
.. r 

c 

RECORD 'OF DECISION . 

c···,.: 

2 l.P ,o1, D t 
{ 7 I'-{-, { ?'-c .c.. 

. · PROPOSEDU\ISTITUTE OF MARINE SCIENCE :(IMS) 
. ·. - . . . . 

INFRASTRUCTUR.E IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
SEWARD, ALASKA 

. ~~©~0~~~ 
· . AUG 1 6 1995 . . 

. £:XXON VI\LDEZ Oil SPILl· 
· TRUSTEE COUNCIL 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Co~curring Agencies: . 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE OCTOBER 1994 



,. 

( ( ,, 

. . . . . o·e<;:ision Sheet . . . 
Proposed IMS lnfras.tructure Improvement Project 

Sewar~, Alaska · · · . · 

.Alternative 1--The Proposed Action. . . 
. (Research/Wildlife:Rehabilitation; Public' Education/Visitation) · 

· Alternative II .' 
(Research/Wildlife Rehabilitation Only) · 

Alternative UJ-;.No Action 

Approved: 

. ecretary for ral Resources and Environment 
Department of Agriculture 

Concur: 

DouglasfK. Hall 
Assisstant Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Department of Conimerce 

1 

·. '.· 

' "'-' -~-----' 

. D okt;,/5 ( t r 'ft.i <f-
. ·.Date· 

l";_ X~~~ t( 
· Date . 



,( ( 

.•, 

·. Background l~trodu'ciian· •· . · - · , . . . . . . . . . . 
'I 'Tb,'e:·Exxon'_Va!dez.bli Spill (EVOS} trustee Coundl·is .cpnside'ring a decisJon to . . 

. 'proyioe' .flihds'to 'irttprove the :e.kisting' in:fr~~·th.ictur~ afthe' UniversitY of. Ala-ska's 
. lnstitute:ot.:Mtuirie Science'OMS) in:sewar.d,·AJaska,-in order to' enhance the . 
· Tnistee C9uncil's capabiliti~s to ~tudy -marine: rriartmi~l~,. marine birds; and the 
ecosystem ·injured b\(the. EVO~.. Tne .impr.ovem~nts are· inte.nded to. help focus and 

. carry-out along~term rese.arch·a~d monitodr:1g program-for the 'EVOS area:asparf 
· of ari .overc:ill' restoration· plan_.: The proposed· project- would be constructed adjaceht 
to'~he: exi$t.ing:·campus .of-the IMS Sewar.d. Maritle'Center, and wo'ulci have two 

.. ' . components:. ( 1) :e~·· research and wildlife· rehabilitati(;m comp,onent, and· (2} a public 
edi..icatio.n .and vlsitatiorrcompone'nt;. · .. · ...... : ·. . . . .· ; .· . . . . . 

:,:. 

-The City· of Seward ~upports the proposed· proJact, having identifi~d a par.cel of 
. cit'y-owned,. w~tEnfront propertY for ';1:. in' downtown Seward •. City zoning for the' 
. propertyhas; beE:m·modifieo to accommodate.'the j:noject; ·and the city is moving 
. forward with' other suppo'~tactivities in_hopes that the needed· fl.uids for. the project : 
will become available: · · · 

Funding for the proposed ·project wouldico.r'ne·, in large ·part, from EVOS funds . 
. Overall, .the total.project capital budget is anticipated to be approximately $47.5 
. milljon, of which ~pproximately $37.5 million would come from EVOS funds. 
Twelve and· one-half million· dollars of State ·EVOS restitution funds were . 
. appropriated by the Ai.aska· Legislature. in 1·993 to the ·City of Seward for the 
planning, design; and con.struction of the prop.o's.ed project. In addition,. 
approximately· $25· million ofEVOS monies have been requested to fund. the 
research: and. Wildlife: rehabilitation compon;eiit of the proposed project .. No EVOS 
joint restora~ion fi.Jhds ·WOUld be USed to·fund the. public educa~ion and Visitation 
c~mponent of. the propo,sed project.~ The ap·pro?<im(ltely $10 miiUoli envisioned to 

; fund thepublic'education and visitation component would be raised privately . 
. However I revenue from public education. a.nd visitation would be used to offs.et the 
operational_co~ts o-y both: c~mponents. :: · · 

·t . 

The EVOS·Trustee Council is comprised of the designees of the Secretary of the 
U.S. Department of the lnt~rior (001), Secretary of the u:s: Department of· 
Agriculture, Administrator for the National Oceank and Atmos.pheric 
Administration~ ttie Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish and. Game, the 
Commissioner of. the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, and the. 
Alaska.Att~rn.ey General. By agreement of the trustees, the Trustee Council is 
responsible for all decisions regarding the assessment of injuries from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill and uses of the joint restoration funds. The planning, evaluation, 
arid implementation of .restoration activities require ·the unanimous agreement of 
Trustee Council members. 
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. o~ :J~:in~~ry. 31,, .19~4~ the· Trustee coo neil conditio_nally approved financial ~up port 
· for.,the P·rqpo_sed IJVIS Infrastructure .. lmprove'ment Project ·in Sewa.rd, Alaska~ and 
-authofi?ed the· E~ecutive Director of the Trustee Council to: 

.( 1J take ne·c;;essary steps to secure _National En-vironmental Pqlicy Act (NEPAl 
· compliance; · · · · 

(2). 

(3) 

(4) 

··.consult appropriate ·en.tities, :including ·the University of Alaska, the City of 
Seward; the Seward Association for the A~vancement of Marine Science. 
{SAAMS), and appropriate trustee agencies· to review the .assumptions · 
r.elatingto. the·proposed improvements and capital and opera~ing budgets; 

develop.ari integrated funding approach whictj assures that the use of trust 
f~nds is. appropriate and legally permissibl~ under the terms of the . 
Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree; and 

prepare a recommendation of the appropriate level of funding for 
c()risideration by the Trustee Council thatwould be legally permissible under 

.. ·ter'IT.lS of the Memorandum of ,Agreement and Consent Decree. . 

The _.DOI.ag.reed to be the lead Federal Agency for NEPA compliance ori behalf of 
the Tru~tee.Council. Pursuant to NEPA, DOi prepared a draft and final 
environmental hnpact statement {EIS) for the Proposed IMS Infrastructure. 
Improvement Projec.t in·seward, Alaska . .The final EiS describes three alternatives, 
including the pro·posed action; presents the major issues associated with the 
proposed action and· .its -alternatives as identified through. the public seeping 
.process; examines the environmental c·ansequences of each. alternative; presents· 
measures to avoid. qr minimize advers·e environmental effects; and. presents and 
responds to comments made during the public review of the dra_ft EIS. 

This Record of D.ecision {ROD). documents DOl's decision regarding the 
environmental. aspects· of th~ proposed project, based on-information, analysis, and 
public comments in the final EIS. The Department of Agriculture and the National 

. Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration each concurs in this decision. ISl:iUes. 
regarding project propriety and details of project financing, including the possible 
use of joint restoration funds to purchase a" research vessel ahd a submersible as. 

· part of the proposed project, have been forwarded to the EVOS Trustee Council for 
its consideration, .and are not incorporated into .this ROD. These issues .and the 
ROD will be considered .bY the Trustee Council in making its final decision for 

· funding of the ·proposed project. 
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This HOD .presents and discuss~s the decision; ident.ifies and compares th~ ~ffec'ts · 
of the· alternatives CQnsidered ln reaching the decision; speCifies the . . 
environnienta!lv. prefer'able alternative; summarizes the views'expressed .bv·. 

·.goverrime11t agencies·, organizations~ and. the· general·public yvith·.regard to the·. 
propO'sed project; and 'identifies the means by which potentially adverse effects ... 

· would be avoided or minimized.· · · ·, · 

Decision· 
Based on consideration of the.: information, analysis, and public·comr:nen1s;in the 
fin·al EIS, DOl favors: the proposed action as it is described in that' document· 

. (AiternativEfl). ··For the tnos~ part, the adverse effects of this alternative would be 
ne.gligible to low. The· anticipated moderate adverse effects o(Aitetnative. ·1 on . 

. . traffic and transportation, recreation, arid quality-of-iife factors would be confined. 
generally to summer weekends· in the downtown area; The high effect on quality 
of life during the. off~peak visitation months ,(Octobe~ through. May) cou!d be · . 
perceived as either positi~e or negative. · Benefidal effects on quality of life factors 
in Seward, such as increased local, year..,round ·employment; lo.cal economic 
improve.ments; and increased educational opportunities could offset.adve~se 
effects, such as possible changes in the small-town atmosphere and increases in 
traffic· conge~tion, litter, and crime. · 

Overall~ the anticipated benefits· of Alternati~e I outweigh the adverse effects . 
. While the magnitude of adverse effects with Alternative I is greater than for the 

research-only alternative (Alternative II) and the no-action alternative (Alternative 
Ill), the benefits of Alternative I also are greater. 

Tourism in Sewardis expected to continue to increase even without.the project, 
and the small-town atmosphe~e of Seward·and other quality-of-life 'factors h~ve 
changed and wi.ll continue to change even without the project, .though poss.ibly at 
a slower.pace. The City of s·eward and the citizens of Seward could, through local 

. planning .a.rid other .activities, minimize· the adverse effects associated with what ' 
amounts to a strong growth trend in summer tourisrn regardless of whether 

· Alternative I moves forward. 

The DOl assumes .that the mitigation presented as part of the proposed action in 
the final EIS will be implemented. Furthermore, stipulations will be implemented as· 
agreed upon through consultation ·between DOl, the Alaska State Historic · 
Preser~ation Officer (SHPO), and concurring parties (SAAMS and the City of 
Seward), as part of National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 compliance; 
Any niopifications to the project requested as a result of the Alaska Coastal . 
Management Program Consistency Determination will be adopted or adjusted, as· 
needed, after discussion and resolution with the State. The Trustee Council may 
place additional conditions on this project should it decide to ·approve funding for 
it, and DOl as well as the other two Federal Trustee Agencies will be party to any 
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such dedsion. 

Tl)e [)OJ suggests. that the. E:vO's Tn,.1st"ee Council includes as a condition of ~nyi · 
furidiflg. ·approval.a mean's to assure .. that future mitigation rieeds wiH b~ conside·red · 
by the. qwner/operator'ofthe project and implemented if practicabie.· This wiil ; : 

. assure. that presently unforeseen mitigation needs are addressed 0itt:djue ·· 
· consideration and action. · · · 

·. · Prior to making .a· .final funding de.cision: regarding the propos.ed pr.oject, the EVOS 
. Trustee Councii must consider the erwironmental effects.·and findings documented 
. in this ROD, as well as the res·ults Qf tasks directed by the Trustee CouriGil in its .·· 
janu.ary 31, 199l:J., decision to condit.ionally approve .financial support for. the · 

. projee;:t (see p: 3 of this ROD for a list of the fourtasks). 

· Alternatives Considered · · . 
The final EIS includes analysis of three alternatives: ·the proposed a.ction, a second 

• action alternative, and the no-actiqn alternative. The primary purpose of both . 
· action alternatives is to provide infra.structure in Seward, Alaska, for long-term . . 

research and monitoring of the ecosystem affected by the EVOS, with-the goal of 
benefiting the long-term ·health and restoration· of injured resources, as part of ari· 
overall restoration plan for the 'EVOS area. The goal of wildlife rehabiiitation · 
services at.the facility would be. to restore the health of injured wildlife in order 
that they could be released to the natural environment. The facility would provide 
certain research capabilities and ·long-term and critical care functions not currently 
available in the EVos·area. · · · · · · 

The following describes each·alternativeand presents a comparison of the. 
anticipated eiwironmental effects of the alternatives. 

. . 

Description of Alternatives 
Alternative P·-The Proposed Action. This alternative has two components: 
(1) a research and wildlife· rehabilitation component, and (2) a public education and 
visitatior;1 component. The proposed improvements to the IMS Seward Marine 

. Center would. provide a facility for the study and rehabilitation of marine mammals 
and birds, particularly pinnipeds (harbor seal and Steller sea lion), sea otters,. and · 
alcids (common murre,· pigeon guillemot, marbled murrelet; arid tufted and. horned 
puffin). The faCility also would provide for the study of fish genetics and 
oceanography. Proposed. improvements include: tanks and pens (temporary 
holding, long-term ·habitat, ·and quarantine); a 1ife support system. (running 
seawater and disinfection); a freshwater system; pathology and water quality 
laboratories; x-ray, surgery, phar.macy, and necropsy facilities; and a library. · 

The research and wildlife rehabilitation component wo'i.Jid consist of approximately 
22,000 square feet of interior space fpr studies and ·rehabilitation of marine 
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mammals,· marifle .bi(ds, · ~nc(oth~r wildlife~ ·It wou.i<:f be ·comprised ·oi wet and dry· . 
laboratories, .staff office~; f:l~d:a library:. The~e al~o::·would be.~approkimat(;)ly ·· · 

. .. ·' 46,000 square feet of ~xterior space·ct)ritcilni'ng outdo:o(research~habitat, :tanks, 
and. pools fof.pinnipeqs~·sea otters,·'ancfmarinebird specfes~·.::;A.:so-.~pace~ 37~000; '.· 
square :.foot parking lot Jot' staff .vehiqles would. be' .constructed. adjacent to 'th·e : 
existing IMS Rae Building pai'.~ing lot~'- A. research V~ssel and a silbmersible may be .. 

. acquired for res:earch purposes~. . .. . . . 
' . ' :' '. . 

·The public education an~d vi~ita1:i'on. compon~11t woGtd incJude a·~_pr~ximat~ly . 
20.000 square fee.:t-of'additlori·at im~:)rior.space ~o pro~o~e public:.:aware.ness of the 

. .marine. e'nvironmerit •. ·It ·:vVould. functio.n !n .. co.ncert .with, and .in. ~upport of, the· 
research and wildljfe rehabilitat-ion compcine.nt~ This component· would inciude 

. exhibits, 'interpre.tive displ,ays, and pubtrc areas; ·-A .166-space, '90,,000 square foot 
. parkiri'g lot for visitors and. a _public p.laza' wo~.lld be built ·~djacent to the 'equcation 
and vi.sitor comp9nent. · · · , . · 

A stormwater drainage system with oiliwater separator would .. b~·linked with the· 
·city system. ·No joint·EVOS·.restciration ·fun.ds wouid ·be·imiolvtid:in the . . .. 
construction or maintenance. of·the pubUc echicatiori and visitatioll component.· 
However, revenue from this cor'np_onent wo~ . .ild offset operationat.·costs of the 
.entlr.e facility,. · · 

-· . ' ·. . . ' ' ' , . . . 
·The two components would share approximately 27,000 square feet of interior . 
building.,.s.upport.space, inCluding ~he life support system and the ·facility's 
'me~hanical, .administrathie,· ahd curatorial functions.. . . 

. . \ . ' ' .. . 
Approximately 250,00 to 262,000 people. are projected to visit the proposed . 
facility.annually in.the.first 5 years~ Of this number, approximately 50,000 would 
be new visitors to Sewa.rd •. Approximately half of the anticipated. 50,000 new 
visitors are projecte~ to visit Quring the peak surtlm~r period of June 1 through 
September 15. · · .· 

· A/ternative/1--Resear.ch!Wild/ife.Reha~i/ita:tion Only. Alternative II has only <?ne 
• component: research and wildlife rehabilitation; The 'structures and facilities for 
this alternative generally would be thesame.as those described for ;the research 
and wildlife rehabilitation comp6rient in Alternative !.. The ~'footprint"of the 
building.would remain essentially the sanie; however, the facility.would be a one
·stol)i building ·rather than a .two:.story. The public ·education and.visitation 
coniponentas described for Alternative I is eliminated with this alternative. The 
visitor parking area· and public plaza adjacent to the building are.eliminatea as well. 
This land would·be graded and landscaped, but otherwise unoccupied. A 
stormwater drainage system would be lfriked to the city system, but would not 
include an oil/water ·separator. Thus, the city's existing stormwater drainage 
system in'the vicinity of the project ~ite would continue to discharge directly into 
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· · · Resurrection B~y' ·without treatment~ 
. . . . . . . .· . . .. -

.. \ .. 

. · Elimination of.th~ public e,duc~~ion.· and:visitation. co.tnpon_E:mt would: r~move··ari . 
. : JmpOr~an~ .sourqe of:rev~r\u~Ji:l'i:Em:ded:"tO·:offset tt:te operationat.-costs ot the .facility 

·. · · uhd.e·r Alternative L Witholit'.this coir)pone.nt,· fun.ding sources to operate: the . : · 
facility _w6urd have tq· be derived from:.rese.arch contracts/ .reh~bilitation' program 

. income, _grants: cll)d ,d~natiory's_,:'~md possibly other,. as yet '-;In identified' sources. 
' . ' . . ' . , . . . . . . . 

Alternative Ill--No Action J.: The. rio-action. alternative. means that none tit the 
. , . constructio~ anti·oper.~tional=activitles associate.d'wit_h· Alt!3rnatives I and .11 'w9uld 

occut.". Th!3re-'would .not be·a·facility dedicated primarily to the research nae·aed to 
support the,recov!3ry of species and the ecosystem injure.d as a result =of. the EVOS. 
The EVOS Trustee CoonCil' s. capabilitif3s, to ·study f'sh genetics and marine.· . 
rriB:mma.ls_;. marin~(bir.ds;. arid th'Ei: ec6system inj~,Jre.d py th'e ·Ev.os would> c·ontinu~ as 
they currently_ exist~ u' •• • • 

The proposed p~oiect site is· currently. oWned: by the· City of Se~ard and occupied 
. by the Northern .St~vedoring Warehouse. and w~lding shop, the Vouthffeen ·Center, 
~he.Municfpal Dock;_: and a por~ion 'of Water·front Park .. The· city ha~ no· plans to 

·H· construct any· new ·facilities on ·the site. ·.other than the proposed project. Existing 
uses of the property woulq remain in place for the short term; however,· the city 

. would discontin~e the l~ase. to Northern Stevedoring ·and is seeking ~lternative 
·locaticins.fqr Al~ska.Marine Highway ferry docking- and the Vouthffe~n.Center 

: regardles~ of ·whether the· proposed project moves forward ... · 

Current tourist vis(tation to Seward is approximately 440,000 people per .year. 
Eighty;five per cen.t of Seward's. annual visitor traffic occurs during the' peak 
summ·er period of June 1 through September 1.5 .. This amounts to about374,000 
visitors· during this time period: · · · 

' . . . .. 

· Comp.arison of the Effects of the Alternatives . . . 
·As evident from the descriptions above, Alternatives I and 11--the action . 

· alternatives-- differ in the type of facility intended for the Seward site.. Alternative 
I includes a research and wildlife rehabilitation co_mponent and a public education 
and visitation component; Alternative ll.eliminates the public education and 
Visitation component. Both·.action alternatives would provide the infrastructure for 
long-term research and·monitoring of resources injured by,the EVOS as.part-of an 
overall restoration plan .. ~lternative Ill, the no·action alternative, would not. 

Both action alternatives would result in beneficial as well as adverse effects. Any 
·' notable difference in the magnitude of effects between the two action alternatives 

is due to the exis.tence of the public education and visi~ation component of the 
project in Alternative I. The no-action alternative would result in none of the 
benefits or adverse effects associated with the other two alternatives. 
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· .·The ~dv~rs~ ·anvironme~~al effects anticipated for b6th a~tion alternativ~s would . 
. ·be similar in ,nature and magnitude .for nearly all categories aruily?ed ih the· EIS. 

These-·effects .v\rouid b~ negli'gible to IQw,-with the ~·xception of the t;!ffect o.n· ·· ,· 
' recr~ation~facilities, vyhicl) would be niode~ate durin:g summer months (June . . 
; through August),:and slightiy more· acute forAiternativ~ .1 than for Alternativ~ II. 
·· This moderate adverse effect would. ·be due. to the eliminatjon of about· tWo-thirds 
. to three~quarters of the lditarod Campground (50 .to. ·57 RV camp ~ites)',: which is . 

on property designated for the.'project for either Alternative I or II .. With the n·o., · · . 
: acti9n alternative, the, campground -vvould remain _unchanged, at least for the.· short · 
tEnm. ,·ca·mping facilities' already are· at capacity· during pe~k periods, such as the · 
Fourth of Julyweekend~and.during.the.Sewarc,i Silver Salmon'Derby in August, and_: . 

. loss of camp 'sites with Alternatives I ~nd II wou.ld further aggravate th.e. situ-ation 
during these. times .. The 251000 new summer visitors to .Seward associ.ated with 

.. Alternative I would· result in added pressure on existing camping facilitfes, which 
. acC!ounts· for the ·adverse effects of Alternative I being slightly more acute than . 
Alternative II. Nonetheless, the effect on recreation facilities with. either action · 
alternative still would be· ~oderate, and moderate effects .on .camping facilities in 
Seward·would·be ariti¢ipated even witho~t either ofthese alternatives due· to 
general trerids of increased visitation to .Seward. ·· 

The magnitude· of ·effects fo~ traffic and transportation and quality of life would be 
different for the two action alternatives~ Again, the~difference in effect levels for· 

. the two alternatives is due to the presence of the public education and visitation 
compQnent, ·vyhich' wquld result in a greater.number-of visitors to Seward at}d: more 

· visitors transitfng through the downtown area to the proposed project. Current 
tourist visitation to Seward is about 440,000 :people per year. About 314,000 .. 
people, or 8& percent of the total, visit Seward·trom June 1 through September 

. 15. Alternathre I, with the public education and visitation component, is prQjected 
to attract an additional 50,000 new visito.rs to Seward each year.. About ha1f of 
these· new visitors would visit from June to mid-September~ The poblic education 
and v·isitation component i's projected to attract approximately 250,000 to 
262,0oo· people annually in the first 5 years. In an average summer week, 14,570 .. · .· 
people·could move through the facility; this would amount to 2,914 people pe~ day · 
on an average high-visitation day. . ' . 

With Afternative i, effects ori traffic a~d ~ransportation would be negligible 'to 
moderate;. whereas, with Alternative 11 effects would be negligible. The· moderate 
adverse effects would. be confined 'to certain times, generally on weekends during 
the summer.- Aspects of traffic and transporation examined inclu_de parking, ·traffic 
volumes. (.i.e., .potential congestion), and trafficcirculation. The effect of 
Alternative I on parking conditions in the City of Seward would be low. Alternative· 
I would accommodate all anticipated project-related parking on site. However, 
either half or all of the parking spaces would be eliminated in front of the project . 
along Railway Avenue. This accounts for the low effects as compared to the 
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negligi.ble effects. for Alternative 11. . . .. . . . . •' 

. The ·effect on traffic·Circuiation. wouid he moderate; and the effect on traffic 
· · volumes .V\tou~d bt:i mod~rat~ . .near the project location and .low.(mtside.of.th~ ··. 

dowritow.n.area •. :.With ·Alternative: I, .the public visitation to .:the facility ·would c.ause 
a shift.in the cu"rrent traffic'flo~ to ~n.compass the downtovyn area .. lnc~e~sed ' . 

. tra.ffic into downtown<seward would create moderate effects o-n traffic circulation 
ant;t cause occasional :cong.estion adjacent to the. project sit~, ge~era·uy .on 
week~nds duringth~ summer. Exis.ting traffic cbngestion generally is confined.to 
the s·mall Boat Harbor a~ea, 1.-1/3 miles from doyvntown Seward, . .congesti.on in 
that area would con~inue to be a 'problem, at least in the short-~erm, e~en without 
the proj~ct, because visitation t() s.eward is expected to continue to increase. · 

Altern.ative .I wo~ld: have·. a moderate .effect on Seward's quality-of-life factors. 
during. the sum.mer ·months and· a liigh effect during ·winter months, as· compared to· · · 
a low effect with.-Aiternative·ll~ Effect-level definitions for quality·of-life.hav.e to do 
with ·changes in local soCial.conditions~ Quality-of-life factors e.xamined'include 
changes in Seward's 5!'l1all-town atmosphere, changes· in· Seward's year-ro.uhd · · 

. economic oppo.r:tunity,· crowding;' parking and tr'a.fficcongestion downtown and' at . 
. ·the Seward Small Boai:Harbor, and possible increases in crime and litter. Many · 
· Seward residents value a. smaU-towrr atmosphere, a relativeiy slow pace of life,· 
lower congestion; and other qualities not found in more urban locations. A change 
in smail~town .atmosphere, might be perceived as negative by some and· positive by 
others, particularly de.pending on.the time.of year the change is experienced. 

With Alternative I, the increase in new visitors to Seward would amount to a T
percent increase over current levels e?'perienced from June through mid
September, and a 35-percent increase·over current levels experienced from 

·.October through May.: A seven pe.rc.ent inctease.would be defined as a low social 
effect; however, during the slimmer, Seward's small town atmosphere already i~ 
altered by the pres'ence of a large number of visitors and there is local sensitivity to 

. the existing summer tourist traffic, so this effect .was determined to be moderate. 
· The anticipated 35-percent ·increase i,n visitors during the ~ff-:peak months. {October 
·through May) could ca!Jse a majorchange in the small~tow·n atmosphere of · 
Seward, particularly given that the downtown and th.e waterfront area near 
downtown would be the focus of these ne~ visitors' activities .. Whi!e this is· a· 

. significant change; i:t may·oot amount to a significant adverse effect; In fact, · 
some might considerthe increase in winter tourisll) to .be a benefit to Seward's 
economic and social quality ·of life .. 

Tourism in Seward is expected to continue to increase even without the project, 
and the small-town atmosphere of Seward has been changing and will continue to 
change, though ·possibly at a slower pace, · 
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. Beneficial effects also..woula be anticipated with either aC1:iori alternative, though ·· ... ; 
.··the .niagriitode .of benefits would be• greater .for· Alternative >I than fqr·Ait~rnative :1L. · .. · ·· . ·· 

Again, the difference is·due to the ·presenee' of the public education and visitatidn:·: .... 
' . . . . ,./ - . " . 

'COO)p(,lnent in Alternative 1.· . Benef.its ·.would' include. tbose that would accrue -to ' •, . ' ' .•,' 
maririe wildlife·iri the· EVOS are~':as.a·.;resuifof.the:research·co.nducted ·atthe · · · 

. ·· · . fa.qility, a·s.well as biological monitoring and wildlife rehabilitation~ intettidathabita.t .. 
· . eril;lancemEmt, with the eventual plam:ied·creation of·a.tide pool as part ofthe-. . .·.·· 
· : . facility; .improved visuaLquality of ·tile. J)'rojecisite; improvements to the local . :-: ·. . 

'eco~omy,-·including increasedlocatemploymeritand improved economic.· •.. · ; . ' 
· . opportunity.(morefor Alternative i than.Jddl); increased public revenues (rom. use· · 

of lo~al utHities {more for 'Alternative I ·~han for .II);. increased public revenues from ' 
. . safes t~xes collected from the facilitY' s.'.gift shop and visitor admissiqn f()es . . .· •. 

(Aiternative I only}; increased edlicqtional opportun.ities (particularly\vith . · · ·.· . 
• Alt~rnati:Ye 0; pdssible improvements to ·quality ot'life during other:-than-summer ·. 
·months; and enhanced visitor faciUties. (particularly with Alternative -i) ~ · · 

·· .. 

Altern~tive '1 would provide.greater·econ~miC and educati~nal .. .benefits.than ; . . . 
. Alternative II due to the existent:~ of .the public education and visitation cqniponent 
of tnis alternative. Also, by providing an oil/water separator as _part ·of the · · 

· stormwater drainage system to be linked with the city's system; Alternative I · 
wou.ld provide an additional environmental.benefit to water. quality that Alternative .. · 

.II wouid not. · · · · · 

Again, ·neither the benefits nor the ~Qvers~ e~fects associated with Alternatives. '1 
and II would be realized with the no-:-action alt~rnative~ · 

Environmentally Preferable Alternative· 
·Alternative I is the (:mvironmentaliy preferaple alternative,· though not by great· 
measure .over Alternative If. Both Alternatives 1. and II have beneficial and 
unavoidable· adverse effects. 'sc)th Alternatives! and II would provide the 
infrastructure for _long-term reseafch and 'monitoring of the ecosystem affected by 
the EVOS. Thus, both would benefit the long~ term .health and restoration-of 
resourcesinj,ured by the EVOS. The. proposed facility of either action alternative 
would serve as a center for the coordination and integration of an ongoing and 
planned.comprehensive research and monitoring program of the EVOS area as part 

· of an overall. resto·ration ·plan • 

. The exi.stence of the· public education an~ visitation component in Alternative ·I 
would result in moderate adverse effects on traffic and transportation, recreation,_ 

· and quality of life during the summer months and high effects on quality of life 
during the winter months: However, the benefit~ from this component ·would 
outweigh the adverse effects. In tact, on balance; for both action alternatives, the 
beneficial effects outweigh the advers.e effects. 
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. While Alt~mati~e ·I. would r~sult in a· greater magnit-ude. of adverse effects on traffic· 
anq transportatlon.and the quality of life in Sewa.rtLthan.Aiternative II, it also · 
·would pro.vid~. a· greater magnitude ·.of benefit; The: m9derate'adverse effects·· of · 

. · Altern.ative · tgeoerally .. would l)e. confined ·to .sun1rner-·weeken.ds (from June through • 
mid~September) ,and,Jn terms ·of traffic impacts, .:vvoulq o.ccu·r, only at certai·n times .. 
on tqose we~.kends .. Changes to the small-towri" !=ltrn·a.sphere of Seward· woul.d be · 
accelerated by·Aiternativ~ i, and would ·be particularly'noticeable during other-than'" 
:summer -months, though they may not be perceiye<ias adverse ·dudng that time 9f 
·year~, ·:aenefits from the increased visitation. to 'S~~ard:· arid the·facility would be 
realized ·year-round. · · ··· · · ·· · ·· · . · 

. . \ . 

Tourism in Seward .is .expected to continue to iricrease(even without the project,' 
. and .the ~small-town ·atmosphere of Sewatd and other quality~of-life factors have 
changed and, will c.o!lfinue to c~ange even without the·:project, though possibly at 

. a slower· pace. The .City ofSeward and.the citi2;e·ns of Seward could, through local 
planning and other activities, minimize the advEmie.effects· e~ssoCiated with what 
a·mounts to a strong growth trend in .summer tourism· regardl,ess of whether 
Alternative I moves .forward. · . . . · . . . . . 

. . .. .· 

Public Involvement and Comment 
·Extensive coord.iriaticm and consultation has taken place throughout the NEPA 
process with government ·agencies, the University of Aiaska,· and interested . 
individuals and organizations. Consultations have been compieted re~arding 
.endangered and threatened species and archaeo-logical arid historic resources. 
These consultations are discus~ed in this ROD i.mdedleterminations; 

. . . 

Notice of lntentto Preparean.EIS and Scoping _ . . . . 
On March 9, 19~4i. DOI,.as lead Federal Agency on behalf of the E:VOS Trustee 
Co_i.mcil, published a Federal Register Notice of Intent -to prepare an EIS on the 

. Proposed IMS Infrastructure Improvement Project (59. FR 11082-11H3). Scoping 
commenced on that date. 

Scoping meetings for the proposed pmject were held on March 22 and 24, 1994, 
in Seward and Anchorage, Alaska, respectively,_ Publ_ic notices announcing these 
meetings and requesting ·comments were published in newspapers in Seward, 
Homer, Am~horage, Kenai, Valdez, Kodiak, and Cordova. A scoping newsletter 
also was distributed ·widely throughput the EVOS area and elsewhere. In addition , 
to comments and suggestions received at the scoping meetings, over 300 written 
responses were received. These comments were evaluated by DOl in a scoping 
report which was distributed widely. The results of the scoping report form the 

· basis for the topics, issues; and alternatives addressed in the EIS. 

A number of those who commented questioned the use of EVOS funds for the 
proposed project. Some expressed concern that the money was not being used 
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' ' . ' ' appropi-iatel~' (Le·.~·: for 'the proposed ·project ~nd' the preparation'.of.,arr"EI~H.' Some 
''' ' .· •. · .felt that the 'funds W.ouJd :be .better used ·for·acq'uisitibn and'rest6ra'tion 'of habitat.· 

·· .··.···.billers :s·ug'gested restoration o(the mestyles·ofvillages dan-la9ed by'th~'sPi'n~ ·A..· . 
. ~ f.. . ' • . ; . . • . • . . -;. . . . . . ) . • ·. • . ., 

.··: . nUil:iber of those. who, commented· expressed strong oppm;ition· to any·proje¢t that . 
. ·; .. ·, wduid:iriclude· public. dis·p.lay. ofanimals .. Issues such as· the~e _regardirig.pd)ject . · 

· . _ ·p.r6pdety and the use qf EYOS funds "are· significant ones· to be- ad,dressed wl_th . 
' . '·. ' pu,blic input;· however, they are not environmental issues and were notanaiyzed in 

,. ·' ' ·, the.EI.S. Rather, they were forwarded to· the EVOS Trustee Council for its:·-
.:. :··· ' ; co_ns~deratior{i~ deciding on fu'nding 'to(the)>roposed project, as well "as ,irl, :making 
. . . ' d~cisions _on the overall restoratioil.plan'and on annual work plans. ''. . '' . 

·•• I 

P~blication Of and. Public Comment on the Draft EIS · ., 
A.45~day public.:comment period on the draft EIS followed th~· June.24, .199.4, 
publication ~f th,e Erwi,rorimerital· Protection Agency's (EPA) Notice of. Availability in 
the .Federal Register (FR 59 32697). The'public comment· period,.erided .on: August 
8; 1994. Public hearings on the draft EIS"\ivere held on July 26 c;Jrtd .28, ,1994, ·in 
Sevvard and Anchorage, Alaska~ respectivelY· A total of four ·individuals presented 

.. ·testimony at these hearings. Thirty-one comment letters were received on the 
·dr~f:t·:EIS-~eight .from Federal Agencies, four from State Ag~ncies, one from·the · 
City of Seward, 'three· from gro.ups o( organizations, and 15·from individuals~· ... 
'Responses were prepared for :231· comments. Generally, comments on the draft 
EIS addressed: (1) traffic and transportation; (2) quality of iife in and near Seward; 
(3), recreation resources; (4) archaeological and historic resources; ·(5)the possible 
relocation of the Alaska Marin.e Highway's ferry service in Seward;-and (6) the 
fe'asibility and' propriety of the proposed project. ' ' . ' 

Final EIS 
The final EIS reflects revisions made as a· result of public comments received. 
Again, the :important issues of project propriety and funding were forwarded to the 

. Trustee. Council for its consideration,· since these are not envlronme.ntal issues. As 
such, they were not analyzed in the final' EIS. The effect levels predicted in the 
draft'EIS did ·not change forthe .. final EIS: · 

The final EIS was filed with EPA on September 16, 1994. The EPA's Notice. of 
Availability for the final EIS was· published in the Federal Register on 
Sept,ember 23, 1994 (~R 59 48444-48445), 

Determinations 
·Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) 
Section 810 of ANILCA, which deals with subsistence and Ia rid use decisiors, 
does_ not apply-to the propos~d action because the proposed _project does not 
involve Federal public lands. 
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· .· · Coastal Zone Management Act . · . . _ 
·_ The·.·proposed proj~ct is -c~:Jm3ntiV unqergoirig review for consistency with. the • · . . .· . 
. Al~ska.:Coastai ManagerDent:Program~ A.determination is anticipated· by the end'Crf 
. Novem~er 1J~_94.-. Any modificati<ins H;lqu~sted t~rough :this. proce_ss will. be . i. . . 

ad9pted or adju-sted as needep after discussion arid resolution with the State .... 
. . ' . ·\·' .. . ' ' . . . . . . . ' . . ' . 

· Endci'nqered Spe~ies. Act tESA). . .. . . . . . 
. To'eosure· conformance with. the-requirements of Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, DOL. 
req!Jested information from. the National Marine Fisherie:s Service (NMFS) and the . 

. U.S~ Fish and Wildlife·service (FW~) regarding any threatened or endangered · .. 
: $pecies in the ar~a ofthe proposed. project~ In :its letterdated May a, 1994, NMFS 

. · identified the Steller- sea lion~ a threatened species, as ·one which occurs near .the 
·offshore border of the pr~posed project site. However, NMFS conciuded that . · .. 
because this species dOe$ not frequen'tiy enter the shoreline Waters or h·aul OUt on 
t~rrestrial portions qf the project area, it is unlikely that the species woulcj be · . 
affected ·by the proposed project .. _· 

Jn its. letter dated Mqy.13, 1994, FWS concluded that no· threatened or endangered 
·species under its jurisdiction occur in the project area. Several "canpidate species" 
. do occur in the project area, however, and FWS encouraged agencies with . 
information about these species to provide it to them. 

Thus~ ESA. cons!Jitation is complete~ However, should p~oposed plans change ·or 
new information become av~ilable that alters the basis of the conclusions of the· 
two agencies, consultation· will need to be reinitiated. Continued communication 
about the project with NMFS' and FWS is essentiaL 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) · . 
· S~ction 106 of the NHPA requires the lead Federal Agency for a Federally assisted, 

permitted, or licensed undertaking to take into account the effect of the 
undertaking on properties included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Pl9ces. F.urther, Section 1 06· requires consultation w'ith the SHPO and provides for 
.the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to comment. As a result of 
consultation between DOl, the lead Federal Agency on behalf of the EVOS Trustee 
Council, the SHPO, and concurring parties (SAAMS and the City of Seward), a 

·. Memorar:Jdum of Agreement (MOA) was developed to ensure proper consideration 
of archaeological and historic resource.s. Stipulations were agreed upon to 
minimize potentially adverse effects on these resources. The MOA was accepted 
by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on October 11, 1994, and 
Section. 106 compliance is now complete. As required by the MOA, continued 
consulta~ion between the DOl, SHPO, and con-curring parties will occur as/if the 
project proceeds. 
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M-itigation .·. . · ·' .. 
. The DOl be]ieves .. that all practicable rneans to c;iVOid ~r miniini,ze. environmental_'' '.· 
harm from this altefn~tive·wm be adopted. . . . ' -- ., . . 

. I 

.· Ttw project must abide. by:: n.)the mitigation' presented as ·"inplaceui~.the final .. 
. EIS; (2) mitiga~ion already. agreed uporl:or to be developed. through,Juture required.· 
consultations with the State and FeqeraFGovernment; and (3) mitigadori·.which ' 
may be imp_os~d-_by the Truste~ Council yvhen it makes its fhiat decision on the · . 
project. · · ·· ··· · · 

.The DOl suggests tha,t the' EVOS ~ru~tee Council Jnclude as a G.onpitio~. of ariy '• 
. f!.mding approval for the project·a means to assure that future :mitigat'ioii' needs will 

be considered by the:'own'e.r/operatorand implemented if 'practicable. this will : 
assu're that presently unfores~eri mitlgation needs are addressed witti Ciue . 
consideration and action.· · 

The DOl. has a continuing obli~ation as lead Fed.eral Agency to assure.'that required · 
. consultations with.the SHPO occur as agre.ed in the MOA for NHPA, :section 106. 
· compliance. · · · · 

. / 
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