environment"; QR

"1t would be more direct.” When specific corridors were chosen,

the comments tended to be gereral about the possible distrubance

of one or another animal populatior. Occasionaily there was a specitic
individual comment, such as, "I suppose it's just selfishness but
Corridor 1 come closest to the access I use.” ;

Would you 1ike to see public access io the project area by privately-

owned vehic}es after canstructionyis conpleted?

Yes: 18 Hot sure: 1
No: 10 Limited access oniy: 1
No response: 2

Reason for position on publ®c access:

-Those who said yes: I'm paying for it sc 1'11 use it; I support nydro

power; all Americans have the right to all of America with the ex-
ception of land that is privately owned; we need touris: developmint
and recreationail development.

Those who said no: There will be an innundation of people; business <

will suffer; animal habitats will be destroyed along the river; would
prefer the area be left a wilderness; what will happen ts the fish;
this is a power project. not a recreational facility,

Respondents to this questionnairs reside in-

Anchorage e Haines 1 N
Eagle River 1 Chugiak 2 5
Palmer 3 Homer 1 -
Cantwell 1 Ketcnikan 1
Willow 3 Jureau 1
Gustavus 1 Kasilof -1
Fairbanks i Wasiliz 1 -
Tok Highway 1 No name or address 1 .



MINERS QUESTIONNAIRE -- February and Harch 1921

1

-

2. What part of‘the Upper Susitna
Almost every respondent had 2

Member of what group or groups:

HMiners resids in:

Fairbanks Afaska Miners
Anchorage Alaska Miners
Nome Alaska Miners
Interfor Alaska Trappers
Southcentral Trappers
Registered guide

'ther: Ffur Takers of America

1 Fairbanks 10
9) Anchorage 6
1. Maclaren River 1
2 Palmer 1
0
1
1

basin is of particular interes: to ¥ou !

Watara Creek
Coal Crzek
o Portage Creek-

Tsusena Creek

Yaldez Lreek

Oshetna and
Black Rivers

Devil Canyor

1

-

1
1
i

1
1

different answer. Specifically they were:

Butte Creek
Clearwater Mins.
Fog .akes

Gold Creek

Chulitna

sacliaren

A1l parts

Mo parts

Upper Susitna Basin

beb foms LS fard pid femd ek ped gt

One respondent who answered the form in detaii szid, "0F course,
the Maclaren is of major interest to me since that is my home base.

rHowever, 1 would be violently opnosed to us

as dam access. Aside from the esthetic reasons. it would be zn

economic disaster for me, as & ma

from Mile 7 Denali Highway to Mile 71."

3. What area of the river basin do vou currently use:

4.

Answers mirrored those above.

Watana Creek

Coal Creek

Chulitna Canyon

Chulitna Crekk

Stephan-Fog Lakes

South side-Susitna
drainage of
Fhunilma Creek

What kind of use?

Minerals exploratior
Trapping wolves that
prey on wintering
moose - |
Mineral development
Trapping

s

Specifically:

Butte Creek
Clearwater Mtrs.
Lower Susitnaz
Upper Susitna
Upper + Middie
Upper Tsusena Zreek
Devil Canyor

N/A

None

Recreation/rest
Mining
Hunting/fishing
Hardrock minarals
Nane

N/A

L6 o ok b fusd fod peid ek foond

bt b bt B3 RPN

Jor portion of my trapline runs

ing the Denali Highway as
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What level cf use de you give thes ar=as:

Licht use was listed most frequenzly, though moderate and heavy
use were also put down. Specific cates:

June - Septamber
Oct. 15 - April 1

oius Ser*. deer hunt
None
N/A
rall and Winter
Year-round .
September - October

PO A= bt b~

ok e

Would you like to see public access via privately-owned vehicle
atter construction is completed?

Yes 16
No 2

What is the principzl reason for your pasition on access?

Yes answers:
Access to potentially productive mineral deposits
Public funds, opubiic use
Recreation use
Hunting and fishing

b
[ TS R I 841

One respondent who answered yes, added, "I strongly feel we should

extract all minerals from this area before we complete the dam and
begin flcoding the area,"

No answers:

The area is undisturbed now, don't want to lose that 1
The game population wiil be driven down 1

-
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T QUESTIOMRAIRE FOR GAME GUIDES, UNIT 13  erch, (981
i | | Page 37
AELASK A POWER AUTHORITY
ACCESS TC PROPOSED SUSITNA GIYDRUELECTRIC PRUCECT

1. What areas of the Susitna Piver basin du you curvently use?r

2. What kind of use? . = _

3. What level of use do you give these areas? (Bc ds specific as possibie: mantns
of year? every year? heavy, aoderate or light? etc.?)

4. Please list the location o7 significan®* game habitats that you fezel shculd not he
disturbed. Be as specific as pessible. -Efforts i1l be vade to avoid key game
habitats.

S.  Look ot the map on the back of the yellow {lyev. Wnicn access do you prefar?

p Y ¥ Y b
Cnech uil the ones vou find acceplable.
__Corridor cne  __ Corridor two Corridor three Raiiroad

i

6. .  Piease give your reasons for /mur choices in =5, (Your reasons give tne planners
important intormation tc use in making their recommendations for an access elan.)

i s e B - - - * - - R L L e g iy o, e -
b S . Wt et 4, e o o o * E e I K e s - — - W o e £2
— i — - R —— - - ey K k- » o —
- - R R T L T T S S [3 - - -

7. dould you like to see public access to the Susitie hydroeisciric vroject arsa by
privately cwned venicle after the construction is completed?
€

&. Jhat is the principie reason fur your nosition on public access te the project area?

i, - - . i A o i . e e w6 e e W e v bl W -
— R A —— o ———— i iy, D S o, T Sy 8 S o 4 i w A W b o - - . e LRI D IR Y -
I T S T T T

HAME | . PHOWT

e e T e S S A L T B R P e R S A Y L

v B . T T Fom o o mows

ADDRZSS : 1P _ ‘

“hank von for your assistance! Please return tF's form gefore March 15th to:

Alaske Power Authority
Public Participation Office
333 West din ‘wenue, Suite 3)
Anchovrage, Alaska 995C1
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INIVERSITY OF ALASKA, FAIRBANKS
Fairbonks Alcskg 9970°

SUSITNA HYCRGELECTRIC PROJECT
RECKEATION PLAN

Public Forum Questionnaire

' The deveiopment approacn [ most prefer is . {List only cna.}
1. p PP p . : J ;

Lletier)

Zz. Do you have any suggested modificzticn to the above seiected approach?
Pleas2 number each suggestiion.

Why did you chuse your particuiar approach?

(%3]

4, a. In which region of the state do you Jive:
Anchorage
Fairbanks
Railbelt (between Anchorage and Fairbanks)

b. How would you classify the place where you live?
Urban . Small town
Rurai R . Rural remote
GCther...list

*

¢. Do you represent a particular interest group? If s¢c, please list.

You may usz the back side for any additional com.ents,

Thank ybu.

> .
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