




















































HABITAT PROTECTION WORK GROUP 
JUNE 15, 1993 

ATTENDEES 

Marty Rutherford 
Ken Rice 
Carol Fries 
Mark Kuwada 
Walt Sheridan 
Kim Sundberg 
Art Weiner 
Jess Grunblatt 
Cathy Berg 
John Harmening 
Veronica Gilbert 

8:30 A.M. 

Dave Gibbons, via teleconference 

AGENDA 

1) Habitat Protection Comprehensive Analysis Process 
-Debrief of Workshop 
-Final synopsis 
-Discussion/Decisions Re: Changes to Process 

2) 94 Work Plan/Habitat Protection Fund Projects 
-Data Acquisition 
-GIS 
-Acquisition Support 

3) Discussion Re: TNC Workshop/Next Phase 

HPWG status Reports on Action Items 

1) Jess G: 

2) Kim s. subgroup: 

3) Catherine B: 

Status Report on TNC's Completion of 
Contractual Responsibilities 

1) Eyak River Analysis 
2) Chenega Lands Analysis 

C. Gilbert future participation wjHPWG 

The following items were distributed: 

Habitat Protection/Acquisition Workshop Summary 
Habitat Protection Workshop 
6/14 Memo to Marty from Steve Planchon 

1) HABITAT PROTECTION COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS PROCESS 
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Marty reviewed the agenda items and asked for status reports on the 
above action items. The minutes and a synopsis from the workshop 
were distributed. HPWG took an opportunity to review these. Marty 
stated direction is needed on whether to switch from a point driven 
evaluation. One recommendation is the resources should drive our 
approach. Art stated it makes ecological and resource sense. Ken 
stated the PAG said expand spending outside the spill area, but 
local groups wanted it within the spill area. Kim stated there is 
a tremendous amount of work just evaluating the spill area. Art 
stated this is a policy question. 

Action Item: Marty stated Hanneman's comments should be shared 
with our Trustees. 

Art stated that Ben Brown's comments from the workshop were 
received. 

Marty stated the easy way to proceed is not to present it as points 
but as categories. Mark stated another option is to identify a 
group of jewels, saying they are all important, and starting 
negotiations on all of them, and the TC can make a decision at the 
end of the year. Marty stated that Cole likes the point system. 
He would be uncomfortable with just presenting the jewels. Art 
stated we are talking about lengthy nonqualifiable variables. If 
you didn't have points, you would have a great deal of other 
information to factor into the decision. Kim stated when we 
present the jewels, we give our best advice on the break out in 
classifications. The TC can decide if they want HPWG's recommen­
dation. Art stated you have to wean them away from the point 
system because it has some significant flaws, and the more you use 
it, the more people will forget about the flaws. Ken stated it 
gives a false sense of security. Mark stated if you focus on the 
short-term process, HPWG will be hard pressed to come up with the 
mediums and lows. Kim stated the TC wants to see the jewels and 
the analysis. Marty stated they won't trust HPWG to just say 
these are the jewels. Ken stated the TC will be open to pressure 
if someone says their land wasn't evaluated. 

Marty stated she thought that the first short-term process was 
where HPWG goes in and does an analysis of all the private lands, 
and there would be some jewels which float to the top. The TC 
would say they are comfortable and then may want a more definitive 
analysis. HPWG would also start evaluation on the public lands. 
Mark stated they would be making a decision on the jewels based on 
less detailed information . Kim stated as this process matures, he 
sees the long-term process coming in. The TC will feel comfortable 
they are getting the good stuff, but the process will become more 
complex. The long-term process comes in when the TC has to start 
shaving points. Art stated until you get into negotiations, you 
won't be able to start reranking. Something may get kicked down 

_____ p_~c;:g._qse __ a __ landowner is not willing to budge. Marty stated that 
doesn't impact what we are presenting in terms of our analysis. 
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Art stated you have to factor some of the elements in to have a 
flexible or dynamic ranking system. John stated you are looking at 
the intrinsic value staying the same and all you are looking at is 
changing the priority. 

Kim stated you may have to go back and say to the TC that even 
though something is a jewel, we are wasting our time on it. The 
negotiator will know when it is time to move on to something else. 
Marty stated some things may not meet the protection goals. Mark 
stated he was suggesting an annual process where landowners knew 
that the TC was making decisions one time per year and if they 
wanted any of the money, they would try to complete their negotia­
tion process by this time. This is also likely to make them a bit 
more competitive. You don't have the deals that are setting 
precedence such as with Eyak and Seal. This way they are all 
bidding against each other. 

Mark asked if the TC wants a long-term process. Marty stated Cole 
is prepared for a long-term process, but he doesn't like the 
rigidity of that. Walt stated that the list needs some flexibili­
ty. Kim stated he came from the workshop thinking that what HPWG 
is doing is a lot different from the CARL Program. It is set up 
for perpetuity, and this is a one shot deal. Unless the TC goes 
into some endowment, the concept is to spend now. He can see why 
Cole would not want to be locked into some rigid process. If you 
were making a career out of this, you would want to set up some 
kind of annual process. Marty stated we should not feel barred 
from trying this. The TC will make decisions about what to 
proceed with and within six months, proposals can be done to 
proceed competitively. Mark asked if HPWG will put together a 
recommendation. Art stated "yes, " and we can present several 
options. Art stated you can give them a choice and explain the 
different ramifications of each choice. 

Marty stated that the current model is another choice of where 
things come in and the TC can act on them. Walt stated at some 
point we have to look at everything. Marty stated we are bound to 
present the information where there is a willing seller by fall. 
The models are how you deal with it after this. A model is what to 
do with the black box. John stated that within the black box is 
which landowners are more willing to negotiate. Within that group, 
you have some interested in fee title. Marty stated we haven't had 
too many landowners say they are not interested. Do we impact the 
TC decision if we know that landowners are not interested in fee 
simple? John stated that the initial contact is just one item. 
There may be some parcel owners more willing to sell than others. 
Marty stated she is nervous about taking biological service 
analysis and imposing it into the negotiation information. She 
sees this as separate. As the negotiator works with HPWG, that is 
all done separately. The TC has the flexibility to decide if 
something is worthwhile or not. 
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Marty is not totally convinced that all the landowners who say they 
are not interested in fee simple will stick to that on all their 
lands. She considers this as an opening salvo. If we start 
assuming those kinds of things, we are acting as negotiators. Kim 
stated there is a certain rigidity on both sides. John stated 
somewhere down the line when the complete evaluation is done, we 
will have a better idea of what is competitive. The 15 or 2 0 
parcels might result from the competitiveness, but as you get 
further down, it depends on what the market place is telling you 
when you get to that point. Marty stated Mark's idea makes sense 
because you can compare. It causes this edge of competitiveness to 
be heightened. It will be really hard to do, but there is a sense 
of it already. There is a fear among landowners that there is a 
discrete amount of money. This will be a real dynamic situation 
because of the first landowners trying to sell less than fee simple 
title. 

Marty stated she hears two models: the rigid approach where the 
proposals all come back at the same time, and the other is dealing 
with the proposals as they come. She questioned what is the next 
thing. Kim stated we should spend our energies on the best job we 
can do to fill the black box but not spending a lot of time on 
developing a very intricate process. The TC will decide what they 
want to do. Marty stated we will have an on-going obligation to 
support the negotiators. After the first round of analysis, the 
TC will feel fairly comfortable about proceeding with protection on 
those. 

Some people will want to know how the secondary lands compare with 
existing public lands. Some of the TC are wondering if the 
restoration needs could be developed through higher level protec­
tion. Walt asked how much State land is there. Kim stated not 
much; there is some on Kodiak, but it is mostly tidelands. The 
State doesn't own a lot of uplands. Parts of Kenai Fjords Park are 
going to go into private ownership. What will be left will just be 
a shell. Walt stated we don't have very much information to 
discriminate about the habitat needs or the damage to the resource. 
Marty stated that might be precisely why the TC wants that 
evaluation. Dave stated a couple of the TC members want to know 
how much habitat is available on other lands. 

Art stated there is a concept of higher than probability use. When 
you do the analysis of use, you find that use might be on private 
lands. Dave stated you have to make some assumptions. Marty 
stated maybe we should ignore the second round for now. When you 
get down past the jewels, these are the kinds of questions the TC 
will want to have defined. Kim stated it is important to define 
what is the question. If you remove habitat out there by logging 
and take it out of commission, you will never be able to fully 
restore the resource because the habitat will not be available. 

_ Ken __ s.:tat~<i __ a __ lot of the species might have been on the decline 
prior to the oil spill. 
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Jess stated we might be talking about a long-term program of field 
evaluation more appropriately called monitoring. Mark agreed. 
Dave sated some species are real easy to determine, but some 
species you will never know about no matter how much research there 
is. Kim stated we are getting better at determining the character­
istics. This can be done on public land as well as private land. 
You have to develop what your assumptions are initially. Dave 
stated we identify the habitats but we will never be able to 
identify the usage on them. Kim stated we need to be prepared to 
answer those questions but may not need to be at the same detail as 
on the private lands. We want to avoid coming up with some kind of 
acreage game. Art stated you have some cues such as concentrated 
feeding. Indicators are that those private lands are good habitat. 
There is a higher than expected probability of use if you see 
concentrated feeding. There is information from key informant 
interviews without embarking on additional studies. Dave stated 
he would like to see more conversation on this and be able to 
present the answers when asked. Marty stated the TC will ask what 
next. Dave stated they will want studies on the public lands 
also. We don't need to go out and visit the public lands. 

Marty asked about the analysis and does it need to be done on the 
public lands. Dave stated you should look at the management of the 
public lands. Marty stated the TC will say if there is no more 
impact, a higher level of protection is not necessary. Ken asked 
when do we stop and when have we protected enough. Art stated you 
will never know. Dave stated that the Native land has the highest 
development potential. That is the land with the highest habitat 
value. Even though 90% of the land is public, it only represents 
about 10% of the anadromous fish habitat. Marty stated there is no 
proof that this land has the highest habitat value. Dave stated 
this is something the TC will also ask. Kim stated Steve Planchon 
felt the Native owners did a really good job in selecting land with 
the best access and forest lands. 

Marty stated there are critics out there to this process. The TC 
does not care much about the critics but about the jewels. Ken 
stated the TC needs some information which says they have bought 
enough, and it depends on your endpoints. Marty stated she is 
concerned from a political standpoint. The TC needs some infor­
mation so that they can continue. We need to do the same level of 
analysis on the public lands as the private lands, so that it will 
show a good job was done on picking the lands. Mark stated we have 
to be up front and say we will never know all we need to know about 
public lands. What we are doing will provide an incremental 
benefit, and we cannot tell what value is being gained, but you are 
gaining control to allow recovery. John stated that management of 
public lands does not detract from the objectives of restoration. 
There is only enough money to buy about 10% land and will be done 
on a basis to protect the critters. 

Marty asked how do you answer the TC. Kim stated you can give them 
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a pat answer that the Native corporations did a good job in 
selecting lands. For the Forest Service land, remote sensing could 
be used for some guesstimate, which will give an inventory showing 
that the Native corporations got a higher proportion of forest 
lands. Art stated we could be investing a lot of staff time for a 
question which does not need to be answered. Marty stated she 
thinks the TC will want to be able to compare. 

Walt stated the TC's interest may be waning. Marty stated six 
months ago they were discussing this issue every time you turned 
around. Dave stated that one member said after reading through the 
minutes of the public meeting, he was concerned with the comment 
that perhaps we bought a bunch of dead trees in regard to Kachemak 
Bay. Kim stated most of the assessments done now will have 
detailed timber assessments. Dave stated we probably can't solve 
this today but could ask the question when we present this process. 
Marty stated if we don't ask the question, we will get hit between 
the eyes down the road when we are not prepared. Kim stated we 
might want to have some information in our hip pocket in case they 
ask, but we shouldn't bring it up. There are a couple of analyses 
which could be done without too much additional work. Walt stated 
if you ask them in a public forum if they want more information, 
you can bet they will say "yes," because what else could they say. 

Jess asked is there some kind of management recommendation implied. 
Marty stated it depends on how aggressively we proceed. Kim stated 
we have to be able to tell the TC what the limitations are. Marty 
stated she has a gut feeling HPWG will be asked. Jess stated that 
maybe there needs to be some sense of what is happening which gets 
back to monitoring. You have to have a program which tracks the 
status of the resources. Mark stated that the link between 
monitoring has to be done in the early stage. Kim stated the TC is 
buying an insurance policy when they are buying habitat. John 
stated the whole objective of the plan was to identify opportuni­
ties for restoration. All that has been done is to identify the 
opportunities and not to do a land management plan for the area. 
We can't identify opportunities by getting additional data on the 
public lands. 

Marty stated we should focus on the black box again. We have not 
closed in on any changes to the comprehensive plan. Some decisions 
need to be made. Art provided a diagram and stated this is an 
example of the exercise we need to go through with the black box 
for ranking. We need to shuffle around where and when the public 
becomes involved in the process and also involving elements of 
negotiations. The CARL Program does it a little differently. Art 
suggested doing three different models for the TC to choose from. 
Marty asked are there changes to the black box from the Peer Review 
workshop. Cathy stated she would like to look at the comments a 
little further. 

Marty stated HPWG is about to loose several members for two weeks. 
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It will take some time to get TC approval on the process. Kim 
stated he doesn't perceive any major surgery on the process we 
have. If anything, HPWG will provide more information on the 
parcels regarding the externalities and service values. HPWG needs 
to determine whether to add or delete species or whether to take 
off services . Jess stated we could do a strict habitat ranking, 
and the extended information helps to position it. You don't have 
to have a firm link between soft text and a number. Art stated 
Hanneman mentioned the socio-economic externalities which need to 
be factored in. Marty stated she heard Steve Planchon say to 
document that you are asking the question, but these are soft 
responses. A lot of the analysis will be very soft. Art stated a 
lot of the interpretation of data will be political, socio-economic 
factors, which we are not equipped to weigh. Walt stated the 
public meetings could be used to get at this socio-economic 
information. You could analyze this information and let the TC use 
this information to factor in. Jess stated Hanneman's concern was 
there hadn't been an overall socio-economic evaluation. Marty 
stated she thought the EIS got at this. Art stated the TC should 
be aware of how the public feels. Marty stated the public 
information is not factored into the ranking. Jess stated you will 
hear from the interests which are already there and some constitu­
encies don't exist yet. You won't get a lot of creative input but 
you will get one piece of the puzzle. Marty stated the best use of 
the public input is once the ranking is done, providing the public 
an opportunity to say how they feel about the parcel. This 
information is a corollary to what is presented to the TC. Jess 
asked if HPWG does the socio-economic analysis. Marty asked who 
else would. Jess stated given the emotionality of all this, can we 
afford not to do a good job on, for instance, logging. Marty asked 
how do you do an analysis if you don't have the data. Art stated 
this will expand the scope of our efforts to put the information in 
as unbiased a fashion as possible, which will be a great deal of 
work. Jess stated in the long run you will need to address with a 
lot more accuracy what happens in the socio-economic world. 

Marty stated she talked with Walcoff about how extensive that is 
and got an eyeful about the complexity involved. The question is 
how do you do any analysis of habitat protection when you don't 
know how much the TC is going to protect. Mark stated we want to 
be very general and express the externalities. Jess stated we 
change the focus from being negative to potentially positive. Mark 
stated he would just give general expectations and let the public 
provide the details. If you get too detailed, the TC might say the 
analysis is flawed. Art suggested in terms of the number of staff 
available, the staff here could build a model of the structural 
process while the people in the field do the black box. Marty 
stated she heard what Mark was saying as a regional commentary. 
The information is not good enough to do parcel by parcel . Jess 
stated you wouldn't want to be perceived as doing a poor job. Art 
stated HPWG has already included one liners of what we knew . Jess 
asked are there people in the agencies to help us . Marty stated 
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only if we figure out a way to pay them. 

Cathy stated she is not sure this analysis should be a requirement 
of the subgroup and will come out during negotiations. Walt 
suggested that the public process provide most of the information. 
That way we are not responsible for the quality. Marty stated 
after the analysis and before going to the TC, we take the 
information to the public on a parcel or regional basis. Walt 
stated you don't have to go to every area, but you could maybe hold 
meetings in Anchorage, Seward, Cordova, etc. The models could 
incorporate whether you should go to the TC first. Mark stated if 
you don't identify general externalities and that we are going to 
make the TC aware, then we have the public focusing on the process 
more than the externalities on how we did the evaluation and how 
the rankings occur. If they could focus on the economic impacts, 
that is the kind of information we want to direct them to. This 
focuses their attention. Art stated on a site-specific basis, he 
would recommend continuing what we do. You identify and explain 
the externalities, such as the watershed issue in Cordova or the 
logging in Seal Bay. Mark stated he envisioned a one-page summary 
that told the story so that HPWG controlled the story. Jess stated 
we should give the TC our recommendation. We need to give them a 
point that they can respond to. Kim stated a lot of times 
externalities are brought into the negotiating process. Marty 
stated the long-term plans will come out during negotiations. Art 
stated as part of our presentation you use the public input and the 
summary of externalities. You can influence the ranking by 
bringing this to the TC's attention. 

Cathy asked if we are keeping the services category as it is. 
Marty stated HPWG will make a recommendation that one small 
refocusing of the process is taking services and rewriting it as 
consumptive versus a non-consumptive approach. It is the splitting 
versus the lumping approach. 

Walt asked if there was any discussion about the relationship of 
the services to the resources themselves. Art stated this has been 
discussed alot. 

Uses were identified as follows: 

commercial 

non-consumptive 
1. tour boats 
2. guided hikes, etc. 
3 . wilderness lodge 

consumptive 
1. guided harvests of fish and game 
2. lodges, etc. 
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Recreational 

non-consumptive 
1. hiking 
2. kayaking 
3. photography, etc. 

consumptive 
1. fishing 
2. hunting, etc. 

RPWG identified the following uses: 

Commercial fishing 
Commercial tourism 
Recreation 
Wilderness 
Cultural Resources 
Subsistence 

Mark stated if we purchase lands for recovery, we could control the 
above activities. Walt stated we should stick to the resources and 
concentrate on recovery of the resources, and these things will 
follow. Cathy suggested taking out commercial fishing and tourism 
and leaving recreation. Kim stated he would split it if we had 
some way of objectively ranking. Ken stated you could use a 
weighting system on the species for whether it was used for 
recreation so that you had one value for itself and another where 
it has other values. 

Art stated that someone asked for commercial fishing to be broken 
out as a separate entity. Marty stated it was Mary McBurney, and 
she wanted commercial fishing as a separate service. The 
anadromous fish are split out, and herring is added. Mark stated 
the commercial fishing industry has been compensated. HPWG agreed 
to dump commercial fishing. Ken stated you can't split any further 
until you have information. Art stated during the comprehensive 
process, we will have to explain why we made the change. Marty 
stated there are situations where there aren't a lot species where 
people recreate. We are getting to having recreation as a stand 
alone. 

Walt stated where there is a species used for commercial purposes, 
we are addressing the recovery very directly and very comprehen­
sively. Marty stated we are getting into dangerous ground because 
the TC is committing money to some of the hatcheries, such as Red 
Lake. Art stated this has some benefit to the commercial industry. 
Walt stated we don't have anything to apologize to the fishing 
industry about. 

9 



Action :Item: 
As long as 
tourism. 

HPWG agreed to dump commercial fishing and tourism. 
you have wilderness recreation, you are covering 

Veronica stated whether you are recreating or paying someone to 
help you recreate, the issue is the people whose recreation 
activity includes spending some time on the shore. The language 
was dispersed recreation versus focussed. The Peer Reviewers say 
it is not so much the number but the quality or other factors. 
Veronica stated those seem to be legitimate concerns. Art stated 
from 1989 to 1991 there was lost use due to the oil spill. 

Action :rtem: The subgroup should reconsider how the recreational 
use element is used. The criteria should be revisited. 

Viewsheds have been looked at under recreation. Jess stated that 
because we are visiting the species, we are considering other human 
use. Marty stated we have accommodated them. 

HPWG agreed to the following 19 categories for analysis: 

Recreation 
Wilderness 
Cultural Resources 
Subsistence 
Species split: 

Pink Salmon 
Sockeye Salmon 
Dolly Varden 
Cutthroat Trout 
Herring 
Bald Eagle 
Black Oystercatcher 
Common Murre 
Harbor Seal 
Harlequin Duck 
Intertidal/Subtidal Biota 
Marbled Murrelet 
Pigeon Guillemot 
River otter 
Sea Otter 

Ken stated that you could make the same arguments for subsistence 
regarding third party lawsuits. Marty stated she has a real 
problem with subsistence coming off. 

Marty discussed the agreed upon PR recommendations. HPWG needs to 
talk about an information system for updating and also the 
negotiation structure. Marty asked what is the credible evaluation 
recommendation. Kim stated Steve stated we need to make sure there 
is consistency. 
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Marty asked if HPWG was comfortable with addressing this parcel by 
parcel. Cathy stated she thinks this is the only way we can do it. 
Marty stated TNC volunteered to speak to the TC; maybe they are the 
ones to discuss stewardship with the TC. Walt stated we should be 
sensitive to the precedent we set. HPWG agreed to continue the 
current level of analysis between now and the fall; it may be that 
the TC will require more information when dealing with TNC 
analysis. The public involvement issue is unresolved and will be 
discussed later. 

Kim stated we will be looking at habitat on public lands but we 
won't have the analysis by fall. Marty stated often times Native 
allotments were indications of high value, and we should be aware 
of that in our analysis. John stated in the questionnaire, HPWG 
indicated that parcels would be looked at greater than 160 acres. 
Marty stated the landowner letter responses will be revisited. 

Action Item: Marty will get DNR to identify parcels less than 160 
acres (public access). 

This afternoon HPWG will discuss: 

-the negotiation team 
-information system 
-who will do rewrite for TC presentation on slight changes 
-1994 Work Plan 
-TNC workshop 

C. GILBERT FUTURE WITH HPWG 

Cathy has not been able to reach Chuck but will continue to follow 
up on this. 

NEGOTIATING TEAM 

HPWG needs to deal with the recommendations from the workshop 
regarding a single negotiating team. Walt asked if there is 
something new which they came up with. Marty stated the TC decided 
to implement the multiple approach during the interim process. 
This is not an inappropriate thing to revisit. Mark stated we need 
to determine what benefit this will provide over our present ap­
proach. Art stated the negotiating team would be a separate black 
box; who's in the black box is the issue. Marty asked how it has 
gone with the current model. Walt stated it is too early to tell. 
Mark stated there has been a problem with tracking what people are 
doing, the contacts, and the course of negotiations. Marty stated 
she has gotten complaints from environmental groups saying the 
negotiators don't understand the process as well as they should, 
and they are confusing the landowners. The environmental group 
stated they believe the imminent threat dot was a place to start. 
As_ an alt_ernative the landowner can come in and ask for consider­
ation of another parcel they own. Neither the landowner or the 

11 



negotiator felt that was possible. Marty had to clarify this. 

She got some indication that the negotiators have not had enough 
involvement with HPWG. Cathy asked if there is a way when the 
state chooses a negotiator, HPWG can assign a member. Marty stated 
the state did that with Kim. It is up to the negotiators right 
now. HPWG could make this recommendation so that there is someone 
there who knows the process. Marty added this will ensure that the 
full range is understood. Mark stated the TC will have to realize 
it is a real commitment of resources to have personnel from each 
agency. Continuity will be the big question when we get into six 
or seven of these. Marty stated there is a problem with not enough 
coordination between the negotiators and HPWG. 

Action Item: HPWG will recommend that a member of HPWG be included 
on the negotiation team. 

Marty stated there hasn't been time for us to say if this process 
has worked and whether there needs to be some change. John stated 
you could make this a part of your recommendation presentation. 
Ken stated that HPWG's conversations with negotiators have gotten 
out to the public and come back to the negotiator. He is concerned 
that this happened. He does not know the exact circumstances. 
HPWG needs to be a little more circumspect. Marty is a little 
nervous that there is concern HPWG is dictating to the negotiator. 
Kim stated there has to be trust in the process. If there are 
frustrations, they will bubble out, and the public will find out. 
Marty stated she was surprised she is hearing things from outside 
parties which is so similar to discussions here. Some environmen­
tal groups are really cognizant and are following the process 
closely. Walt stated we shouldn't worry about it because it is 
just part of the business. John stated it will probably occur more 
and more because of the competitiveness of this process. Kim 
stated there is an interested public. You can't just sandbag them, 
but you don't have to tell them everything. Some individuals will 
try to influence the negotiating process. Marty stated we should 
just be cognizant of confidentiality. Dave stated that is one 
reason not to have a HPWG person as part of the negotiating team. 
Marty stated it is appropriate to have coordination. Dave stated 
some of the public feels HPWG has to be a part of the negotiators, 
but he has told them that HPWG and the negotiating team are 
separate . 

Action Item: HPWG will inform the TC of the recommendations from 
the workshop but will also state there hasn't been enough experi­
ence yet to give them a definitive recommendation on the negoti­
ating team. 

Art suggested after the five imminently threatened parcel deals are 
cut, the negotiators could be brought in for a performance review, 
using thos~ pa:rcels as examples. Marty stated that is a good idea. 
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Dave stated we need to focus the recommendation on the resources 
and associated services using the "ecosystem concept". HPWG 
agreed. Mark stated that the information system should also 
include monitoring results. 

Mark asked what will go to the TC. Cathy stated it will be a memo 
with recommendations based on the recommendation bullets from the 
workshop. Ken added it will include the elements we want to carry 
forward with. Kim stated the process can be presented to the TC on 
August 23rd. 

Art stated that the externality process will be incorporated. The 
TC will also have to sign off on the process which incorporates the 
public. Art suggested that four alternative models could be 
prepared. Ken stated another option would be to present the 
changes, based on legal input, to TC before their meeting and in 
August present the whole package to them. HPWG agreed to this 
suggestion. 

Action Item: Dave would like to work with the subgroup on the 
package which goes to the TC. 

2) 94 WORK PLAN/HABITAT PROTECTION FUND 

The Restoration Team reviewed all the 400 project ideas and came 
across several that were similar to projects funded in 1993. The 
RT folded all those into one project and HPWG will determine what 
the data needs are. HPWG's next task is to come up with the bullet 
ideas as to what specific data needs we have. HPWG will also 
identify what additional field work or data needs are necessary. 
Ken asked if this is part of the overall acquisition. Dave stated 
you can't separate data acquisition from GIS. Art stated before 
you get caught up in structure, you need to hear what the data gaps 
are and then go on to how to acquire the data. The database on 
bald eagles is adequate. Walt stated the question is are there new 
data areas that we need to go out and get additional information. 

Cathy stated we just need to gather what has already been done. 
Kim agreed and added with some focused field evaluation. Cathy 
stated there has been great difficulty in getting the reports from 
PI's. Kim suggested maybe it is time to clean the slate. Veronica 
asked if it is Jess' sense that the information is there and just 
not being shared. Jess stated it is probably a little bit of both. 
In some cases the information is there but has not been shared. 
The hardest part has been communication. A lot of the primary data 
has not gotten tied together. There has not been a lot of coor­
dination. There are facilities in a lot of agencies for maintain­
ing data. The information must be put together in a meaningful 
manner. Some time should be spent identifying the public access 
data and what is internal. We have a choice between choosing one 
central agency or participation of other agencies which all seem to 
have really good capabilities. There is a lot of data which needs 
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to be automated. 

Kim stated you have all these agencies maintaining data, but you 
need a traffic cop for coordination. There is a lot of frustration 
involved. cathy asked who is allowed to use the data dictionary. 
Jess stated this will have to be determined. You need some central 
information system but it will not be the only system. The next 
step will be to determine which parts of the data dictionary can go 
public. Jess stated theoretically DNR is working on it. The data 
dictionary and the issue of public access are their responsibili­
ties. Walt suggested having a GIS subgroup oriented to determining 
what HPWG needs for doing analysis. Mark stated the evaluation 
subgroup could come up with a recommendation. Jess stated the 
focus isn't really on the GIS but knowing what you want it to do. 

Action Item: The subgroup (prior to leaving) will provide a 
general description of data needs and an estimate of cost. 

Jess stated there might be some need to bring agencies up to speed 
on some of the technology. In terms of what you choose to do for 
habitat acquisition, the subgroup will have to determine what the 
holes are. There will be a lot of people involved. Kim stated we 
are not talking about creating a new bureaucracy but maybe 
integrating the present one. There will be an effort to reallocate 
the way GIS is doing things, taking it from its exclusive represen­
tation in DNR and incorporating the other agencies. There will 
still be a need for a central repository and a traffic cop. There 
should be an eye toward monitoring and the annual work plans 
participating in this. Nobody wants to spend more money on 
machines. 

Dave stated a data collection project could be identified with two 
co-leads. Kim stated maybe it is time to look at how the whole 
information system works for the restoration group. Dave agreed. 
Kim stated you tie the NRDA to the habitat and to the monitoring, 
plus project monitoring and tracking. Veronica suggested appoint­
ing Jess to the contract dealing with GIS and setting it up under 
reimbursable services. Ken stated Marty and Mark have attempted 
this in the past with limited success. 

Action Item: HPWG's recommendation is that the 1994 project for 
data needs flows from the HPWG subgroup, which will pull together 
some verbiage. The 1993 projects will be closed out and all the 
information will be put into useable form . 

Kim emphasized that appropriate budget codes should be used. Ken 
stated in project 110, formerly 051, the title seems to be chan­
ging. Kim suggested a new name: Habitat Protection Evaluation, 
which includes integration coordination. HPWG agreed. Jess will 
provide an estimate to the 1994 Work Group for completing con­
solidation of existing data and additional field work and stated 
you have to leave room for identification of other projects. 
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Marty stated there is a pot of money sitting there for restoration 
and very little has been accessed. Jess asked how will DNR 
participate and do they receive a pot of money without supervision. 
Marty stated Mark is the primary chair. The model being used has 
not worked. Ken stated there is an RSA. Marty stated they get the 
money straight from the court, and there is not a contract or RSA. 
There is no deliverable and it is driven by the work group. Mark 
cannot control the flow of money. Jess stated the goal is to 
figure how each of the agencies can participate. Marty stated from 
1993 to 1994 there will be a switch occurring. DNR has served as 
the technical project support. That is no longer going to occur in 
1994 unless HPWG says they want that for DNR. HPWG needs to decide 
how to deal with that. Walt stated he thought we did want DNR to 
continue in that role. Kim stated the model HPWG decided on was 
the traffic cop for accountability for getting service out of the 
technical people. Marty stated the RT has made the decision that 
any project which has GIS support is going to be built into the 
project. Walt asked if it possible to modify that so that the work 
groups can issue a work order to DNR. Marty stated she is not sure 
because they are not a shop. Mark asked how are the data sets 
accessed. Marty stated this will have to be worked out. Mark 
stated everyone has gotten the run around from DNR. Marty stated 
it should be documented. HPWG has to decide what model to use. 
Marty stated she brought this up to the RT regarding how to access 
this information beginning October 1. Walt stated this is beyond 
this group. Marty stated it is not, because the RT has put it on 
us. Jess stated the starting point is the data dictionary. The 
next thing is human capacity and machine capacity. How you 
allocate this after October 1, is also an issue. Marty stated her 
predisposition is to proceed so that habitat protection can do the 
analysis separate. Veronica stated one serious consideration is a 
freedom of information request. Marty stated we have been getting 
data. Jess stated he made a request and only got 80%. 

3) DISCUSSION RE: TNC 

Marty distributed a memo from Steve Planchon regarding a follow-up 
to the TNC workshop. TNC has a great deal of written information 
available. Jess stated he gets the feeling there is a room full of 
reports. Marty stated someone could be hired to work with HPWG on 
the information. Kim stated a lot of the TNC information is pretty 
general. Ken asked if this information will become part of the 
data project. Kim stated he gets the feeling TNC is trying to make 
a project out of 5% worth of information. Marty stated we need to 
have a discussion with TNC so HPWG can decide if this is usable, 
quality information. She would also like to hear why it will take 
six months and $70,000. 

HPWG will schedule a meeting with TNC. Art stated the subgroup 
should be here to discuss the TNC project. Otherwise, you are 
buying a pig in a poke without the entire group here for the 
discussion. Marty suggested having Steve come over now to explain 



what the project is. Marty telephoned Steve and was told he was 
out of the office, but Cathy would come over to answer some 
questions. The reason the memo is dated wrong is because Steve's 
clock is messed up. 

Kim stated his initial reaction to TNC' s proposal is fairly 
lukewarm. Art stated he wants to hear what TNC is proposing. Walt 
stated he will talk with Steve tomorrow regarding how this 
information is different from what we already have. Marty stated 
that what we bought and paid for was the information and a certain 
level of analysis. This new project may be a greater level of 
analysis. Walt stated we have some money left and it might be 
enough to take care of the Kodiak piece. 

Marty stated TNC did not want to put the money into doing a larger 
proposal if HPWG is not interested. This proposal is mainly for 
discussion. 

Cathy came and provided a discussion of the TNC proposal. Marty 
stated that Ben raised the potential for doing another phase. 
There are references to information that we don't have already, and 
HPWG would like to know where it resides and what format it is in. 
Cathy stated when Ben talks about additional information he means 
getting information from additional experts and doing a thorough 
sweep to get as much information as possible. There is information 
on questionnaires which still needs documentation. The maps could 
be reviewed and experts could be called. Marty asked if the 
polygons could be shrunk. Cathy stated she would assume so, but it 
is out of her territory. Cathy B. stated we know who was inter­
viewed for a species. The forms reference reports and maps, but 
they are not included. Cathy stated whatever TNC had, they 
submitted with reports. People were asked about reports, and they 
volunteered information on things which existed. Ben talked about 
submitting a more comprehensive bibliography. 

Kim stated in terms of what our needs are, we are trying to figure 
out the utility of the TNC information. HPWG is getting to the 
point where additional site and field information has to be 
obtained, or HPWG has to go back to some resource experts who have 
local knowledge. The overall question is how can TNC's project 
address this need. Cathy stated the only thing which comes to mind 
is you could front load TNC' s efforts and say the polygon has 
shrunk and try to get additional information. TNC could narrow 
their efforts down . The same system used before could be used, 
just making it tighter. In the process, they were thinking in 
those terms. Kim thinks we have gotten 95% of the information. 
Marty stated Steve feels strongly we need to do this follow up. 
Cathy stated there was a lot of information that wasn't really 
followed through on . There was such a short time . A lot of raw 
data was not synthesized with a more fine tooth comb . Ben could 
analyze and rank the information to come up with a more worthwhile 
product . - Mar k asked how TNC discriminated between what was 
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provided before and what will be provided. Cathy stated additional 
nuances are considered for a broad-scale ranking. Marty asked TNC 
to think about if HPWG front loaded them with polygons, could they 
provide more significant information. Cathy stated HPWG will need 
to find out more in depth information and should let TNC review the 
files to see what can be gleaned. Kim asked if TNC could compare 
the blue line area with the geographic area because HPWG will need 
information for the comprehensive process. Marty requested that 
Cathy share this information with Ben. Veronica stated the map in 
the brochure could be used by including Perryville and Ivanoff Bay. 
TNC is working on a bibliography of the data dictionary records. 

Art stated you are compounding soft data (best professional 
judgement) three times. John stated he is curious about the 
difference between what Jess is doing and what TNC will do in terms 
of bringing together data. Marty stated the TNC product is one 
element of what Jess is bringing together. Art stated TNC is 
suggesting another layer of interpretation, which makes him nervous 
to have an outsider interpreting data. Marty stated she is 
concerned that there are lots of different reports being accessed 
and asked how do you get this in a controllable format. Jess 
stated the problem is where will DNR fit in as a support group. 

HPWG MEETING 

The next HPWG meeting is June 21st at 9:00 a.m. 

STATUS REPORTS ON CHENEGA LANDS 

Kim stated a meeting was held with Chenega at their request. They 
want more attention paid to their lands. HPWG agreed to do a 
preliminary evaluation of their holdings, and using our evaluation 
give them some indication of the relative value of their lands 
which have the highest priority for restoration. HPWG sat down and 
worked out how to divide their land into nine subparcels. HPWG 
then did evaluations of the subparcels. The final evaluation and 
ranking has not been completed. HPWG needs to discuss transmittal 
of the information to Chenega. Their lands range from Knight 
Island (one high and five moderates) to Evans Island (5 high and 8 
moderate) . The full criteria have not been applied. Kim proposes 
sending this over with a cover letter stating this is preliminary 
and is an initial evaluation for internal planning purposes only 
and has no relevance to the other parcels as part of the comprehen­
sive process. Hopefully, this will prompt them to be more 
cooperative and provide additional information. Kim stated his 
sense is this is a one-way street . 

Art stated in the cultural resources evaluation, if you get 
numbered sites, you don't know anything about the quality of sites. 
Chenega had agreed to provide this information but were really 
reluctant because of confidentiality issues. Cathy stated Chenega 
s aid- t hey -have a database but refused to provide it . 
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Action Item: Dave suggested sending a copy of the cover letter to 
the Forest Service to Bruce Van Zee because of the criminal money 
on the federal side. A copy will be provided to Ken to discuss 
with Bruce. 

EYAK 

The analysis was completed on the lower Eyak River. The Eyak 
parcel is divided into four subparcels. The analysis has to be 
computerized. Kim stated the most bang for your buck is getting 
Power creek and Eyak Lake. Art stated the externalities (municipal 
drinking water supply) factor really high. 

TNC COMPLETION OF CONTRACTUAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Jess stated he has not had a chance to look at all the information. 
Kim stated he graded the fish and game part of the data dictionary. 
Jess stated what he has seen up to date is great. Walt will wait 
until Jess gets back to get the status report. 
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HABITAT PROTECTION WORK GROUP 

ATTENDEES 

Marty Rutherford 
Ken Rice 
Carol Fries 
Mark Kuwada 
Walt Sheridan 
Kim Sundberg 
Art Weiner 
Jess Grunblatt 
Cathy Berg 
John Harmening 
Veronica Gilbert 

JUNE 15, 1993 
8:30 A.M. 

Dave Gibbons, via teleconference 

AGENDA 

1) Habitat Protection Comprehensive Analysis Process 
-Debrief of Workshop 
-Final Synopsis 
-Discussion/Decisions Re: Changes to Process 

2) 94 Work Plan/Habitat Protection Fund Projects 
-Data Acquisition 
-GIS 
-Acquisition Support 

3) Discussion Re: TNC Workshop/Next Phase 

HPWG status Reports on Action Items 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Jess G: Status Report on TNC's Completion of Contractual 
Responsibilities 

Kim S. subgroup: 1) Eyak River Analysis 

Catherine B: 

2) Chenega Lands Analysis 

c. Gilbert future 
Participation wjHPWG 

The following items were distributed: 

Habitat Protection/Acquisition Workshop Summary 
Habitat Protection Workshop 
6/14 Memo to Marty from Steve Planchon 
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1) HABITAT PROTECTION COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS PROCESS 

Marty reviewed the agenda items and asked for status repor~ on the 
above action items. The minutes and a synopsis from the workshop 
were distributed. HPWG took an opportunity to review these. 
Direction is needed on whether to switch from a point driven 
evaluation. 

One recommendation is iHst:eaa sf tae lslwe EiFiV"ii~ t.:Ae al'~ lfsa ch • the 
resources should drive our approach. Art stated it makes ecologi­
cal and resource sense. Ken stated the PAG said expand spending 
outside the spill area, but local groups wanted it within the spill 
area. Kim stated there is a tremendous amount of work just 
evaluating the spill area. Art stated this is a policy question. 

Action Item: Marty stated Hanneman's comments should be shared 
with our Trustees. 

Art stated that Ben Brown's comments from the workshop were 
received. 

Marty stated the easy way to proceed is not to present it as points ~ 
but as categories. Mark stated another option is to identify a ~~~~~ 
group of jewels, saying they are all important, and starting 
negotiations on all of them, and the TC can dec±Oe at ~~ end of the 
year. Marty stated that Cole likes the point:I.S\ ne would be 
uncomfortable with just presenting the jewels. Art stated we are 
talking about lengthy nonqualifiable variables. If you didn't have 
points, you would have a great deal of other information to factor 
into the decision. Kim stated when we present the jewels, we give 
our best advice on the break out in classifications. The TC can 
decide if they want HPWG's recommendation. Art stated you have to 
wean them away from the point system because it has some signifi- . ~ 
cant flaws , and the more you use it, the more people will forget ~ 
about the f laws. Ken stated it gives a false sense of security. 
Mark stated if you focus on the short-term process, HPWG will be ~ 
hard pressed to come up with the mediums and lows. Kim stated the 
TC wants to see the jewels and the analysis. Marty stated they 
won't trust HPWG to just say these are the jewels. Ken stated the 
TC will be open to pressure if someone says their land wasn't 
evaluated. 

Marty stated she thought that the first shor~erm process was ~ 
where HPWG goes in and does an analysis of all the private lands ) 
and there would be some jewels which float to the top. The TC 
would say they are comfortable andd~~~ may want a more definitive • ~ 
analysis. HPWG w~d also start~5~~e-public lands. Mark stated ~ 
they would be making a decision on the jewels based on less 
detailed information. Kim stated as this process matures, he sees . ~ 
the long-term process coming in . The TC will feel comfortable they ~ 
are getting the good stuffr but the _process will become more 
complex. The long- term process comes in when the TC has to start 
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shaving points. Art stated until you get into negotiations, you 
won't be able to start reranking. Something may get kicked down 
because a landowner is not willing to budge. Marty stated that 
doesn't impact what we are presenting in terms of our analysis. 
Art stated you have to factor some of the elements in to have a 
flexible or dynamic ranking system. John stated you are looking at 
the intrinsic value staying the same and all you are looking at is ~ 
changing the priority. 11 Kim stated you may have to go back and say ~ 
to the TC that even thc:Mgh something is a jewel, we are wasting our 
time on it. The negotiator will know when it is time to move on to 
something else. Marty stated some things may not meet the 
protection goals. Mark st~t~d he was suggesting an annual process _ ~ 
where landowners knew tha~C was making decisions one time per ~ 
year and if they wanted any of the money, they would try to 
complete their negotiation process by this time. This is also 
likely to make them a bit more competitive. You don't have the 
deals that are setting precedence such as with Eyak and Seal. This // 
way they are all bidding against each other. /fMark asked if the TC 
wants a long- term process. Marty stated Cole is prepared for a 
long-term process but he doesn't like the rigidity of that. Walt 
stated that the ~i-_~!k ~~eds some flexibility. Kim stated he cam{.,/ 
from the worksho~llhat HPWG is doing is a lot different from 
the CARL Program. It is set up for perpetuity, and this is a one 
shot deal. Unless the TC goes into some endowment, the concept is 
to spend now. He can see why Cole would not want to be locked into 
some rigid process. If you were making a career out of this, you 
would want to set up some kind of annual process. Marty stated j 
we should not feel barred from trying this. The TC will make . (' 
decisions about Y{h~t to proceed with and within six mon~ \ ""\ 
proposals can be ~ to proceed competitively. Mark askediHPWG 
will put together a recommendation. Art stated• ye f:!', and we can 
present several options. Art stated you can give them a choice and 
explain the different ramifications of each choice. 

Marty stated that the current model is another choice of where ~ ~ 
things come i~ the TC can act on them. Walt stated at some point """" 
we have to look at everything. Marty stated we are bound to 
present the information where there is a willing seller by fall. 
The models are how you deal with it after this. A model is what to 
do with the black box. John stated that within the black box ~s ~ ~ 
which landowners are more willing to negotiate. Within that ~o~ l 
have some interested in fee title. Marty stated we haven't had too 
many landowners say they are not interested. Do we impact the TC 
decision if we know that landowners are not interested in fee V" 
simple~ John stated~~t the initial contact is one item. There 
may be some parcelJ ' more willing to sell than others. Marty stated 
she is nervous about taking biological service analysis and 
imposing it into the negotiation information. She sees this as 
separate . As the negotiator works with HPWG, that is all done 
separately. The TC has the flexibility to decide if something is 
-~orthwl!ile or_ not. 11 Marty is not totally convince.tthat all the 
landowners who say t hey are not interested in fee simple will stick 
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to that on all their lands. She considers this as an opening 
salvo. If we start assuming those kinds of things, we are acting 
as negotiators. Kim stated there is a certain rigidity on both 
sides. John stated somewhere down the line when the complete 
evaluation is done, ~e ~~ilt~~A~etter idea of what is competi- ~ ~ 
ti ve. The 15 or 2 orlnlght ~ the competitiveness. but as you V 
get further down, it depends on what the market plac~ is telling 
you when you get to that point. Marty stated Mark's idea makes 
sense because you can compare. It causes this edge of competitive- . / 
ness to be heightened. It will be reall~ h~r~~to do , but there is ~ ~ 
a sense of it already. There is a fear tti'a-t.' t:.lteW 1s a discrete / 
amount of money. This will be a real dynamic situation because of 
the first landowners trying to sell less than fee simple title. poS <J., 

. . ~-te; '~ Marty stated she hears two models: the r1g1d approach where ~ 
all come back at the same time, and the other is dealing with the 
proposals as they come. She questioned what is the next thing. 
Kim stated we should spend our energies on the best job we can do 
to fill the black box but not spending a lot of time on developing 
a very intricate process. The TC will decide what they want to do. 
Marty stated we will have an on-going obligation to support the 
negotiators. After the first round of analysis, the TC will feel / 
fairly comfortable about proceeding with protection on those. 11some ~ 
people will want to know how the secondary lands compare with 
existing public lands. Some of the TC are wondering if the 
restoration needs could be develo~ed through higher level protec- . ~ 
tion. Walt asked how much ~ate~ land is there. ~m stated ncr/ ~ 
much; there is some on Kodia~ but it is mostly ti~~ands. The 
State doesn't own a lot of upl~nds. Parts of Kenai Fjords Park · ~~ 
going to go into private ownership. What will be left will just be 
a shell. Walt stated we don't have very much information to 
discriminate about the habitat needs or the damage to the resource. 
Marty stated that might be precisely why the TC wants that 
evaluation. Dave stated a couple of the TC members want to know 
how much habitat is available on other lands. J/Art stated there is "-""' 
a concept of higher than probability use. Whe n you do the analysis 
of use, you find that use might be on private lands~Dave stated ~ 
you have to make some assumptions. Marty stated may~e we should 
ignore the second round for now. When you get down past the 
jewels, these are the kinds of questions the TC will want to have 
defined. Kim stated it is important to define what is the 
question. If you remove habitat out there by logging and take it 
out of commission, you will never be able to fully restore the 
resource because the habitat will not be available. Ken stated a 
lot of the species might have been on the decline prior to the 
oil spill. 11 Jess stated we might be talking about a long- term 
program of ¥ ield evaluation more appropriately called monitoring. 
Mark agreed. Dave sated some species are real easy to determine ) 
but some species you will never know about no matter how much 
research there is . Kim stated we are getting better at determining 
the characteristics. This can be done on public land as well as 
private land. You have to develop what - your assumptions are 
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initially. 'FQ..is lesme s ye'tl 'iJi t h go ing b g ck to t.Jie '119 , ~ Dave stated 
we identify the habitats but we will never be able to identify the 
usage on them. Kim stated we need to be prepared to answer those 
questions but may not need to be at the same detail as on the 
private lands. We want to avoid coming up with some kind of 
acreage game. Art stated you have some cues such as concentrated 
feeding. Indicators are that those private lands are good habitat. 
There is a higher than expected probability of use if you see 
concentrated feeding. There is i.nif~rma~ion from key informant 
interviews without embarking on~~le~~~~~'~;~stated he would 
like to see more conversation on this andlpres~~~he answers when 
asked. Marty stated the TC will ask what next. Dave stated they 
will want studies on the public lands also ~w~S don't need to go u/ 
out and visit the public lands. 11 Marty ~d what about the 
analysis and does it need to be done on the public lands. Dave 
stated you should look at the management of the public lands. 
Marty stated the TC will say if there is no more impact, a higher 
level of protection is not necessary. Ken asked when do we stop 
and when have we protected enough. Art stated you will never know. 
Dave stated that the Native land. , }las the highest development j 
potential. That is the land tha~~aa the highest habitat value. 
Even though 90% of the land is public 1it only represents about 10% 
of the anadromous fish habitat. Marty stated there is no' proof 
that this land has the highest habitat value. Dave stated this is 
something the TC will also ask. Kim stated Steve Planchon felt the 
Native owners did a really good job in selecting land with the best 
access and forest lands. \\Marty stated there are critics out there 
to this process. The TC does not care much about the critics but 
about the jewels. Ken stated the TC needs some information which 
says they have bought enough, and it depends on your endpoints. 
Marty stated she is concerned from a political standpoint. The TC 
needs some information so that they can continue. We need to do 
the same level of analysis on the public lands as the private 
lands '"') ~o that it will show a good job was done on picking the \( 
lands. Mark stated we have to be ~ front and say we will never ~ 
know all we need to know about pubf ic lands. What we are doing 
will provide an incremental benefitJ and we cannot tell what value ~ 
is being gained but you are gaining control to allow recovery. 
John stated tha~ management of public lands does not detract from 
the objectives of restoration. There is only enough money to buy 
about 10~~~ and will be done on a basis to protect the critters. 11 
~Marty ~ed .. how do you answer the TC. Kim stated you can 

give them a pat answer that the_ftative corporations did a good job 
in selecting lands. For the iorest J;ervice land, remote sensing ~ 
could be used for some guesstimate, which will give an inventory 
showing that the Native corporations got a higher proportion of 
forest lands. Art stated we could be investing a lot of staff time 
for a question which does not need to be answered. Marty stated 
she thinks the TC will want to be able to compare. [ fWalt stated the 

.,s' ~ TC' s interest may be waning. Marty stated six mon hs ago they were 
'sv .~ s~g L~ every time you turned around. Dave stated that one 
~' -""''U.-meful5er ___ saT d after reading through the minutes of the public 
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meeting, he was concerned with the comment that perhaps we bought 
a bunch of dead trees in regard to Kachemak Bay. Kim stated most 
of the assessments done now will have detailed timber assessments. 
Dave stated we probably can't soJsve this today but could ask the 4 / 

question when we present thisfi~ Marty stated if we don't ask the ~ 
question, we will get hit between the eyes down the road when we 
are not prepared. Kim stated we might want to have some informa­
tion in our hip pocket in case they ask but we shouldn't bring it ~ 
up. There are a couple of analyses whic~ could be done without too 
much additional work. Walt stated if you ask them in a public 
forum if they want more information, you can bet they will say ' yes11 ~ 
because what else could they say./J Jess asked is there some kind of1 

management recommendation impliea. Marty stated it depends on how 
aggressively we proceed. Kim stated we have to be able to tell the 
TC what the limitations are. Marty stated she has a gut feeling 

t\~ViMrey will be asked. Jess stated that maybe there needs to be some 
~ sense of what is happening which gets back to monitoring. You have 

to have a program which tracks the status of the resources. Mark 
stated that the link between monitoring has to be done in the early 
stage. Kim stated the TC is buying an insurance policy when they 
are buying habitat. John stated the whole objective of the plan 
was to identify opportunities for restoration. All that has been ~ 
f1:92ji) is to identify the opportunities and not to do a land 
management plan for the area. We can't identify opportunities by 
getting additional data on the public lands. 

Marty stated we should focus on the black box again. We have not 
closed in on any changes to the comprehensive plan. Some decisions 
need to be made. Art provided a diagram and stated this is an 
example of the exercise we need to go ~Qrough with the black box 
for ranking. We need to shuffle a~una~here and when the public ~ 
becomes involved in J;he process and involving elements of negotia- ..,.,­
tions. The CARL tfrogram does it a little differently. Art 
suggested doing three different models for the TC to c~oose~rom. 
Marty asked are there changes to the black box from the ~eer Keview 
workshop. Cathy stated she would like to look at the comments a ~~ 
1 i ttle further. //Marty stated HPWG is about to loose several ~rv-­
members for two weeks. It will take some time to get TC approval 9 ~ 
Kim stated he doesn't perceive any major surgery on the process we 
have. If anything, HPWG will provide more information on the 
parcels regarding the externalities and service values. HPWG needs 
to determine whether to add or delete species or whether to take 
off services. Jess stated we could do a strict habitat ranking jlnd '-""" 
the extended information helps to position it. You don't have to 
have a firm link between soft text and a number. Art stated 
Hanneman mentioned the socio-economic externalities which need to 
be factored in. Marty stated she heard Steve Planchon say to V 
document that you are asking the question but thc!-se are soft 
responses . A lot of the analysis will be ver~ soft . Art stated a 
lot of the interpretation of data will be political, socio-economic 
factors, which we are not equipped to weigh. Walt stated the 
public meetings could be used to get at this socio-economic 
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information. You could analyze this information and let the TC use 
this information to factor in. Jess stated Hanneman's concern was 
there hadn't been an overall socio-economic evaluation. Marty 
stated she thought the EIS got at this. Art stated the TC should 
be aware of how the public feels. Marty stated the public 
information is not factored into the ranking. Jess stated you will 
hear from the interests which are already there and some constitu­
encies don't exist yet. You won't get a lot of creative input~but 
you will get one piece of the puzzle. Marty stated the best use of 
the public input is JUiil appgrtnR:i.&!'f once the ranking is done, 't!:ft!!~ 
gg t hen providf.i the public an opportunity to say how they feel 
about the parcel. . This information is a corollary to what is 
presented to the TC. Jess asked if HPWG does the socio-economic 
analysis. Marty asked who else would. Jess stated given the 
emotionality of all this, can we afford not to do a good job on, 
for instance, logging. Marty asked how do you do an analysis if 
you don't have the data. Art stated this will expand the scope of 
our efforts to put the information in as unbiased a fashion as 
possible, which will be a great deal of work. Jess stated in the 
long run you will need to address with a lot more accuracy what 
happens in the socio-economic world. 

Marty stated she talked with Walcoff about how extensive that is 
and got an eyeful about the complexity involved. The question is 
how do you do any analysis of habitat protection when you don't 
know how much the TC is going to protect. Mark stated we want to 
be very general and express the externalities. Jess stated we 
change the focus from being negative to potentially positive. Mark 
stated he would just give general expectations and let the public 
provide the details. If you get too detailed, the TC might say the 
analysis is flawed. Art suggested in terms of the number of staff 
available, the staff here could build a model of the structural 
process while the people in the field do the black box. Marty 
stated she heard what Mark was saying as a regional commentary. 
The information is not good enough to do parcel by parcel. Jess 
stated you wouldn't want to be perceived as doing a poor job. Art 
stated HPWG has already included one liners of what we knew. Jess 
asked are there people in the agencies to help us. Marty stated 
only if we figure out a way to pay th~m. 

~! ... ,..o.. ~ 

Cathy stated she is not sure this~should be a requirement of the 
subgroup and will come out during negotiations. Walt suggested 
that the public process provide most of the information. That way 
we are not responsible for the quality. Marty stated after the 
analysis and before going to the TC, we take the information to the 
public on a parcel or regional basis. Walt stated you don't have 
to go to every area, but you could maybe hold meetings in Anchor-

-~ age, Seward, Cordova, etc. The models could incorporate whether 
~o- ~go to the TC first. Mark stated if you don't identify general 
~ ~~~~rnalities and "GAat we aEe going ee mak~the TC aware, then we ~ have the public focusing on the process more than the externalities 

on- liow -weaia the evaluation and how the rankings occur. If they 
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could focus on the economic\ impac~, that is the kind of inforrna$­
tion we want to direct them to. This focuses their attention. 
Art stated on a site-specific basis, he would recommend continuin 
what we do. You identify and explain the externalities, such as 
the watershed issue in Cordova or the logging in Seal Bay. Mark 
stated he envisioned a one-page summary that told the story so that 
HPWG controlled the story. Jess stated we should give the TC our 
recommendation. We need to give them a point that they can respond 
to. Kim stated a lot of times externalities are brought into the 
negotiating process. Marty stated the long-term plans will come 
out d~ing negotiations. Art stated as part of our presentation 
you E~ the public input and the summary of externalities. You 
can influenc the ranking by bringing this to the TC's attention. 

arty stated HPWG will make a recommendation 
refocusing of the process is taking services and 

~ consumptive versus a non-consum ch. It 
versus the lum ing approach. ecreation tour1sm 1s 

new 

ere ~ ny discussion about the relationship of the 
services to the resources themselves. Art stated this has been 
discussed alot. 

Uses were identified as follows: 

Commercial 

non-consumptive 
1. tour boats 
2. guided hikes, etc. 
3. wilderness lodge 

consumptive 
1. guided harvests of fish and game 
2 . lodges, etc. 

Recreational 

non-consumptive 
1. hiking 
2. kayaking 
3. photography, etc. 

consumptive 
1. fishing 

-------- 2-. hunting, etc . 
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RPWG identified the following uses: 

Commercial fishing 
Commercial tourism 
Recreation 
Wilderness 
Cultural Resources 
Subsistence 

Mark stated if we purchase lands for recovery, we could control the 
above activities. Walt stated we should stick to the resources and 
concentrate on recovery of the resources and these things will 
follow. Cathy suggested taking out commer~ial fishing and tourism 
and leaving recreation. Kim stated he would split it if we had 
some way of objectively ranking. Ken stated you could use a 
weighting system on the species for whether it was used for . / 
recreation so that you had one value for ~elf and another where ~ 
it has other values. f{ Art stated that i0H~0 n asked for commercial 
fishing to be broken out as a separate entity. Marty stated it was 
Mary McBurney1and she wanted commercial fishing as a separate Ef.Ver-
vice. The anadromous fish are split out/ and herring is added 
Mark stated the commercial fishing industry has been compensa . 
HPWG agreed to dump commercial fishing. Ken stated you can't split 
any further until you have information. Art stated during the 
comprehensive process, we will have to explain why we made the 
change. Marty stated there are situations where there aren't a lot 
species where people recreate. We are getting to having recreation 
as a stand alone. 

Walt stated where there is a species used for commercial purposes, 
we are addressing the recovery very directly and very comprehen­
sively. Marty stated we are getting into dangerous ground because 
the TC is committing money to some of the hatcheries, such as Red 
Lake. Art stated this has some benefit to the commercial industry. 
Walt stated we don't have anything to apologize to the fishing 
industry about. 

Action Item: 
As long as 
tourism. 

HPWG agreed to dump commercial fishing and tourism. 
you have wilderness recreation, you are covering 

Veronica stated whether you are recreating or paying someone to 
help you recreate, the issue is the people whose recreation 
activity includes spending some time on the shore. The language 

· S~ dispersed recreation versus focussed. The Peer Reviewers say 
\ it not so much the number but the quality or other factors. 

Veronica stated those seem to be legitimate concerns. Art stated 
from 1989 to 1991 there was lost use due to the oil spill . 

Action Item: The subgroup should reconsider how the recreational 
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use element is used. The criteria should be revisited. 

Viewsheds have been looked at under recreation. Jess stated that 
because we are visiting the species, we are considering other human 
use. Marty stated we have accommodated them. 

HPWG agreed to the following 19 categories for analysis: 

Recreation 
Wilderness 
Cultural Resources 
Subsistence 
Species split: 

Pink Salmon 
Sockeye Salmon 
Dolly Varden 
Cutthroat Trout 
Herring 
Bald Eagle 
Black Oystercatcher 
Common Murre 
Harbor Seal 
Harlequin Duck 
Intertidal/Subtidal Biota 
Marbled Murrelet 
Pigeon Guillemot 
River Otter 
Sea Otter 

Ken stated that you could make the same arguments for subsistence 
regarding third party lawsuits. Marty stated she has a real 
problem with subsistence coming off. 

Marty discussed the agreed upon PR recommendations. HPWG needs to 
talk about an information system for updating and also the 
negotiation structure. Marty asked what is the credible evaluation 
recommendation. Kim stated Steve stated we need to make sure there 
is consistency. 

Marty asked if HPWG was comfortable with addressing this parcel by 
parcel. Cathy stated she thinks this is the only way we can do it. 
Marty stated TNC volunteered to speak to the TC; maybe they are the 
ones to discuss stewardship with the TC. Walt stated we should be 
sensitive to the precedent we set. HPWG agreed to continue the 
current level of analysis between now and the fall; it may be that 
the TC will require more information when dealing with TNC 
analysis. The public involvement issue is unresolved and will be 
discussed later. 

Kim stated we will be looking at habitat on public lands, but we 
won't have the analysis by fall. Marty stated often times Native 
allotments were indications of high value, and we should be aware 
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of that in our analysis. John stated in the questionnaire, HPWG 
indicated that parcels would be looked at greater than 160 acres. 
Marty stated the landowner letter responses will be revisited. 

Action Item: Marty will get DNR to identify parcels less than 160 
acres (public access). 

This afternoon HPWG will discuss: 

-the negotiation team 
-information system 
-who will do rewrite for TC presentation on slight changes 
-1994 Work Plan 
-TNC workshop 

C. GILBERT FUTURE WITH HPWG 

Cathy has not been able to reach Chuck but will continue to follow 
up on this. 

NEGOTIATING TEAM ~ 

HPWG needs to deal with the recommendationJ from the workshop ~ a 
single negotiating team. Walt asked if there is something new 
which they came up with. Marty stated the TC decided to implement 
the multiple approach during the interim process. This is not an 
inappropriate thing to revisit. Mark stated we need to determine 
what benefit this will provide over our present approach. Art 
stated the negotiating team would be a separate black box; who's in 
the black box is the issue. Marty asked how it has gone with the 
current model. Walt stated it is too early to tell. Mark stated 
there has been a problem with tracking what people are doing, the 
contacts l and the course of negotiations. Marty stated she has 
gotten complaints from environmental groups saying the negotiators 
don't understand the process as well as they shouldJ and they are 
confusing the landowners. The environmental group state~ they 
believe the imminent threat dot was a place to start. As an 
alternative the landowner can come in and ask for consideration of 
another parcel they own. Neither the landowner or the negotiator 
felt that was possible. Marty had to clarify this· // She got some 
indication that the negotiators have not had enough involvement 
with HPWG. Cathy asked if there is a way when the state chooses a 
negotiator, ~ HPWG~sign a member. Marty stated the state did 
that with Kim. It is up to the negotiators right now. HPWG could 
make this recommendation so that there is someone there who knows 
the process. Marty added this will ensure that the full range is 
understood. Mark stated the TC will have to realize it is a real 
commitment of resources to have personnel from each agency. 
Continuity will be the big question when we et into six or seven 
of these. Marty stated there is a problem not enough 
coordination between the negotiators and HPWG. 
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Action Item: HPWG will recommend that a member of HPWG be included 
on the negotiation team. 

Marty stated there hasn't been time for us to say if this process 
has worked and whether there needs to be some change. John stated 
you could make .~h~~ a part of your recommendation presentation. 
Ken stated that""'m:,'h~ersations that IlfNivG 4las hatr with negotiators 
have gotten out to the public and come back to the negotiator. He 
is concerned that this happened. He does not know the exact 
circumstances. HPWG_ ~eds to be a little more circumspect. Marty 
is a little nervousffilere is ...... concern HPWG is dictating to the 
negotiator :~ Kim stated there has to be trust in the process. If 
there are ~ustrations, they will bubble outl and the public will 
find out. Marty stated she was surprised s1'ie is hearing things 
from outside parties which is so similar to discussions here. Some 
environmental groups are really cognizant and are following the 
process closely. Walt stated we shouldn't worry about it because 
it is just part of the business. John stated it will probably 

L occur more and more because of the competitiveness of this process. 
~Kim stated there is an interested public. You can't just sandbag 

them, but you don't have to tell them everything. Some individuals 
will try to influence the negotiating process. Marty stated we 
should just be cognizant of ~ confidentiality. Dave stated that 
is one reason not to have a HPWG person as part of the negotiating 
team. Marty stated it is appropriate to have coordination. Dave 
stated some of- the public feels HPWG has to be a part of the 
negotiators '\~Df!r'Ve sCaLa."'= he has told them that HPWG and the 
negotiating team are separate. 

Action Item: HPWG will inform the TC of the recommendations from 
the workshop but will also state there hasn't been enough experi­
ence yet to give them a definitive recommendation on the negoti­
ating team. 

Art suggested after the five imminently threatened parcel deals are 
cut, the negotiators could be brought in for a performance review, 
using those parcels as examples. Marty stated that is a good idea. 

Dave stated we need to focus the recommendation on the resources 
and associated services using the "ecosystem concept". HPWG 
agreed. 

that the information system should also include 

Mark asked what will go to the TC. Cathy stated it will be a memo 
with recommendat~ based on the recommendation bullets from the 
workshop. Ken ~ it will include the elements we want to carry 
forward with. Kim stated the process can be presented to the TC on 
August 23rd. 

Art stated that the externality process will be incorporated. The 
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TC wilY have to sign off on the process which incorporates the 
public. Art suggested that ~ four alternative models could be 
prepared. Ken stated another option would be to present the 
changes} based on legal input1 to TC before their meeting and in 
August present the whole package to them. HPWG agreed to this 
suggestion. 

Action Item: Dave would like to work with the subgroup on the 
package which goes to the TC. 

2) 94 WORK PLAN/HABITAT PROTECTION FUND 

The Restoration Team reviewed all the 400 project ideas and came 
across several that were similar to projects funded in 1993. The 
RT folded all those into one project and HPWG will determine what 
the data needs are. HPWG's next task is to come up with th~et <_~ 
ideas as to what specific data needs we have . HPWG will/ldenti~ 
what additional field work or data needs are necessary. Ken asked 
if this is part of the overall acquisition. Dave stated you can't 
separate data acquisition from GIS. Art stated before you get 
caught up in structure, you need to hear what the data gaps are and " 
then go on to how to acquire the data. The ~at~ase on bald 
eagles is adequate. Walt stated the question is~are there new data 1 areas that we need to go out and get additional information {/' v d' 
cathy stated · ~e j~~ ne~ to gather what has already been done. ~~~ 
Kim agreed ~&~~~i!b •some focused field evaluation. // Cathy J\ 
stated there has been great difficulty in getting the reports from 
PI's. Kim suggested maybe it is time to clean the slate. Veronica _\, 
asked if it is Jess' sense that the information is there and~~ 
being shared. Jess stated it is probably a little bit of both. In :J 
some cases the information is there but has not been shared. The 
hardest part has been communication. A lot of the primary data has 
not gotten tied to9~ther. There has not been a lot of coer- \./ 
dination. There ~~acilities in a lot of agencies for maintaining 
data. The information must be put together in a meaningful manner. 
Some time should be spent identifying the public access data and 
what is internal. We have a choice between choosing one central 
agency or participation of other agencies >which all seem to have 
really good capabilities. There is a lot of data which needs to be 
automated. 

Kim stated you have all these agencies maintaining data but you~ 
need a traffic cop for coordination. There is a lot of frdstration 
involved. Cathy asked who is allowed to use the data dictionary. 
Jess stated this will have to be determined. You need some central J 
information system but~ill not be the only system. The next step 
will be to determine which parts of the data dictionary can go 
public. Jess stated theoretically DNR is workin~n it. The d~ta / 
dictionary and the issue of public access _NO..e responsibili'f.~~qr v 
t · • Walt suggested having a GIS subgroup oriented to~hat HPWG 
needs for doing analysis. Mark stated the evaluation subgroup 
could come up with a recommendation . Jess stated the fo s isn't - ~~ 

, .... / 
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really on the GIS but knowing what you want it to do. 

Action Item: The subgroup (prior to leaving) will provide a 
general description of data needs and an estimate of cost. 

Jess stated there might be some need to bring agencies up to speed 
on some of the technology. In terms of what you choose to do for 
habitat acquisition, the subgroup will have to determine what the 
holes are. There will be a lot of people involved. Kim s t ated we 
are not talking about creating a new bureaucracy ~ maybe 
integrating the prese~tf.,one. There will be an effort to reallocate 
the way GIS is doing~~aking it from its exclusive representation 
in DNR and incorporating the other agencies. There will still be 
a need for a central repository and a traffic cop. There should be 
an eye toward monitoring and the annual work plans participating in 
this. Nobody wants to spend more money on machines. 

Dave stated a data collection project could be identified with two -~ 
co-leads. Kim stated maybe it is time to look at how the whole ~ 
information system works for the restoration group. Dave s t a t e s i t Q.~ 
4s II~sa•¥ · Kim stated you tie the NRDA to the habitat and to 
the monitoring, plus project monitoring and tracking. Veronica 
suggested appointing Jess to the contract dealing with GIS and 
setting it up under reimbursable services. Ken stated Marty and 
Mark have attempted this in the past with limited success. 

Action Item: HPWG's recommendation is that the 1994 project for 
data needs flows from the HPWG subgroup, which will pull together 
some verbiage. The 1993 projects will be closed out and all the 
information will be put into useable form. 

Kim emphasized that appropriate budget codes should be used. Ken 
stated in project 110, formerly 051, the title seems to be chan­
ging. Kim suggested a new name: Habitat Protection Evaluation, 
which includes integration coordination. HPWG agreed. Jess will 
provide an estimate to the 1994 Work Group for completing con­
solidation of existing data and additional field work and stated 
you have to leave room for identification of ~fthe~ projects. 

~( 
Marty stated there is a pot of money sitting there for restoration 
and very little has been accessed. Jess asked how will DNR J 
participate 1and do they receive a pot of money without supervision. 
Marty statea Mark is the primary chair. The model being used has 
not worked. Ken stated there is an RSA. Marty stated they get the j 
money straight from the court, and there is not a contract or RSA. 
There is no deliverable1 and it is driven by the work group. Mark J 
cannot control the flow of money. Jess stated the goal :i,.s__to 
figure how each of the agencies can participate. Marty stated}r i.-99-3 
to 1994 there is a switch occurring . DNR has served as the 
technical project support . That is no longer going to occur in 
1994 unless HPWG says they want that for DNR. HPWG needs to decide 
how to deal with that . Walt stated he thought we did want DNR to 
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continue in that role. Kim stated the model HPWG decided on was 
the traffic cop for accountability for getting service out of the 
technical people. Marty stated the RT has made the decision that 
any project which has GIS support is going to be built into the 
project. Walt asked if it possible to modify that so that the work 
groups can issue a work order to DNR. Marty stated she is not sure 
because they are not a shop. Mark asked how are the data sets 
accessed. Marty stated this will have to be worked out. Mark 

.~t~~~r:eryone h~~tten the run around ~rom DNR. Marty stated 
£tN w~ documen t. HPWG has to dec1de .. w9~1;. model to use. 
Marty stated she tn::ol:tght this up to the R~~o access this 
information beginning October 1. Walt stated this is beyond this ~ 
group. Marty stated it is not because the RT has put it on us. 
Jess stated the starting point )is the data dictionary. The next 
thing is human capacity and machine capacity. How you allocate 
this after October 1, is also an issue. Marty stated her 
predisposition is to proceed so that habitat protection can do the 
analysis separate. Veronica stated one serious consideration is a 
freedom of information request. Marty stated we have been getting 
data. Jess stated he made a request and only got 80%. 

3) DISCUSSION RE: TNC 

Marty distributed a memo from Steve Planchon regarding a follow-up 
to the TNC workshop. TNC has a great deal of written information 
available. Jess stated he gets the feeling there is a room full of 
reports. Marty stated someone could be hired to work with HPWG on 
the information. Kim stated a lot of the TNC information is pretty 
general. Ken asked if this information will become part of the 
data project. Kim stated he gets the feeling TNC is trying to make 
a project out of 5% worth of information. Marty stated we need to 
have a discussion with TNC so HPWG can decide if this is usable, 
quality information. She would also like to hear why it will take 
six months and $70,000. 

HPWG will schedule a meeting with TNC. Art stated the subgroup 
should be here to discuss the TNC project. Otherwise, you are 
buying a pig in a poke without the entire group here for the 
discussion. Marty suggested having Steve~me over now to explain 
what the pro:is ct is. Marty ~d s~ ;a.s out of the office, but 
cathy ~~e-c>me over to answ r some questions. The reason the memo 
is dated wrong is because St e' s clock :is messed up.,...~>, _ 1 't. .fO(~ 1\, .... 

(.-.f ~ o~ Sk.,.te..'s- ~~ ~~J 
Kim stated his initial reaction to TNC' s proposal is fairly 
lukewarm. Art stated he wants to hear what TNC is proposing.~ 
Walt stated he will talk with Steve tomorrow regarding how this 
information is different from what we already have. Marty stated 
that what we bought and paid for was the information and a certain 
level of analysis. This new project may be a greater level of 
analysis . Walt stated we have some money left and it might be 

- ~n~~~~ -~o take care of the Kodiak piece. 
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Marty stated TNC did not want to put the money into doing a larger 
proposal if HPWG is not interested. This proposal is mainly for 
discussion'"~ 

.. ,.,...'-'tK 
Cathy tprovided a discussion 9 f the TNC proposal. Marty s that 
Ben raised the potential~W doing another phase. '11..~~ are 
references to information that we don't have already and ~rd iike 
to know where it resides and what format it is in. ~y stated 
when Ben talks about additional information ~ · ~~ing 
information from additional experts and doing a thorough sweep to 
get a\ s much information as possible. There is information on 
questionnaires which still needs documentation. The maps could be J 
reviewed and experts could be called. Marty asked if the polygons 
could be shrunk. Cathy stated she would assume so1 but it is out of 
her territory. Cathy B. stated we know who was interviewed for a 
species. The forms reference reports and maps, but they are not 
included. cathy stated whatever TNC had, they submitted with / 
reports. People were asked about reports1 and they volunteered 
information on things which existed. Ben talked about submitting 
a more comprehensive bibliographY· // Kim stated in terms of what 
our needs are, we are trying to figure out the utility of the TNC 
information. HPWG is getting to the point where additional site ~ 
and field information has to be obtained1or HPWG has to go back to 
some resource experts who have local knowledge. The overall 
question is how can TNC's project address this need. Cathy stated 
the only thing which comes to mind is you could front load TNC's 
efforts and say the polygon has shrunk and try to get additional 
information. TNC could narrow their efforts down. The same system 
used before could be used, just making it tighter. In the process, 
they were thinking in those terms. Kim thinks we have gotten 95% 
of the information. Marty stated Steve feels strongly we need to 
do this follow up. Cathy stated there was a lot of information 
that wasn't really followed through on. There was such a short 
time. T~~lot of raw data ~ was not synthesized with a 
more fine tooth comb,~ Ben~~lyze~and rank~ the informa-
tion to come up with a more worthwhile product. Mark 1:tsked how TNC 
discriminated between what was provided before and what will be 
provided. Cathy stated additional nuances are considered for a ~ 
broad-scale ranking. Marty asked TNC to think about if HPWG front 
loaded them with polygons, could they provide more significant 
information. Cathy stated HPWG will need to find out more in depth 
information and should let TNC review the files to see what can be 
gleaned. Kim asked if TNC could compare the blue line area with 
the geographic area because HPWG will need information for the 
comprehensive process. Marty requested that Cathy share this 

/ information with Ben. Veronica stated the map in the brochure v could be usedb1 ncluding Perryville and Ivanoff Bay. TNC is working 
on a bibliography of the data dictionary records. 

Art stated you are compounding soft data (best professional 
judgement) three times. John stated he is curious about the 

----------difference between what Jess is doing and what TNC will do in terms 
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of bringing together data. Marty stated the TNC product is one 
element of what Jess is bringing together. Art stated TNC is 
suggesting another layer of interpretation, which makes him nervous 
to have ~sider in~rpreting data. Marty stated she is 
concerned there: ~ lots""J;,,~\~erent :r:eports being accessed_, 
and~w do you get thl.s 1n a k!ormat Mtef.'e it I s sell~l!ellabi &,._ Jess 
stat d the problem is where will DNR fit in as a support group. 

~~ 
HPWG ETING 

The next HPWG meeting is June 21st at 9:00 a.m. 

STATUS REPORTS ON CHENEGA LANDS 

Kim stated a meeting was held with Chenega at their request. They 
want more attention paid to their lands. HPWG agreed to do a / 
preliminary evaluation of their holdings~ and using our evaluation 
give them some indication of the relat~ve value of their lands 
which have the highest priority for restoration. ~~ 
HPWG sat down and worked out how to divide their land into nine 
subparcels. HPWG then did evaluations of the subparcels. The 
final evaluation and ranking has not been completed. HPWG needs to 
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discuss~transmittal of the information to Chenega. Their lands ~t/ 
range from Knight Island' (one high and five moderates) to Evans 
Island (5 high and 8 moderate). The full criteria have not been 
applied. Kim proposes sending this over with a cover letter 
stating this is preliminary and is an initial evaluation for 
internal planning purposes only and has no relevance to the other 
parcels as part of the comprehensive process. Hopefully, this will 
prompt them to be more cooperative and provide additional ~for­
mation. Kim stated his sense is this is a one-way street. 

Art stated in the cultural resources evaluation, if you get 
numbered sites, you don't know anything about the quality of sites. 
Chenega had agreed to provide this information but were really 
reluctant because of confidentiality issues. Cathy stated ~~~' 
said they have a database but refused to provide it. 

Action Item: Dave suggested sending a copy of the cover letter to 
the Forest Service to Bruce Van Zee because of the criminal money 
on the federal side. A copy will be provided to Ken to discuss 
with Bruce. 

EYAK 

The analysis was completed on the lower Eyak River. The Eyak 
parcel is divided into four subparcels. The analysis has to be 
computerized. Kim stated the most bang for your buck is getting 
Power Creek and Eyak Lake. Art stated the externalities (municipal 
drinking water supply) factor really high . 

~ TNC COMPLETION OF CONTRACTUAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

~I\ 
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Jess stated he has not had a chance to look at all the information. 
Kim stated he graded the fish and game part of the data dictionary. 
Jess stated what he has seen up to date is great. Walt will wait 
until Jess gets back to get the status report. 
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March 27, 1993 
TNC Workshop Follow-Up 

L) : ,5~ No . Ul ( 1--' . 0 1 

This memo is for your (] action [] decision [x] information 

As discussed at the recent HPWG workshop on the habitat 
protection process, a follow-up of the TNC workshop project would 
provide worthwhile information for use during the "comprehensive" 
review of private properties needing protection attention. 

As currently envisioned the project would produce refined and 
expanded versions of earlier workshop products {maps and tract 
summaries). Specifically, the Conservancy project team, 
supervised by Ben Brown, will enhance the map and written record 
associated with the 11 sites reported on in the Workshop Report. 
Additionally, where possible, new maps and written records will 
be completed for the other 10 areas that were identified as 
likely sites worthy of protection attention. 

Information used for the project will be derived from extensive 
information collected during the Workshop Project, as well as 
from new efforts to identify additional sources (people and 
reports) relevant to habitat protection within the EVOS area. 

When complete, the final product will provide an excellent 
foundation for best professional judgement site ranking 
decisions. The hard copy final products will be available for 
immediate use by restoration planners. The data base will be 
useful for continued information management activities associated 
with the identified resources/services and geographic areas. 

Ben Brown has taken a stab at a back of the envelope estimate of 
time and costs. According to Ben's calculations the project 
would cost approximately $70,000 and could be completed by 
January 1, 1993. Given your need tor information in the fall, 
Ben thinks that the project could be completed in component parts 
with high priority areas being completed first. 

Th i s proposal was prepared quickly and therefore could be refined 
both i n substance and costs subject to follow-up conversations 
between HPWG and the Conservancy . 

Mechan{cally, this could be completed as an amendment to the 
e x isting cost- share agreement. 



Habitat Protection/ Acquisition Workshop Summary 
June 7 & 8, 1993 

Analysis 
Parcel Identification 

The parcel selection and evaluation process must be resource driven . 

Focus on resources affected by the spill, not necessarily the geographic area 
defined by the blue line. Focus first on the resource and then on the 
geographic area, moving to where you can get the most bang for the 
buck. However, the geographic focus may be different for services. In the 
experience of Mike Hanemann, the public did not set resource and 
location priorities in this portion of the analysis. 

It was suggested that HPWG look at native allotments as a screening tool. In 
effect it is an established screen as the natives selected lands with high 
resource value. 

It was suggested that HPWG look at parcels containing less than 160 acres. 
However, a comprehensive process should be in place before proceeding 
much further. First determine what the restoration needs are (i.e. identify 
a restoration area), overlay the ownership and then identify the 
landowners holding parcels in this area, both large and small. 

Parcel Ranking and Evaluation 
There was support for two processes, short term and long term. 

Using a point system to rank parcels has advantages and disadvantages. A 
point system with somewhat rigid criteria increases the need for 
adequate data while providing defensibility and a buffer from political 
agendas. The downside is that there is little room for discretionary 
actions. 

An alternative to a published point ranking system would be to rank parcels in 
classes or groups (a, b, c) rather than attaching a numerical value to 
each parcel. This could provide more flexibility by allowing the Trustees 
to consider purchases in all groups. The economics of a particular parcel 
could be considered, bumping it into a higher or lower group. This 
would increase competition among landowners and in effect allow a 
parcel with a reduced price to be given additional consideration as 
negotiations proceeded. Competition must be built into the evaluation 
and ranking process in order to get the most protection for the dollars 
available. 

It was suggested that within the ranking system there be discretionary points or 
some other systematic mechanism for allowing externalities and scaling 
of a parcel's value relative to the cost. It was also suggested that the 
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linkage of a parcel to another protected area, as well as injured 
resources, may increase its value for restoration purposes. Factoring this 
and the adverse effects of not acquiring a parcel in, would allow -smaller 
parcels to rise in the ranking system. The same effect could also be 
achieved by setting aside a portion of the funds for special projects or by 
creating special programs. 

Field surveys are a necessary and very important way of validating/ ground 
truthing data that has been acquired for a particular parcel. A trained 
ecologist/biologist will be able to evaluate a parcel and the quality of 
associated data in a thorough field visit. Parcel ranking should be 
flexible and accomodate information gained .from field visits, changing if 
necessary. CARL and TNC do not acquire parcels without site visits. 

In rating parcels there should be some flag to indicate whether the parcel is a 
functioning ecosystem/unit. As the criteria exist now, this issue may get 
lost because it is in a separate part of the evaluation. 

It is necessary to conduct a comprehensive analysis including both social and 
economic impacts of protection/acquisition actions. However, it is not 
necessary to include this as a numerical value in the ranking process. 
Assemble data from other interests as well as agency input. Economic 
analysis will be somewhat speculative but needs to be addressed. It 
factors in any negative implications of a habitat protection/acquisition 
action. 

It is necessary to determine whether this is a one shot analysis process or a 
long term analysis to be repeated and/or modified annually. An annual 
evaluation provides flexibility in that it allows ranking to change in 
response to the acquisition and analysis of additional data. It is 
important to take advantage of new information as it becomes available. 
By treating the ranking of parcels as a one shot decision, it may lock the 
TC and HPWG into a position there will be limited control over even if 
new information comes to the table. The TC and HPWG will live with the 
results of the decisions and ranking for a long period of time. Flexibility 
and the ability to respond to change and changing information will be 
assets. 

Data Acquisition and Analysis 
Comprehensive planning for data acquisition, synthesis, and distribution is 

essential to an effective program. A plan should be developed to address 
the orderly acquisition and assimilation of new information and provide 
for a standard mechanism of integrating this information into the existing 
information and ranking of parcels. It was suggested that this 
information be assembled or acquired using an ecosystem approach so 
parcels can be viewed and analyzed relatively. 
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In acqumng data, it is necessary to look outside the agencies as well. 
Additional expertise resides in the private sector and HPWG should be 
willing to seek it out. 

It is necessary and acceptable to use best professional judgment in evaluating 
all available data. Time and available funds will always limit the amount of 
data available. There will always be more data, but at some point a 
decision must be made. There must be enough data in an acceptable, 
consistent format to defend a position. 

Services 
Factoring services into the evaluation and ranking process is a somewhat 

difficult undertaking. There is little data besides that for sport fishing. It 
would be useful to compile information defining services injured, what 
occurred at the time of injury, and what occurs now. This would 
obviously not be a very scientific effort but would involve interviewing 
"experts" in the area and compiling this information to provide a basis 
for HPWG's treatment of services. 

Analyze service areas not necessarily as homogenous use areas. Consider the 
impact to various user groups and resources of a habitat 
protection/acquisition action. The potential negative impact of an action 
in terms of management issues should be presented to the TC. Potential 
use conflicts should be identified as well as the potential of an area to 
absorb new users and shift the focus to or from an area or resource 
identified as requiring protection. An acquisition can be looked upon as 
a management tool. 

Public Participation 
Public participation in the Habitat Protection process would broaden support 

for a project however, there is some danger in having the public involved 
in the ranking process. CARL uses the public participation phase of the 
program as a means of garnering support, disseminating information, 
advertising a project and occasionally gathering new information 
concerning a parcel. This information is factored in, but is not a primary 
source of data. Three phases of public involvement were identified: 1. 
accountability, 2. gathering information, and 3. making judgments. The 
TCIHPWG needs to determine the level of public involvement. If the TC 
want the public to make judgments, it will be necessary to establish a 
scientific method of evaluating their input .... i.e. by a scientific survey or 
retaining a polling organization. 

Negotiation 

It was suggested that HPWG consider a bid-type process where a group of top 
ranked parcels (perhaps a dozen) are negotiated simultaneously over· the 
course of a year. At the end of the year, the Trustee Council would 
evaluate all proposals where preliminary agreements had been achieved 
and decide on which interests to acquire. The benefit of the approach is 
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that parcels do not have to be individually ranked; the Trustees have the 
opportunity to evaluate all acquisition options at the same time (rather 
than sequentially, as has occurred in the imminent threat process); and 
sellers may be more competitive since there is only a fixed amount of time 
to complete negotiations and the terms of other proposals are not 
known. 

It is essential to construct a centralized, competent, formal negotiating team 
which has expertise both in real estate transactions and resource 
analysis. Should the Trustee Council choose to use a private Non-Profit 
corporation, it is imperative that the roles of the Trustee Council, its 
staff, and the non-profit organization be clearly defined. In addition, the 
lines of authority must be clearly delineated. 

An externality important to the negotiating process is the signal given by the 
early deals. It is creating expectations among sellers which may be 
unrealistic when discussing easements and options less than fee simple 
title. This expectation needs to be broken and a precedent set. There are 
a variety of ways and time frames in which to do business and it must be 
made clear that the TC has options and will exercise them. 

In order to prevent management problems in the future, it is important to 
determine who will manage an acquisition so that the negotiating team 
can address the needs of the potential manager in the acquisition 
process. 

The negotiation process should not be a static process. The toolbox should be 
open and flexible so that the specific needs or opportunities presented 
by a particular transaction can be addressed. Negotiators should be 
chosen who can best address the needs of a particular seller and the 
parcel. A strong central coordinating group is essential to. oversee the 
direction of the negotiators. Coordination meetings are essential and 
provide for a transfer of information to and from the negotiators. 

A project or parcel's value must be established by means of a professional real 
estate appraisal so that the negotiated price and/ or Trustee-Council 
position is defensible. 

There is no need to justify fee title acquisition.The appropriate tool for the 
situation should be chosen keeping in mind that the objective is to 
restore what was damaged while getting the most bang for the buck. 

Stewardship 

Ensure that acquisition or protection actions will be managed to protect the 
identified resources. 
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Consider establishing a stewardship endowment so that continued 
management is attached to the habitat and a sense of management 
ownership is held by those with a vested interest in tfie fiabitat. 

TNC presented an overview of a monitoring program established in an Arizona 
project which is the responsibility of the managing entity. An ecological 
baseline was established with three levels of monitoring in place to 
detect change. This type of monitoring measures the effectiveness of 
restoration actions and identify changing use patterns and associated 
impact. 

Overview 

The goal of the habitat protection/acquisition process is not necessarily buying 
real estate but rather maximizing the benefits which can be provided to 
the ecosystem with the dollars available. 

TNC identified three phases of Habitat Protection/Acquisition. 
Identification, Protection, Stewardship 

Precedents are being established which will have lasting impact. 

Habitat Protection Workshop Recommendations Bullets 

• Construct a negotiating team - resource and real estate expertise. 
• Appraisal baseline. 
• Economic analysis - in addition to ranking. 
• Resource driven evaluation system. 
• Use ranking classes (A,B,C) rather than numerical ranking. 
• Comprehensive analysis - use best professional judgment. 
• Field survey of parcels to evaluate and rank. 
• Information system that allows updating and ecosystem analysis. 
• Credible evaluation, protection flexibility, stewardship/management. 
• Be sensitive to precedence. 
• Maximize benefit to ecosystem with money available. ........ 
• Statewide focus - resource affected rather than geographic area. 
• Look at long-term process rather than short term - one-shot evaluation. 
• Look at parcels smaller than 160 acres. 
• Break out service values as corollary to ranking evaluation. 
• Look at management implications - use acquisition to help manage uses. 
• Selection process works well to integrate resource value with service value -

provide more information to TC on how this works. 

See Attachment for more complete summary. 
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Summary of Recommendations for Improvement in the Habitat 
Protection/ Acquisition Process 

as derived from the 
Habitat Protection Workshop held June 7 & 8, 1993 

Donna Ruffner: 

1. It is essential to construct a competent, formal negotiating team which 
has expertise both in real estate transactions and resource analysis. 
Should the Trustee Council choose to use a private Non-Profit 
corporation, it is imperative that the roles of Trustee Council staff and 
the non-profit organization be clearly defined. In addition, the lines of 
authority must be clearly delineated. 

2. A project or parcel's value must be established by means of a 
professional real estate appraisal so that the negotiated price and/ or 
Trustee Council position is defensible. 

3. An economic analysis of the impact of a habitat protection/acquisition 
action should be built into the evaluation process although not 
necessarily considered as a ranking item. 

Greg Brock 

1. The parcel selection and evaluation process must be resource driven. 
There are advantages and disadvantages to using a point system to rank 
parcels. A point system provides a buffer from political agendas and rigid 
criteria increase the need for adequate data. 

2 . An alternative to a published point ranking system would be to rank 
parcels in classes or groups (a, b, c) rather than attaching a numerical 
value to each parcel. This could provide more flexibility by allowing the 
Trustees to consider purchases in all groups. The economics of a 
particular parcel could be considered and bump it into a higher group. 
This would increase competition among landowners and in effect allow a 
parcel with a reduced price to be given additional consider-ation as 
negotiations proceeded. 

3. It is necessary to conduct a comprehensive analysis including both social 
and economic impacts of protection/acquisition actions. However, it is 
not necessary to include this as a numerical value in the ranking 
process. Assemble data from other interests as well as agency input. It is 
necessary to use best professional judgment in evaluating all available 
data. 

Ben Brown 

1. Field surveys are a necessary and very important way of validating/ground 
truthing data that has been acquired for a particular parcel. A trained 
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ecologist/biologist will be able to evaluate a parcel and the quality of 
associated data in a thorough field visit. You should not hesitate to 
rerank parcels based on this observation if necessary. 

2. Comprehensive planning is essential to an effective program. Plans 
should be developed to address the orderly acquisition and assimilation 
of new information and provide for a standard mechanism of integrating 
this information into the existing information and ranking of parcels. It 
was suggested that this information be assembled or acquired using an 
ecosystem analysis approach. 

Steve Planchon 

1. There are three components of an effective habitat protection/acquisition 
program. These include: 

1. Identification 
Establish a credible defensible analysis process. 

2. Protection 
Provide for flexibility by being open to using 
various protection tools. 

3. Stewardship 
Ensure that acquisition or protection actions will be 
managed to protect the identified resources. 
Consider establishing a stewardship endowment so 
that continued management is attached to the 
habitat and management ownership is held by those with a 
vested interest in the habitat. 

2. Leverage acquisitions/protection actions when ever possible. Don't buy 
more than is necessary. 

3. Consider the ecology, economy, and culture when evaluating parcels. 
This need not be included in the ranking but must be considered as a 
part of the whole. 

4. Be aware of the precedents your actions establish . 

Michael Hanemann 

1. A primary objective should be to maximize the benefit to the ecosystem 
with the money available. 

2. Focus on resources affected by the spill, not necessarily the geographic 
area. You may need to look beyond the blue line. 

3. It is essential to create competition among the sellers through the 
structure of the evaluation process. 
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4. It is necessary to determine whether this is a one shot analysis process 
or a long term analysis to be repeated annually. An annual evaluation 
provides flexibility by allowing ranking to change in response to the 
analysis of additional data. It is important to take advantage of new 
information as it becomes available. 

Tod Rubin 

1. Rank parcels within groups in order to create competition . Ranking 
within groups would allow the Trustee Council to walk away from a deal 
and move to another parcel of similar importance. 

2. Post acquisition management must be consistent with the goals and 
objectives of restoration. 

Jim Richardson 

1. Parcels smaller than 160 acres in size should be evaluated. Inholdings 
within agency holdings were cited as examples of small acquisitions with 
proportionally greater significance. 

2. Analyze service areas not necessarily as homogenous use areas. 
Information analyzing the impact to various user groups should be 
presented to the Trustee Council but not included in the ranking 
process. 

3. Analyze the potential negative impact of various acquisition/protection 
actions in terms of management issues. Identify potential use conflicts. 
Evaluate the potential of areas to absorb new users and any impact this 
action may have on resources the action is designed to protect. 
Acquisition can be a management tool. 

4. Integrate resource value with service value. The present selection process 
works well to accomplish this but more information may need to be 
provided in this area in the analysis document. 
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