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o Back round !ntroductron

The: Exxon Valdez Oll Spm (EVOS) Trustee Councnl is- consrdenng a decrsxon to L

e g -provrde funds to; |mprove the. exrstmg rm‘rastructure at'the University of Alaska’s

" Institute of Marine: Scrence (IMS) in: Seward Aiaska, in-order to enhance the-

. Trustee Counca[’s capabrlmes to study" manne mamma!s marine birds, and the =

ecosystem m;ured by the. EVOS The mprovements are mtended to help focus and .
. carry-out a. Iong-term research and monrtormg program ‘for the EVOS area as part’
-of an. overall restoration’ plan “The proposed pro;ect would be constructed adjacent
to the existing ‘campus of the IMS Seward Marine Center, and would have two _
} component& (1) a ‘research and wrldhfe rehabllltatxon component, and (2) a publrc .
;educatson and vrsrtamon component ' : S : »

" fThe Clty of Seward supports the proposed pro;ect havmg rdentn‘led a parCel of
- city-owned, waterfront property for it in’ downtown Seward., Clty zoning for the
' property has' been: modrfred to accommodate the: project; and the city is moving
forward with other support activities in hopes that the needed funds for the pmJect "
wrll become avar!able : : . .

Fundmg for 'che proposed pro;ect would come, in large. part, from' EVOS funds

. Overall, the total project capital budget is anticipated to be approxrmately $47.5
-million, of which approximately. $37.5 m:lhon would come from EVOS funds.
Twelve and one-half million dollars of State EVOS restitution funds were

A .appropnated by the Alaska Legislature in 1993 to the- Crty of Seward for the
planning, design, and construction of the proposed project. In addition,
approxrmately $25 million of EVOS monies have been requested to fund the
research -and wildlife’ rehabrlttatron component of the proposed project. No EVOS
joint. restoratron funds -would be uséd to fund the, public education and visitation
component of- the proposed project, The approxrmately $10 mrlhon envisioned to
_fund the publlc education and visitation component would be raised privately.

’ However, revenue from pubhc educatron and visitation would be used to offset the
operatronal costs of both components «

The EVOS Trustee Council is compnsed of the destgnees of the Secretary of the
U.S. Department of the Interior (DO1), Secretary.of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Administrator for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric ~ ~ -
Administration; the Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the
Commrssroner of the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, and the .

- Alaska. Attorney 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 plann ng, evaluation,
and implementation of restoration actnvrtres require the unani mous agreement of
Trustee Council members '




On January 31,, 1994 the Trustee Councrl condltlonally approved flnancral support -
" for ‘the Proposed IMS Infrastructure lmprovement Project in Seward Alaska; and '
' ‘authorlzed the Executlve D|rector of the Trustee Council to:

(D _take necessary steps 10 secure Natronal Envrronmental PO|ICV Act (NEPA)

R compllance, o : : -

-"'_(2) _ ",consult approprlate entltles, mcludlng the Unlversrty of Alaska ‘the Crty of

- Seward, the Seward Association fof the Advancement of Marine Science
. (SAAMS), and appropriate trustee agencies to review the assumptions -
relatingfto -the--proposed improvements and capital and operating budgets;

(3) . develop an mtegrated funding approach which assures that the use of trust
.- fundsis’ approprlate and legally permissible under the terms of the
B Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree and

(4) 'prepare a recommendatron of the appropnate level of funding for
: consrderatlon by the Trustee Council that 'would be legally permlssmle under
. \terms of the Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree.

'The_,DOI.agreed to be the lead Federal Agency for NEPA compliance on behalf of
the Trustee Coungcil. Pursuant to NEPA, DOI prepared a draft and final

. environmental |mpact statement (EIS) for the Proposed IMS Infrastructure . :
. Improvement Project in "Seward, Alaska. The final EIS describes three. alternatlves
including the proposed actlon, presents the major issues associated with the -
proposed action and its alternatives as identified through the public scoping
process; examines the environmental consequences of each alternative; presents
measures to avoid or minimize adverse environmental effects; and’ presents and
-responds to comments made during the public revrew of the draft EIS.

This Record of Decrsron (ROD). documents DOIl’s decrsron regarding the
environmental. aspects of the proposed project, based on ‘information, analysis, and
. public comments in the final EIS. The Department of Agriculture and the National
. Oceanic and Atmospherlc Administration each concurs in this decision. Issues
regarding project propriety and details of project financing, including the possible
use of joint restoration funds to purchase a research vessel and 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. -




- This ROD presents and dlscusses the decrsron |dent|fles and compares the effects :

- of the alternatrves conS|dered in. reachlng the decision; speC|f|es the

5 enwronmentally preferable alternative; summarizes the views expressed by
u.government agenc:es organizations; and the’ general public with regard to the
" proposed pro;ect and identifies the means by which potentlally adverse effects "
- would, be av0|ded or mlnlmlzed R < - :

Declsmn : :
" Based on consnderatlon of the lnformatlon analysrs and publlc comments; in the
" final EIS, DOI favors the proposed action as it is-described in that document
. (Alternative'l). "For the ‘most part, the adverse effects of this alternative would be
neglrglble to low. The ant|C|pated moderate adverse effects of Alternative 1 on

- traffic and transportation, recreation, and quallty of-llfe factors -would be confined

generally'to summer weekends in.the downtown area. The high effect on quality
. of life duririg the off-peak visitation months (October through May) could be .
perceived as elther posmve or negative. -Beneficial effects on quality of life factors
in Seward, such as increased local, year-round-employment; local economic.
improvements; and increased educational opportunities could offset. adverse
effects, such as possible changes ln the small-town atmosphere and lncreases |n
trafflc congestlon Iltter and crlme : .

Overall; the-ant|C|pated beneflts-of Alternative | outweigh the adverse effects.

. While the magnitude of adverse-effects with Alternative | is greater than for the
research-only alternative (Alternative Il} and the no-action alternative (Alternatlve
i), the beneflts of Alternatrve I also are greater.

Tourlsm in Seward is expected to contmue to increase even without- the prolect
and the small-town atmosphere of Seward- and other quality-of-life factors. have .
changed and will continue to change even without the project, though possibly at
a slower .pace. The City of Seward and the citizens of Seward could, through local
.planning arid other .activities, minimize ‘the adverse effects associated with what
amounts to a strong growth trend in summer tourism regardless of whether
~ Alternative | moves forward.

The DOI 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 DOI, the Alaska State Historic
Preservation Officer {SHPO), and concuriing parties (SAAMS and the City of
Seward), as part of National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 compliance.

~ Any modifications 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 DOI as well as the other two Federal Trustee Agencies will be party to any
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3 such decrsron

The DOI suggests that the EVOS Trustee Councrl includes as a condltlon of any

g fundlng approval a means to assure that future mitigation needs will be consrdered- S

by the owner/operator of the project and implemented if pract|cable This will -

- . assure that presently unforeseen mltlgatlon needs are addressed wnth due

' conS|derat|on and action.

B Prror to maklng a final fundmg decnsron regardrng the proposed prOJect the EVOS
' 'Trustee Coungcil ‘must consider- the environmental effects and findings documented
.inthis ROD, as well as the results of tasks directed by the Trustee Council in its -
- January 31, 1994, decision to condltlonally approve. financial support for.the:

prolect (see p 3 of this ROD for a llst of the four tasks). :

_ Alternatives Considered ‘ ' -

- The f|naI EIS includes analysis of three alternatlves “the proposed actlon a second
‘action alternatrve, and the no-action alternative. The primary purpose of both -

' actlon alternatives is to: provrde infrastructure. in Seward, Alaska, for long-term . -
" research and monitoring of the ecosystem affected by the EVOS, with the goal of

benefltmg the. Iong—term health and restoration of injured resources, as part of an

- overall restoration plan for the EVOS area. The goal of wildlife rehabilitation -

services at.the facility would be to restore the health of injured wildlife in order

that they could be released to the naturaI environment. The facility would provide

certarn research capabllltres and long-term and critical care functlons not currently

avallable in the EVOS area.

The following descrlbes each alternatlve and presents a comparlson of the
antrcrpated envnronmental effects of the alternatnves

. Descnptron of Alternatives :
Alternative I--The Proposed Action. ThIS alternative has two components

" (1) a research and wildlife rehabilitation ‘component, and (2) a public education and’
v13|tat|on 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; and 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 life support system (running
seawater and disinfection); a freshwater system; pathology and water quality
laboratories; x-ray, surgery, pharmacy, and necropsy facilities; and a library.

The research and wildlife rehabilitation component would consist of approximately
22,000 square feet of interior $pace for studies and rehabilitation of marine




"~ mammals, marine blrds, and other wnldhfe. lt would be compnsed of wet and dry
Iaboratones, staff offices; anda hbrary There also’ would be. approx:mately :

. 46,000 square feet of exterior spacé contam:ng outdoor research habltat ‘tanks, . '

" and. pools for- pmmpeds, sea otters, and marine bird specues A 50- space, 37,000

g . square foot: parkmg fot for, staff’ vehicles wou!d be constructed adjacent to the :

o exrstmg IMS Rae Building parkmg lot A research vesset and a submersrble may be
- ~acquxred for research purposes. ' S .

‘ The public educatlon and vrs:tatlon component would inciude approxmateiy
20,000 square feet: of addttlonal interior. space to promote public awareness of the
. marine environment.. It would fUﬂCthﬂ in ‘concert .with, and in support of, the-

- research and wildlife rehabllxtat:on component Thrs component would mclude
exhlblts, interpretive displays, and publnc areas. “'A 166-space, 90,000 square foot .

: parkmg lot-for visitors and a pubhc plaza would be built ad]acent to the educatton

and vxsxtor component. o . L S '

- A stormwater drainage. system wrth onllwater separator would be: hnked with the .
‘city system. No joint'EVOS:. restoration funds would be- mvolved inthe
.construction or maintenarice of the public educatlon and vrsntatzon component.
However, revenue “from this component would offset operatlonal costs of the
_entire fao:hty, Lo .- :

: The two componenrs would share apprméimately 27,000 square feet of mteﬁor .
building-support space, mcludmg the life support system and the faorilty s
‘mechamcal admmrstramve, and curatonal functlons

Approximately 250,00 to 262 000 people are pro;ected to visit the proposed
- facility annually in the first 5 years. Of this number, approx:mately 50,000 would '
be new visitors to Seward Approxlmately ha!f of the anttcnpated 50,000 new
visitors are pro;ected to visit durmg the peak summer penod of June 1 through
September 15. :

- Alternative. II--Research/VWdlffe Rehabllltatlon Only. Alternatlve lI has only one
‘component: research and wildlife rehabilitation: The structures and facilities for
this alternative generally would be the same as those described for the research

- and wildlife rehablhtatlon component in Alternative I. The "footprmt" of the
building- would remain essentially the same; however, the facility would be a one-
story building rather than a two-story. The public ‘education and visitation '
component as described for Alternatlve | is eliminated with this alternative. The
visitor parking area and public plaza adjacent to thé building are eliminated as well.
This land would-be graded and landscaped, but otherwise unoccupied. A
stormwater drainage system would be linked 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 site would.continue to discharge directly into
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Resurrection Bay ‘without- 'trea'tme‘nt

.” ‘,

' Ehrnmatron of the pubhc educatlon and vrsrtatron component would remove an.

- important source of revenue rntended 10 offset the operatronal cOSts of the facility '. L

“ “under Al ternatrve 1. Without this component fundi ing sources to operate’ the
: facrl ity would have to-be derived- from'research contracts; rehabxhtatlon program
o mcome, grants and donatrons, and poss:bly other, as yet umdentlfred sources

oy "Altemarrve III--No Acrron The no~act on alternattve means that none of the .
o constructlon and operatlonal activities associated’ wsth Alternatlves 1 and It would

.- OCCUr.. There would not be a‘facility dedicated primarily to the research’ needed to

support the: recovery ‘of species-and. the eoosystem injured as a result of- the EVOS.
"~ The EVOS Trustee Councrl's capabllmes to study fish genetics and marine’

i mamma[s, marine- blrds, and the' ecosystem |n]ured by the EVOS would contrnue as

they currently exrst . :

The proposed pro;ect site-is’ currently owned by the City of Seward and occupled
_by the Northern Stevedoring Warehouse and welding shop, the Youth/Teen- ‘Center,
~ the, Munlcrpal Dock; and a portion of Waterfront Park. The city has no plans to
: construct any new. facnhtres on the site 'other than the proposed project. Existing

uses of the property would remain in place for the short term, however, the city
-would discontinue the ieese to Northern Stevedoring and is: seeking alternative
.locations for Alaska. Marine Hrghway ferry docking and the Youth!T een. Center
; regardless of whether the proposed pro;ect moves forward

Current tourlst vrsutatlon to Seward is approximately 440 000 people per year
Erghty-frve per cent of Seward s annual visitor traffic occurs during the peak
summer period of June 1 through September 15.- This amounts to about 374,000
: vrsrtors during this ttme perlod

‘ Cg’mpaneon of the Effegts of the Alternativ ves

_'As evident from the descriptions above, Alternatrves 1 and ll--the action ,

- alternatives-- differ in the type of facility intended for the Seward site. Altematrve
l includes a research and wildlife rehabilitation component and-a pubhc education
and vrsﬁatron component; Alternative Il.efiminates 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. Alternative Iil, 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 existence of the public education and visitation component of the
project in Alternative |. The no-action alternative would result in none of the
benefits or adverse effects assocrated wrth the other two alternatrves




' ,The adverse enwronmental effects antncrpated for both actton alternattves would .
. - be similar in nature and magmtude for nearty all categones analyzed ih the EIS.
These ‘effects would be neghgrble to low, with the exception of the effect on
. recreatlon facmtres, which would be moderate durmg summer months (June =
; through August), and shghtly more acute for Alternative | than for Aiternatrve il..
" This moderate adverse effect. would. be due to the elimination of about two-thsrds
. to three~quarters of the ld!tared Campground (50 to. 57 RV camp sites),: which is .
on property destgnated for the! pl'OJeCt for: erther Alternatwe Lorll.. With the no- L
-action alternatwe, the campground. wouid remam unchanged, at least for the short
- term. Campmg facilities already are at capacity during peak periods, such as the

Fourth of July weekend 'and during ‘the Seward Silver Salmon. Derbyin August and - -

. loss of camp sites wrth Alternatives | and Il would further aggravate the situation
durmg these times. The 25 000 new summer visitors to Seward assocrated with
- Alternative | would result in added pressure on existing camping facrlrtres, which
_ accounts for the ‘adverse effects of Alternatlve I being slightly more acute than
Alternative . Nonetheless, the effect on recreatron fac:htles with either action
alternative still would be moderate, and moderate effects.on.camping facilities in
-Seward would be anticipated even without either of- these alternatives due to
~ general trends of mcreased vrs:‘catron to Seward. e

The magnitude of ~effects for traffrc 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 v13|tat|on
component whnch would result in a greater number-of visitors to Seward and more
* visitors transiting through the downtown area to the proposed project. Current
tourist visitation to Seward is about 440,000 people per year. About 374,000 .
people, or 85 percent of the ‘total, visit Seward from June 1 through September
.15. Alternative I, with the public education and visitation component, is projected
- to attract an additional 50,000 new visitors to Seward each year. About half of -
these new visitors would visit from June to mid-September. ‘The public education
and visitation component is projected to attract approximately 250,000 to

- 262,000 people annually in the first 5 years. In an average summer week, 14, 570..- E
people could move through the facility; this would amount to 2, 914 people per day -

on an average hlgh visitation day

Wlth AEternatsve I, effects on traffic and transportatton would be negi:grble to
moderate, whereas, with Alternative Il effects would be neghgtb!e The moderate
adverse effects would -be confined to certain times, generally on weekends during
the summer.: Aspects of traffic and transporation examined include parking, traffic
volumes. (i.e., potential congestion), and traffic circulation. The effect of
Alternative | on parking conditions in the City of Seward would be low. Alternative-
| 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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_ negligible eﬁ‘ects for Alternative Il

, ‘“The effect on trafﬁc crrculatron would be moderate, and the effect on traffrc
- volumes -would be moderate near the project location and low: outside.of the

downtown area.With ‘Alternative: I, the public visitation to the facility would cause_ .

a sh:ft in the current traffic flow to encompass the downtown area. lncreased
traffic intor downtown Seward would create moderate effects on traffic curculatron
and cause occasronal congestion adjacent to the project site, generally on o
weekends during. the summer. Existing traffic congestion generally is confined to
the Small Boat. Harbor area, 1-1/3 miles from downtown Seward. Congestion in
that area would continue to be a problem, at least in the short—term, even wrthout
Jthe prOJect, because v:sn:atlon to Seward is expected to contmue fo’ mcrease

Alternatlve i would have a moderate effect on Seward s quahty—of-hfe factors

during. the summer months and-a high effect during winter months, as ‘compared to

a low effect with-Alternative ll. Effect-level definitions for quality of: life .have to-do
with ‘changes in local social conditions. Quality-of-life factors examined mclude
changes in Seward's small-town atmosphere, changes in Seward’s year-round -
economic oppor,tunlty, crowding; parking and traffic congestion downtown and at -

. the Seward Small Boat:Harbor, and possible increases in crime and litter. Many -

- Seward residents value a small-town atmosphere, a relatively. slow pace of life,

. lower congestron, and other qualities not found in more urban locations. A change
in smail-town atmosphere, might be percerved as negative by some and- posmve by
others, partlcularly dependmg on the time. of year the change is expenenced

With Alternatwe 1, the increase in new visitors to Seward would amount to a 7+
. percent increase over current levels experienced from June through mid-
. September, and a 35-percent increase over current levels experienced from

" .October through May.. A seven percent increase would be defined as a low social
effect, however, during the summer, Seward’s small town atmosphere already is
altered by the presence 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 in visitors during the off-peak months (October
“through May) could cause a major change in the sma!l town atmosphere of
Seward, particularly given that the downtown and the waterfront area near
downtown would be the focus of these new visitors’ activities. While ‘this is a-
,srgmf icant change, it may not amount to a sxgnmcant adverse effect. In, fact,

some might consider the increase in winter tourism to be a benefit to Seward’ s
economec and somal quahty 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.




, Benefrcral effects also. would be antrcrpated wath elther action alternatlve, though :.j.f e
) “the magnitude of benefits would. be: greater for Alternatlve 1 than for-Altérnative |
Again, the difference is due to the: presence ‘of the' public education and. vrsrtat:dn
: jcomponent in Alternatnve I Beneﬂts wou!d mc!ude those that would-accrue to
marine wildlife in the’ EVOS areaias.a. result of the research. conducted at-the "

o+ facility, as. well as brologrcal monrtonng and wndhfe rehabrhtatlon, intertidal. habrtat,"-

‘enhancement, with the eventual planned creatlon of-a.tide pool as part of the.

B facrllty, 1mproved visual quality. of the pro;ect srte, lmprovements to the Iocal

' . economy, mcludmg increased locai employment and improved economic S
- opportumty (more for: Alternatwe i than.for H), increased public revenues from. use o
_ of local utilities {more for Altematlve | than for 11);- increased publlc revenues from ‘

_.fsaIes taxes collected from the facility’s: gift shop and visitor-admission fees - -

. (Alternatwe I only); increased educational opportumtres (partlcu!arly wrth : ,
‘Alternative I); possible lmprovements to- quahty of life during other—than—summer
months, and enhanced visitor. facrht ies. (partrcularly wrth Alternetwe l)

Aiternatlve 1 would provrde greater economtc and educatlonal benefits. than _

. Alternative Il due to the existence of the public education and vrs:tatxon component
of this alternative. Also, by provndmg an oil/water separator as part ofthe - -
‘stormwater drainage system to be linked with the city’s system, Alternative | )
would provide an addltional enwronmental beneﬂt to water qualrty that Alternatrve V
S would not :

Agam, elther the benefits nor the adverse effects assocrated wrth AI ernatlves l
and Il would be reahzed wrth the no-actlon aiternatwe

‘Enmronmentaltz Preferable A!ternatlve '

'Alternative | is the environmentally preferable aiternattve, though not by great
measure over. Alternative Il. Both Alternatives 1 and Il have beneficial and
unavoidable adverse effects. - Both A[ternatrves I and 1l would provide the

- infrastructure for long-term research and monitoring of the ecosystem affected by
the EVOS Thus, both would benefit the long-term health and restoration-of
resources injured by the EVOS. The proposed facility of either action alternative
would serve as a ¢enter for the coordlnation and integration of an ongoing and
planned .comprehensive research and monltonng program of the EVOS area as part
- of an overall restoratlon plan

" The exrstence of the pubhc education and visitation component in Alternative'l
~would result in moderate adverse effects on traffic and transportation, recreation,.
and quality of life during the summer months and hrgh effects on quahty of life
during the winter months. However, the benefits from this component would
outweigh the adverse effects. In fact, on balance, for both action alternatives, the
beneficial effects outwergh the adverse effects.
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While Alternatrve l would result in a greater magnrtude of adverse effects on traffic

- and transportatlon and the quality of life in Seward. than Alternatlve I, it also
: v'would provide a greater magnitude of benefit: The moderate ‘adverse effects of -
"Alternatlve L generally would be, confined to.summer weekends {from June through
- mid- September) and, .in terms of traffic impacts, ‘would" occur only at certain times
on those weekends Changes to the small-town. atmosphere of Seward would be
accelerated by: Alternatlve 1, and would be partlcularly noticeable during other-than-
‘'summer - ‘months, though they may not be percerved as adverse during that time of
year. . Benefits from the mcreased V|s|tat|on to Seward and the facrllty wouid be
reallzed year-round : ; :

'Tourlsm in Seward is expected to contlnue to mcrease even W|thout the prOJect
. and the 'small-town atmosphere of Seward and other quallty -of-life factors have
~ changed and will continue to change even without the ‘project, though possibly at
" a slower: pace ‘The City of. Seward and the citizens of Seward could, through local
planmng and other: activities, minimize ‘the’ adverse effects associated with what
amounts to a strong growth trend ln summer tounsm regardless of whether
,Alternatlve | moves forward : .- S

_Publrc lnvolveme_t_a_md Comment , . '

-Extensive coordlnatlon and consultation has taken place throughout the NEPA
process with government -agencies, the University of Alaska, and interested .

. individuals and organizations.. Consultatlons have been completed regarding
.endangered and threatened species and archaeological and historic resources.
These consultatlons are dlscussed in this'ROD under:Determinations:

Notlce of lntent to Preoare an EiS and Scoplnq

On March 9, 1994, DO, .as lead Federal Agency on behalf of the EVOS Trustee

Council, publlshed a Federal Register Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS on the

Proposed IMS Infrastructure Improvement Prolect (569 FR 11082-1183). Scoping
commenced on that date.

Scoprng meetlngs for the proposed pro;ect ‘were held on March 22 and 24 1994,
in Seward. and Anchorage, Alaska, respectlvely Public notices announcing these
meetings and requesting comments were publlshed in:newspapers in Seward,
Homer, Anchorage, Kenai, Valdez, Kodiak, and Cordova. ‘A scoping newsletter
also was distributed widely throughout the EVOS area and elsewhere. ‘In addition ‘
to comments and suggestions received at the scoping meetings, over 300 written
responses were recerved These comments were evaluated by DOI 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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G appropnately (r e for the proposed prolect and the: preparatron of an EIS) Some
o felt-that the funds would ‘be better used:for acquisition. and- restoratron ‘of habrtat
: "’chers suggested réstoration of the lrfestyles of villages damaged by'the sprll A
~number.of those. who, commented expressed strong opposrtron to any pro;ect that -
~would include publrc dlsplay of animals. . Issues such as these regardlng pro;ect ;
L proprrety and ‘the use of EVOS funds’ are significant ones’ to be addressed with.
'-publlc |nput however they are not envrronmental issues and were not analyzed in
-, 'the EIS. Rather, they’ were forwarded to the EVOS Trustee Council forits: -~
f.consrderatlon in decrdrng on fundrng for the proposed project, as well as. in makrng
. decrsrons on the overall restoratlon plan and on annual work pIans o :

o Publrcatron of. and Publrc Comment on: the Draft EIS S ’
A 45- day public: comment perrod on the draft EIS followed the June 24 1994 _ .
T publlcatron of the Envrronmental Protectron Agency’s (EPAY) Notice. of- Avarlabrlrty in
.+ the Federal Regrste (FR 59 32697). The’public comment period-ended.on August
8, 1994. Publrc hearings on the draft EIS‘were held on July 26 arid 28, 1994, in

Seward and Anchorage, Alaska, respectrvely A total of four individuals presented a

- . testimony at these hearings. Thirty-one comment letters were received on the
oo draft EIS--erght from Federal Agencres four from State Agencies, one from’ the
o City of Seward, three from groups or ‘organizations, and 15.from rndlvrduals
Responses were prepared for:231 comments. Génerally, comments on the draft
EIS addressed: (1) traffic and transportation; (2) quality of life in and near Seward,
- [3) recreation resources; (4) archaeological and historic resources; (5) the possible
- relocation of the Alaska Marine Highway's ferry service in Seward and (6) the
‘ feasrblllty and proprrety of the proposed pro;ect

Frnal EIS : C
" The: frnal EIS reflects revisions made as a result of public comments received.
. Again, the important issues of project proprlety and funding were forwarded to the
" Trustee Council for its consideration, since these are not environmental issues. As
. such, they were not analyzed in the final EIS. The effect levels predlcted in the
‘ draft EIS did not change for the. frnal EIS.

The final EIS was filed. with EPA on September 16 1994 The EPA’s Notrce of
Avarlabrllty for the final EIS was published in the Federal Reqrster on Co
September 23, 1994 (FR 59 48444- 48445)

Determlnatrons ' '
‘Alaska Natjonal Interest Lands Conservatron Act (ANILCA) ,

- Section 810 of ANILCA, which deals with subsistence and land use decrsrons,
does not apply to the proposed action because the proposed pro;ect does not
involve Federal publlc lands
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L Coastal. Zone Management Act.

- The’ proposed prolect is- currently undergomg rewew for consxstency wrth the

L _Alaska; Coastal Management: Program ‘A determination is antrcrpated by: the. end of’ o

- ;".‘November 1994.. Any modifications requested through this process will be -

T ;adopted or adjusted as needed after drscussron and resolutlon with the State

1 ndangered Specres Act !ESA)

"To ensuré conformance with the: reqmrements of Sectlon 7(a)(2) of the ESA DOI
' ‘requested rnformatron from. the National Marme Fisheries-Service {NMFS) and the
-U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) regardmg any threatened of endangered - .
- species in the area of the proposed. project. In:its letter dated May 6, 1994, NMFS v

~ - identified the Steller sea lion, a threatened species, as one which occurs near the

‘offshore border of the proposed project site. However, NMFS concluded that - -
because this species does not frequently enter the shoreline waters or haul out on
g :terreStrral portions of the project area, it is unlrkely that the- specres wou!d be -

o .affected ‘by the proposed pro;ect

In its_letter dated May 13 1994, FWS concluded that no threatened or endangered
. species under its jurisdiction occur in the project area. Severa "candidate species"
" do occur in the project area, however, and- FWS encouraged agencres with )
rnformatron about these specres to provrde it-to them.

Thus, ESA consultatron is complete However, should proposed plans change or
new tnformatnon become available that alters the basis of the conclusions of the
two ‘agencies, consultation will need to be reinitiated. Continued commumcatlon :
about the project with NMFS and FWS is essential.

National Historic Preservation Act NHPA .

' Sectron 106 of the NHPA requires the lead Federal Agency for a Federally assrsted
permitted, or licensed undertakrng to take into account the effect of the ‘
undertaking on properties included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places. Further, Section 106 requires consultation with the SHPO and provides for
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to comment. As a result of
consultation between DOI, the lead Federal Agency on behalf of the EVOS Trustee
Council, the SHPO, and concurring parties (SAAMS and the City of Seward), a
-,Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was developed to ensure proper consrderatron
of archaeological and historic resources. 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
Sectron‘ 106 compliance is now complete. As required by the MOA, continued
consultation between the DOI, SHPO, and concurring parties will occur as/if the
project proceeds.
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V‘Mmgatron L o T e f
- The DO! believes: that all practlcable means to avord or mtmmrze envrronmentai
harm from this alternatl\re wnll be adopted SRR :
S The prolect must abxde by (1) ’che mltlgatlon presented as "m plaCe m the final -
EIS; (2) mmgatron already. agreed upon or to be developed through; future requnred :
consultations with the State and Federal Government; and (3) mltlgatron which
may be zmposed by the Trustee Councﬂ when it makes xts fmal dec;sron on 'the
prmect : : S e

"“The- DOl suggests that the EVOS Trustee Councrl lnclude as a condmon of any A
. funding approval for the pro;ect a means to -assure that future: mttlgatlon ‘needs will
-be considered by the ‘owner/operator and xmplemented if practicable. This will
assure that presently unforeseen mrtrgatlon needs are addressed wth due -
consrderatron and action. : : : '

' ‘The Dol has a contmumg obhgatron as lead Federal Agency to assure that requ:red :

. consultatrons with the SHPO occur as agreed in the MOA for NHPA Sect:on 106 ,
' complrance : . . ,
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