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This procedures manual is a controlled document. Each copy is
numbered and issued in trust to an i ndi vi dual whose name is
recorded on a distribution log ma intained by Terrestrial
Environmental Spe~ia1ists, Inc., in Phoenix, New York. Amendments
to this document, as they are issued, will be sent to the
authorized holder of each copy. Upon completion of the project
(or by December 31, 1982) all copies of the manual are to be
returned to Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
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Portions of the Susi tna River have been considered for hydroP'Wer
developne!lt since the 1940s, and several preliminary plans for sud1
developnent have been prepared. Proposals have included ore to four
reservoirs. P'bst of the proposals either have been overlooked, or
sirrply have laid dormant. '!be present proposal is focused 00 a b«:l-dam
developnent: one at Devils canyon and one rear Watana Creek. These b«:l
f'truc tur es would create elongated reservoirs, typically 1/2 to 3/4 miles
.I.n width, except the lower part of the Watana Reservoir.

'!he Alaska Power Authority sought detailed proposal.s in 1978. '!be
overall planning and evaluation contract was awarded to Acres ~rican,

Inc. '!be enviraunental assessment portioo was subcontracted to
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc., wtx> in tum contracted the
University of Alaska to develop the plan for recreatioo developnent.
'!here are ro corrp:irable hydroelectric projects in Alaska, and from the
resource perspective it poses sane unique recreatioo planning
opportunities because of the steep, narrow canyon.

P'bst of the recreational plannin;J decisions relate to the
developnent of access to the area: consequently, the location of access
roads, types of facilities, and 1l.'Ve1 of developnent are critical
decisions in encouraging specific types of recreation opportunities and
desired levels of use. '!bus, this plannin;J effort is based 00 the
concept that recreation planning, ...nile controlling the general nature
of developnent and minimizin;J undesirable i~cts, is dore for a more
irrportant reason - controlling the type and quality of recreational
experience to be offered. Planning and the resulting developnent are
rot ends in themselves, but a means of inplementing a management
program. Included in sud1 a management progrclll is the definin;J of
specific experiences to be offered, the dloice and location of site
developn~nts to achieve this with the fewest regative i~cts, and the
choice of management control to protect those experiences and reduce
iJrpacts not possible to eliminate through the planning effort.

A. CBJEX:TIVES

The primary cbjective of Subtask 7.08 is to uroertake a recreation
plannin;J process and prepare a concept plan whid1 will be the
Recreational Plan for developnent of the total project lands and waters
to meet Federal Energy Regulatory Conmissioo (FERC) licensing
requirements uroer Exhibit R, as amended, of Subchapter B, Regulations
under the Federal Power Act. '!he Plan will provide for the IlDst
socially desirable mix of publ.Lc recreation opportunities within the
limits of the project resources, in a manner that will:

1. result in a variety of activities and levels of developnent that
will t:e consistent with the quali ty of the recreational experiences
to t:e offered: the perceptions of the potential user will t:e
measured through surveys and plblic meetings to determire the
desirable kinds of experiences and appropriate levels of

,developnent:

2. analyze the environmental setting and reconrnend developnents
(associated with the access transportatioo system, the water
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i.np)urdnent, and other resource uses) that will be consistent with
the envirorunental limitations of the area:

• 3. balance the developnent of facilities with the capacity of the
natural resources to sustain the resultant use:

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

4. identify and inoorporate unique natural featLlres into the plan that
will appropriately preserve, display, or intetpret such features:

5. be consistent with planning guidelines and objectives of the agency
ultimately responsible fer managiB3 the ~lic use of the lam am
water resources, the Mat-Su B:>rough ~vernmental requirements and,
where feasible, the requirements of the other landowners: am

6. naximize the conpatibility of the plan with the total hydroelectric
operatioo am other ~lic uses, incllXling existiB3 uses, of
project resources.

B. APProAOI

'!he basic approach is to develop five concept plans that represent
an array of alternative develo~nt schemes (access am facilities) yet
represent the potential of the resources as determined through field
stlXlies. '!hese five ooncept plans will cp through a series of ~lic
reviews to arrive at a recomnended plan which will constitute the tasis
for the Recreation Plan to be sul:mitted to fulfill the requirements of
Exhibit R.

The actual effort is divided into two r,ilases:

1. Phase I, Pre-license application: 'lhorough analysis of the
resource and ~lic inp.Jt in recomnendation of a recreation plan (and
discussioo of possible i.np!cts) for sul::missioo as Exhibit R, including
identification of in'pacts, oosts, mitigation strategies, and p:>tential
management structure.

2. Phase II, Post application:" Expansion am detailing of the
recreatioo plan, includiB3 detailed oost projections, assessment of
i.np!cts, mitigation strategies, and management structure.

'!he level of detail required for Phase II ~rk is not included in the
contracted Phase I soope of ~rk due to the anticipated lack of a
defined project scheme am associated information. '!his Procedures
Manual, therefore, describes ooly the Phase I effort.

II. TEXlINICAL PRXEDURES

A. am.INE OF PRJPQSED PLANNIro PRXEllJRE:

'!he ptocedure for Phase I is diagranmed in Figure II-1 (years 1980
and 1981). '!he squares in the diagram represent tasks to be performed
by the recreation planning team and the circles are tasks to be
performed in the puolic review by Acres 1Imerican, Inc. '!he tasks must
be cDne in the proper sequence as nost are interdependent steps. The
detailed sequence giviB3 the intermediate steps with dates is shown in
Table II-1.
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FIGURE 11-1: Sus itna Recreation Plan (Phase I)
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Product

TABLE II-I : PLANNING DOCUMENTS AND STEPS INVOLVED WITH ESTIMATED COMPLETION DATES

Intermea1.ate-~'-teps . -Person -CompfetionDa~-- Remarks
Responsible

l. Develop Initial
Concept Plans

a. Review of literature Feyhl
b. Suitability study
c. Unique scenic-natural Feyhl

features
d. ' Summa r y of resource

data
e. Draft conce~t plans; Feyhl

Submit to T S
f. Review plans in field
g. Finalize concept plans Feyhl

h. Return from cartographer
i. Review by team Jubenville
j. Submit to TES

August 15, 1980
August 15, 1980
August 15, 1980

August 15, 1980

August 22, 1980

August 25-27, 1980
September 8, 1980

October 6, 1980
October 20, 1980
October 31, 1980

An ongoing function

An ongoing functio~

Develop 5 plans representing
a continuum
Review field with Chubb
PreRare for cartographer
Review by Chubb

Concept plan package 1

2. Select Best
Concept Plan

a. Develop questionnaire Jubenville
format

b. Insert draft concept Feyhl
plans

c. Review with Chubb Jubenville
d. Revise and pretest Jubenville
e. Inser t cartographic Jubenvil le

concept plans a nd finalize
f. Send questionnaire Jubenville

to printer

August 7, 1980

August 22, 1980

September 9, 1980
September 26, 1980
October 8, 1980

October 13, 1980

Send to Chubb as soon as
possible
Submit to TES

Return by October 27, 1980

g. Draw sample Feyhl October 13, 1980 Ask: ISER (Kruse); need typed
list of names and addresses
and xerox these
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TABLE II-I
CONTINUED

Product Intermecfi-a-teSteps- -----Person- - -Com-pretion Date
Responsible

Rema rks

h. First mail ing
i. First f o l l o wup
j. Second followup
k. Code and f i r s t run
1. Feedback (AAI)
m. Analysis of results
n. Review of i t ems la-d
o. Select bes t concept

plan ; send dr a f t to
TES

p. Concept plan package
No. 2

J ubenv i l l e
Jubenville
Jubenvil l e
Feyhl
AAI
Feyhl
J ubenvi l le
J ubenvil l e

October 31, 1980
November II, 1980
November 21, 1980
December 21, 1980
February 10, 1981
March 1, 1981

March 15, 1981

April 15, 1981

Maintain control forms
Maintain control forms
Debug program
Public input

Develop justifications.
Review by Chubb and develop­
ment of Package No. 2
To TES

j. Develop detailed feas ibility
study, including field J ubenv ille
data forms

Maintain control forms
Mainta in control f o r ms
Maintain control forms

The actual projection of
total participat i cn by
visitor days per major
activity will be accomplish­
~d by November 15, 1981
Review literature for such
studies. Pr int forms . Review
by M. Chubb. ne turned by
July 3.

Return by May 15, 1981
See ISER about sampling

Use "proxy" concept plan.
Review by Chubb. Develop
"dummy" data and make first
r un of analysis.

April 15, 1981
May 1, 1981

April 15, 1981

Jubenville April 1, 1981

J ubenvi l le
J ubenvil l e

J ubenv i l l eb. Substitute selected
concept plan into
questionnaire

c. Send to printers
d. Select sample and

type labels
e. Send out survey Jubenville May 10, 1981
f. First followup Jubenville May 20, 1981
g. Second followup J ube nv i l le May 31, 1981
h. Code and run data analysis Fe y h 1 JUly 10, 1981
i. Interpret data in terms Jubenville July 25, 1981

of revising concept
plan to realize maximum
participatiol1

a. Develop and pretest
participation
questionnaire

3. Revised
Concept Plan
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TABLE II-I
CONTINUED

• • • • •

PrOduct Intermediate Steps - - Person--- Completion Date
Responsible

k. Obtain new air photos Jubenville June 20, 1981
of reservoirs

1. Evaluate each site location July 25, 1981
from selected concept
plan plus possible Jubenville
alternative

m. Receive agency and public June 30, 1981
comments on concept plan
package No . 2

n. Revised concept plan August 1, 1981

Remarks

Input into 3.i. above

From AAI

Finalize revised concept
plan, based on participation
survey; Submit to TES

4. Recommended
Concept Plan

5. Final
Recreation
Plan

a. Agency and pUblic review
b. Concept plan Package

No . 3
c. Appraisal of potential impacts
d. Recommended concept plan;

Submit to TES

a. Final review and rewrite
b. Submit to printers
c. Submit Exhibit R Jubenville

document

August 25, 1981
August ~5, 1981

October 1, 1981
October 30, 1981

November 30, 1981
December 1, 1981
December 31, 1981

Return by August 20, 1981
To TES. Return comments
by October 1, 1981
Team approach
Based on 3. n.p.q. (within
Exhibit R requirements) .
Review by Chubb and TES.
Return by November 21, 1981

To TES
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An extensive literature review will be a:mducted to identify and
make use of existing pertinent sources of recreation and other
i nf ormat i on . 'Ibis literature search will include a axrplete review of
approprf.ate periodicals, texts, management reports, and agency
publications related to Alaska or other areas having sLllilar
conditions.

C. SUIotWUZE OIHER~ DATA

Other resource data will be oollected and analyzed concurrent with
the literature' review. Infonnation on the follawing resources will be
surrrna.t'ized:

1. water (other than the reservoir)
2. vegetation
3. larxl forms
4• geology arxl soils
5. wildlife
6. fisheries
7. climate and weather
8. resource ownership, existing use, and rranagement ct>jectives

for project lands
9. access

10• mineral and mining resources

'lb the extent possible, existing or readily obtainable data will be
oollected and analyzed. Refined and rrore detailed data will be
incorporated as it bea:Jmes available fran other specialists and
investigators, including other TES subcontrractors , ADF&G, CIRI/H&N, and
Acres. 'Ibis will be especially true of the following types of
information:

1. slope stability after reservoir developnent
2. ice conditions along shoreline and effects of spring breakup
3. pennafrost locations
4. seascnak fluctuations of water level of reservoirs
5. soil drainage
6. estimate of reservoir fishery
7. transnission line locations
3 . location of proposed gravel pi ts
9. information on hydroelectric operations

10. location of permanent facilities for operation of dams
11 • refined topographic infonnation:

a. reservoir: 1" = 400'
b. dams: 1" = 200'

The availability of all the information is desirable at the time of
fornulation of the concept plans. As it becomes available, it will be
utilized in the concept plan developnent and revision process.
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D. ASSESSMENr OF RECREATICN ~FCE POl'ENI'IAL: RES:XJFCE SJITABILITY

An analysis of resource suitability will be conducted to determine
potential for recreational uses. 'lhe nethoOOlogy e;ployed in this
analysis will include:

1. review of pertinent literature
2. preliminary field observations of site area
3. development of a list of possible factors influencing site

choice
4. assessnent of identified factors to eliminate irrelevant ones
5. re'; iew of remaining factors in the field to isolate the rrost

i.rrp:>rtant ooes to enable assessment of slope, soi.I drainage,
erosioo natural hazards, visual qualities, water fluctuation,
potential managenent problems, and other concerns

6. establishment of a rating system for these factors based upon
general evaluative criteria developed by the U.S. Forest
Service (Region 9), rrodified to rrore awropriately fit Alaska
site conditions

7. application of factor ratings to assess p:>tential sites in the
lab, using top:>graphic maps, air photographs, and data from
preliminary field observations

8. applicatioo of rating forms to assess each potential site in
terms of suitability for specific developments: this will I::e
conducted for water and land-based sites and p:>ssible access
transp:>rtation system

9. ranking of resultant list of sites according to types of
f ea tur e , estimate of level of significance, and developnent
p:>tential to determine sites that have the greatest suitability
for recreational developnent and use

10. final field evaluation of sites.

E. IDENTIFlCATICN OF POTENl'IAL MANJl.GEMENI' STRllClURE

An analysis will be conducted to relate proposed developments to
requirements of p:>tential managing agencies and the institutional
constraints under which they operate. Staff of agencies will be
interviewed fran tine to tine throughout the study effort to determine
their primary management cpals, legal mandate to operate such areas,
experience in such operations, probable funding, and specific
site/facility requirenents. This analysis will result in identification
of a p:>tential agency or agencies capable of operating recreational
facilities at the site, and the constraints/requirenents for development
and operatioo of facilities within that agency.

Contact will be established initially and coordination of the
recreational planning effort will continue throughout with appropriate
agencies (e.g., AOOR-Parks, OCRS, Mat-su Ibrough, etc.).

F. INITIAL <XNCEPI' PLANS

Five concept plans will be developed to reflect a continuum of
development opportunities, considering levels of access and facilities.
'lhese will be developed in accordance with existing project design
specifications and rrodified as new or rrore detailed informatioo becomes
available from other IlleIlbers of the project feasibility team.
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The five concept plans will range from the p.1rposeful avoidance of
public facilities in o:xnbinatioo with restricted access, to the maximum
intensive develo(Jllellt of nest of the identified I;Otential sites. Three
intermediate concept plans will offer a mix of day use am overnight
facilities at those geographical pofrrta nest suitable for their
location. Resource suitability inforrnatioo will provide the basis for
much of this procedure.

Concept plans wil l i ncl ude a narrative description detailing
resource factors am site characteristics, level am type of proposed
developnent, access system, proposed cperation, am proposed activities.
Plan maps will be prepared to enable visual assessment of proposed
spatial arrangements and location of facilities relative to the site and
area.

Fach of the plans will include an indication of I;Otential
facilities as outlined in FER: Exhibit R regulations sum as roads and
trails, carrping, picnicking, bathing, I:oating, fishing, hunting,
sanitation, and waste disposal facilities am areas.

In addition to preparation of the concept plans, a neans for
conpariscr. of the plans will be prepared, involving approprd.ate maps and
tabular SUIltlIaries (an exant>le is indicated in Table III-l). This will
constitute the initial concept plan package to enable public review
and technical corrq::arative analyses.

G. <:XNCEPl' PLAN SURIlEY

A survey of potential users will be conducted 00 a sample of
Fairbanks-Anchorage residents to determine the preferred concept and
00w various types of users respond to access and facility developnent.
This is an essential underpinning of the total planning trroeess because
succeeding decisions are dependent 00 the selected concept.

This survey is intended to maximize public input into the selection
process. This procedure i .s supportive of the effort to determine the
interests and desires of the public regarding recreational use . The
survey is int ended to identify the portion of the continuum in which the
majority of the public would prefer to operate, and will provide the
oonceptual l imi ts within which the plan will be developed. Data
procedures relating to the survey are provided in Part III.

H. SELEX:TICN OF BESI' ~CEPT PLAN

Based 00 the survey, public meetings, resource suitability
analysis, am Stmnary of other data, as well as additional information
provided by other feasibility study team IllE!I1tlers as it beCX>mes
available, a single concept plan, I;Ossibly a o::>np:lsite, will be chosen.
At this stage, the concept plan survey will have the greatest effect en
determining the plan chosen; however, all testimony am the rationale
therefor will be scrutinized carefully. As a check, a contingency and
chi-square analysis will be performed to determine if there is a
significant difference between choices indicated in the survey and
public meetings (if) conducted by APA relative to the recreatioo plan.
The selected concept plan will be prepared as a package containing a
narrative descriptioo of the plan, aI=Propriate scale maps (in 30" x 48"
and 8-1/2" x 14" formats), and schematics of major develo(Jllellts.
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It is anticipated that J\cren will use the package in its
agency/1and::lwner review arrl plblic worksOOps.

I. PARTICIPATIOO SURVEY

A survey will be cx:mducted to predict levels of recreational use of
the facilities proposed in the "best" concept plan. Informatien derived
fran the survey will be used to determine the types and nlJll'bers of
facilities to be provided arrl the awropriate level of management.

A self-adninistered questionnaire will be mailed to a saIll'le of
Anchorage-Fairbanks residents to assess their perceptions of the
awropriate levels of recreational developnent at the reservoir site arrl
their willingness to participate at those levels of developnent. The
questionnaire will be designed considering the selected "best" concept
plan to determine the CXlIlt>inatien of access arrl facilities (using
descriptions thereof) that people would be nost; willing to participate
in. The survey will provide three alternative developnent schemes
within limits established by the selected concept plan to determine
whid1 minor variations produce a greater attractiveness to the area.
This will yield an aggregate estimation of participation in various
activities, based en various levels of recreational developnent.

The design of the qJestionnaire will be critically reviewed arrl be
pretested prior to distribution. The nurrDer of questionnaires to be
distributed will be determined based en a desired level of accuracy arrl
an assuned rate of response. The mailing will be divided between
Anchorage and Fairbanks in prop::>rtion to p::>pulation. 'l'\oK) follow-ups are
planned.

J. DETAILED SITE FEASIBILI'1Y SlUDIES

A detailed feasibility analysis will be performed en each proposed
site in the selected concept plan. This effort will be undertaken
awroximately concurrent with the survey and will be used in detailing
the revised concept plan.

Site feasibility studies will involve considerable field time
during this phase. Recreational factors addressed in the suitability
study will receive additional review arrl will be directed toward
specific site developnent p::>ssibilities. Based upon proposed site
developnents, costs will be estimated and SJeioeconomic and environ­
mental i.n1?acts assessed, realizing that obvious irrpacts will be reduced
or eliminated during site selection and developnent planning.

K. RElTISED CXNCEPl' PLAN

A revised concept plan will be prepared considering the latest
available inputs at this stage. These inputs include:

1. participation survey
2. site feasibility studies
3. results ~ any plblic participation activities
4. access
5. other inforwation from the project feasibility team
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Following revision described ab:Ne, the a:>ncept plan will l:e nade
available for agency review and public comnent at CX>I'lIIlUIlity meetings to
l:e cx:>nducted by p.pA in oonjunction with the Task 12 public participation
process. '!bis is the final review prior to assenDly of Exhibit R.

Following agency and public review, the draft final rea::>llIlIeIl1ed
concept plan will l:e assenDled, reviewed, and drafted by the University
of Alaska for final review by oms, Acres, and APA. '!bis draft plan will
include an analysis of stages of developnent if staged recreation
developnent is recomnended.

N. FINAL RECREATICN PLAN

'1he final plan will l:e available fran the printer, in a format an:]
containing information designed to meet the requirements of Exhibit R at
the time of license application. It will include appropriate naps for
the plan, including delineatioo of project boundaries for recreational
lands: appraisal of ~tential inpacts: an estimation of capital and
operating costs: identificatioo of potenci.al management structure: and
other information as necessary.

The University of Alaska will perform the final drafting of
illustrations for presentations at public meetings and for incorporation
into Exhibit R of the FERC application with coordination CDncerning
format to l:e provided by Acres. Printing of this arb«lrk will l:e the
responsibility of Acres.

III • DI\TA PRX:EDURES

'1his sectioo describes the data procedures to l:e utilized in
carrying out technical procedures identified in the previous section.
Pertinent information is included here by reference to the appropriate
subsection listed in Technical Procedures.

In some cases, informatioo 00 data procedures is not yet
available, as it will l:e developed in the recreation planning process.
As these inputs are COIl'Pleted, they will l:e added to the Procedures
Manual in the form of arrenctnents.

A. a::NCEPT PLAN SURVEY roRMM

'!be survey of p:>tential users is intended to maximize public input
into the selectioo process to overc:cme some of the concern of having
representative public input into the actual decision as expressed in
the P03. Howev r , public opinion is an expressioo of personal goals:
thus, the survey is intended to identify the ~rtion of the continuum
in whidl the majority of the public would prefer to operate. In sum,
it will place boundaries within which the final plan should l:e
developed. '!he step> involved in conducting the concept plan survey
are as follows:
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1. Establish questionnaire
a. Format

(1) Cover letter explaining project
(2) Graphic concept plans (five) with

descriptions
(3) Questions 00 plan preference with

each concept plan
(4) set of questions 00 preferred levels

of facility ard access developnent
(5) set of questions 00 previous boatinq

experience ard equipnent owned

b. Pretest in Fairbanks

2. select a representative sanple of the greater Fairbanks­
Anchorage areas for the survey, using Table 20, 5arrt>le Sizes,
in Statistical Tables by Barnes and Noble. lSER will also be
consulted.

3. Maintain CDntrol lists ard send out up to blo fo llow-ups at
bo-week intervals.

4. Analyze results
a. (1) Type of equipnent owned

(2) Previous boating experience
(3) Anticipated style/pattern of p:lrticipation
(4) uxatioo of residence

b. Frequency count; 00 plan choice
c. Frequency count 00 plan llOdification
d. Correlation of plan choice with preferred levels of

facility and access developnent, type of equipnent owned,
and previous boating experience

Based. 00 the survey, the sunmary of the ~lic meetings, resource
suitability study, and SlJIIlIary of other resource data, a single concept
plan (possibly a ex:xtp)site) will be chosen. Cbviously the survey,
because of its greater representation, will have the greatest effect 00

the final decision: howeve>:, all testiIoony ard the rationale will be
carefully scrutinized. A contingency and chi-square analysis will be
done to determine if there is a significant difference between the
choices from the survey and the ~lic meetings.

B. PARTICIPATICN SURIlE'i

It will be necessary to predict the levels of recreational use of
the facli ties that are provided as a part of this project. Forecastin;
is at best a hazardous enterprise, but predicting the levels of partie­
ipatioo in various recreational activities is an essential ingredient
in recreation planning. 'lbe types and nlJri:>er of facilities to be
provided ard the appropriate level of management must .:Je based upon
sane estimate of predicted use.

'lbe projections of participation are made rrore difficult in this
case by the size of the area, limited possibilities for ~risoo to
similar q;:portunities within the region, and minimal past-use data.
'!he uniqueness of the area ard lack of available data preclude the use
of many methods of projecting participation and suggest the use of the
"judgement" method (Clawsao ard Knetsch 1966).
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As discussed under Technical Procedures, the self-acbi.nistered
questionnaire wi ll be mailed to a sarrple of Anchorage-Fairbanks
residents to assess their perceptions of the appropriate levels of
recreational developnent at the proposed reservoirs an:] their
willingness to participate at those l evel s of development. A Canonical
correlatioo will be performed 00 the resul ts of the questionnaire to
isolate those socioeconanic variables which are significantly related
to participatioo choice (Tatsuoka 1971). Using those isolated
socioeocnanic variables, choice patterns will be predicted for the
general p::lpulatioo bv expanding them to reflect current census levels.
The schenatic process is:

1• O1oice correlated to age/inaJllle.
2. Sanple breakOOwn (all respoodents will reflect their

willingness to participate for eadl of the three alternatives
selected) for each category. This then 'oOuld be totaled to
refled: the estimated total recreatioo participatioo under
Concept Plan 1.

a. Repeat for Concept Plans 2 and 3.
b. Direct ~risoo of total participatioo for 1, 2,

and 3: the choice 'oOuld be the one with the greatest
level of participation.

c. The sarrple results 'oOuld then be expanded to reflect
total p::lpulation.

d. Finally, an expansion factor will be estimated from
previous regional tourism studies to expard the
resident use total to include ron-resident.
Confidence bands will be shown to reflect the
posaibke variation in the final use estimate.

c. TAI3UU\R ANALYSIS

Table III-l provides an exarrple of the lTEthod for analyzinq the
range of initial concept plans with varying degrees of developnent.

General quality CDntrol will be sought through the following
routine procedures:

1. Cribcal review of project outputs by an external reviewer
(see VI. Personnel)

2. Periodic internal project team ITEetings and comaunications

3. Thorough public review

4. Cross-training of project personnel: project team IllE!Il"bers
will be kept informed of eadl others' activities an:]
procedures.
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TABLE III-I . ENCAMPMENT RIVER PLANNING UNIT POTENTIAL EFFECTS BY SELECTED ALTERNATIVE AS COMPARED TO TilE PRESENT SITUATION

Rdsource Specific Element~ A B C o E
Presunt

Situation

Wildlands

Recreation

Esthetics
Wildlife

RAnqe

Fire

Wilderness Acres Available 28,930 3S,820 41,200 39 ,470 41,300 7,490~/
Back Country Acres Ava ilable 21 ,440 38,950 41,350 44,120 62,000 12,4501//
Scenic Rivers Acres Available 0 10,620 7,640 12,120 8,190 6,760-
Recreation River Acros Ava ilable - - - 960 - 0
Potential for Developed Area Use 7 7 7 7 7 7
lIi9h Density (Class 1) (Ski Areal 0 +2 +2 +3 0 0
Intermediate Denllity ICl llllS 11) +5 +3 t4 t2 +1 0
Low Density (Clllll S III) t5 +6 t5 t3 +1 0
Potential for Undeveloped Area Use t2 +4 t 5 t6 ' t8 0
Dillpersed (Class IV) (Hotor Vehicles Allowed) +3 +1 -1 - 1 -2 0
Oack Country (Class V) (Motor Vehicles Not Allowed) - 2 tl +2 +1 +4 0
Wilderness IClalis VI) (Hotor Vehicles Not Allowed) 0 0 0 0 0 0
QualIty -1 -1 - 1 -1 0 0
Oi9 Game +2 +2 +l tl I 0 0
Small Game AnimAl. And Bird. t2 t2 tl tl 0 0
SmAll AnimAls And Bird. tl tl H tl 0 0
Fishery tl +l tl +l +l O·
Usable Range Acres 12~~~5~1~9~-~~965 10,515 10,]70 12,995
Livestock Carrvinq CApacity (Cattle) 4,44S 3,530 4.095 2.970 2.1l2IJ 4.105
Risk (Chance of Fire Startin9) -3 -2 -1 -1 -1 0
lIazard (Chance of Fire BuildUp after Started) t4 t3 t2 t2 - 2 0

Insect'
Oi sealie Epidemic Potentia 1 t5 t4 t4 t 3 0 0
Salls On-SIte ErosIon (Natural ConditIonsl -3 -2 -2 -2 -1 0

Mass Movement llisk 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Quality , -l -3 - 2 - 2 -1 0

Average Annual Yield (Acre-Feet)_1 '/ 165,180 165,060 165,050 164,950 164,290 16S,060
Increase Due to Timber Harvest (Acre-Feet)- 2 580 2 460 2 450 2 350 1 690 2 460

Timber Total Available Volume (MMOFlHHCFI 506/171 433/150 4097144 3907138 29t799 4477ti~
Potential Annual Sustailled Yield (HHBF/HMCF) 7.1/2.4 5.0/2 .0 5.2/1/0 5.3/1.8 3.3/1.1 5.7/2
Estimated lIarvcst Next 20 Years (.~lIlF/MMCF) 14 2/48 116/40 104{36 106/36 66/22 114/.JJI .

TranspOrtation Potential Adaltl0na~S (Hdesl 115 96 1 1 rOO 60 0/1121
Potential Additi.on.. l Trails (Hiles) 5 22 30 35 25 0(199)

ExplanAtion Graph of Effect Ratings -10 -5 o t5 tl0

Haunt Zirkel

Present Multiple Use Zones 1-7 (Encampment River) and 1-17 And C-2 (llouston Park)

Present Multiple Use Zone 1-7 (Encampment River)

One Acre-Foot equals 325,900 Gallons

y
~j

y
~I

Adverse No ' Favorable
Change

Sampl e Sun..ary Sheet, showillCJ trade-off of effects for various managenlent options. 1'aken from the PI·~li.. inarlf Plan for tll~

! ''' UlAlflpmtltlt Hi.,.!, Unit, Medicine Uow Ncl t i on61 1 Forualt, Wyoming .
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PUBLIC SURIlEYS
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1• '!be questionnaires will be reviewed by Dr. ChuCb and pretested
using a small sample of local residents.

2. '!be sanple sizes will be determined from the Barnes and Noble
Table 20, am the actual sanple selectioo will be done in
consultat.i.on with the Institute of Social am Economic
Research, University of Alaska. Sufficient follow-ups will be
oone to ensure an adequate final sanple.

3. '!be data will be coded, keypunched am verified, am stored on
tape.

C. D.b.TA sroRIIGE lIND <rNl'R)L pR:lCEIXJRES

Primary am secondary data collected in the course of the planning
study investigation will be stored in office files ~ by other
appropriate means in the offices of the Principal Investigator.

v, SOiEOOLE

Table V-1 indicates the general schedule of activities for Subtask
7 .08 • Table II-1 provides detail for each of the activities, with
specific completioo dates.

VI • PERSOONEL

Descriptions of qualifications required to perform Phase I of the
Recreation Planning effort are provided here, along with the names of
key personnel am their experience in recreatioo planning am related
...ork. Table II-1 indicates personnel wtx> will be ...orking 00 the
various portions of this subtask.

A. DESQUPTIOOS OF ~ALIFlCATIOOS

This study requires that personnel be able to: (1) gather and
analyze primary data~ (2) gather am interpret secondary data fran
other project investigators and other sources: (3) effectively analyze
am assess resource suitabilities am potentials~ am (4) develq:> and
successfully iJTplement a recreation planning methodology.

Additionally, the study requires that a project manager (Le
principal investigator) be able to manage and coordinate personnel
efforts in a manner consistent with budget and time constraints. '!bis
includes ensuring that: (1) the best data are available for use in the
study~ (2) these data are collected in a cost-effective manner (L,e,
properly sequenced in time and place) ~ and (3) the study p:oducts meet
objectives and contractual requirements specified in the Scope of Work.

Developnent of Planning Procedures am Methodology

'!bis subtask: requires personnel wtx> are: (1) familiar with
COI1'Prehensive resource planning procedures and tecbniques r (2) familiar
with methodologies for developnent of recreatioo plans and proqramar
(3) krowledgeable with regard to wilderness recreational experiences
and developnent of supportive facilities~ am (4) able to assess



TABLE V-l: SCHEDULE OF SUBTASi< - 7.08

1980 1981
M J J A S 0 N D J F M A M J J A S 0 N D

Site Suitablility Study X X X X
Five Concept Plans X X X
Concept Plans Package 1 X
Public Survey (concept plans) X X X X X X X X
Selected Concept Plan X
Concept Plan Package 2 X
Participation Survey X X X X
Revised Concept Plan X
Concept Plan Package 3 X
Appraisal of Impacts X X
Recommended Concept Plan X
Exhibit R X X X
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resource suitabilities and capability to support varying degrees of
recreational developnent and usage. It also requires the ability to
define and prawlgate a methoOOlogy CDnsistent with financial,
personnel, and time conatzairrts related tD the overall plan of study.

Literature Review

The literature review requires personnel wtx> are: (1) familiar
with recreational planning and wilderness recreatioo literature: (2)
experienced in literature search techniques: and (3) able eo synthesize
informatioo fran many sources intD useful format.

SlITIlIarize Other Resource Data

This task requires personnel wtx> are (1) krowledgeable of the
types and applicatioo of data pertaining eo a variety of resource
factors: (2) able to gather and interpret I:oth primary and seoondary
data obtained fran a variety of sources including other project
feasibility study menbers: and (3) able to integrate new data (as they
beaxne available) intD the planning methoOOlogy.

Assessnent of Recreation Resource J:Otential: Resource Suitability: and
Detailed Site Feasibility Studies

Iesource analysis requires persons wtx> (1) are familiar with and
experienced in the aI=Plicatioo of methods to assess the suitability of
envitolnnental resources eo support various types of developner1t and
activities: (2) have broad backgrounds in a number of resource
disciplines: and (3) are able to assess the relative attributes of
disparate sites eo SUI=POrt various degrees of recreational developnent
and activity.

Identification of J:Otential Management Structure

'!his ~rk itan requires personnel who are (1) able eo assess the
management CDnditions necessary eo operate a large scale recreational
facility successfully and efficiently: (2) generally knowledgeable of
recreational management agencies and institutional structures: and (3)
able to critically assess and ~re various existing recreational
operating agencies relative to recreation site and use management
requirements.

Concept Plan Survey and Participation Survey

'!hese tasks require personnel wtx> are (1) familiar with survey and
questionnaire design techniques and methoOOlogies: (2) familiar with
procedures for properly determining sample size: (3) familiar with survey
pre-test methods: and (4) able to SUllllarize and synthesize survey results
in useful formats to te incorporated Into the planning process.

Agency and Public Review

This activity is outside the ~rview of the Recreation Planning
contractor.
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Developnent of Initial Concept Plans, Best Concept Plan, Revised Concept
Plan, Reccmnended Concept Plan, and Final Recreation Plan

'Ihese tasks represent a a::>ntinual refinement process in
developing, ultimately at the conclusim of the Phase I Recreat ion
Planning effort, the Recreation Plan as promulgated by FER<: Exhibit R
requirements. The qualifications described heretofor apply essentially
to a process which will result in the plan. '!he five steps identified
above, therefore, embrace the effort required, and qualifications already
have been indicated in the tasks leading to the developnerlt of the plan.

B. KEY PERSOONEL

lbbert L. Anderson, Group Leader (TES)

Mr. Andersen is responsible for coordinatim of the recreation
planning effort with that of related disciplines, and for ensuring
consistency of this effort with overall project objectives and
procedures. Mr. Anderson 's background includes formal training in land
use, envircnnental, and social policies planning. He has extensive
experience in directing ~ject studies involving varied disciplines,
and conducting land use and recreational planning activities. Examples
of previous experience relevant to this project; include:

Directed planning and coordinatim of multi-service recreation
programs involving approximately 160,000 visitor days per year.
For an area recreatim center, 1979-80.

Principal Investigator on study to assess recreational
potentials, access, design policies, and impacts in coastal
comnuni ties. For Coastal Consultants, Ltd., 1980.

Project Manager of program to develcp methodology for
determining primary and consequent environmental impacts of land
and water recreational uses in coastal area. For St.
Lawrence-Eastern Ontario Conmission, 1977.

Principal Investigator in developnent and implenentatim of
methodology to determine areas of concern, including significant
recreatim areas, based m environmental, ecoromtc, and cul tural
factors, in coastal area. For St. Lawrence-Eastern Ontario
Cbmmission, 1976.

Coordinated and directed environrnental and CDIl1?rehensive
planning programs for five-county area. For a regional planning
and econanic developnent I:oard, 1973-76.

Principal reviewer of proposed recreational plans and programs
of p.Jblic and private sponsors: assessed COIl'patibility and
consistency with area developnent and environmental policies.
For a regional planning and econanic developnent toard,
1973-76.
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Alan Jubenville, Ph.D., Principal Investigator

Dr. J ubenville is responsible for management of the recreation
planning effort being conducted by the University of Alaska. He has a
resource management background emphasizing recreatien use of wildlands.
Exanples of previous experience relevant to this project include:

Project Investigator en study to assess river recreation
research needs in interior Alaska. For t:.'"te U.S. Forest
service, present.

Project Investigator en study to develop nodel to determine
~rs' choice of canp;ites. For the University of wyaning,
1978.

Project Investigator en study to develop a rraster plan for the
Encampment Unit of the Continental Divide Trail i n wyaning, 1977 .

Developed ~1f06ite plan for the Continental Di vi de Area of
Medicine Bow National Forest in W'janing, 1977.

Co-authored a report en the perceptions and nanagement preferences
of users as a result of floating experience en the Snake River i n
Grand Teton Na t ional Park. For National Park service, 1976.

Project Investigator on Snake River Corridor Study. For Ne':ional
Park service, 1974 and 1977.

Team meni:ler en developner1t of a rraster plan for South Pass Historic
Mining District, 1976 .

Co-developed County Recreation Plan. For Albany O:>Unty, ~:::ming,

1975.

Project Investigator en study to evaluate wilderness p::>tential for
the ibadless Areas in Medicine Bow National Forest. For the
Environmental Protection Agency and the Wilderness Society, 1972.

Jo Feyhl, Project Investigator

Currently, Ms. Feyhl is a graduate student in recreation nanagement,
and has a background which includes anthropology, eng ineering, and resource
management. Ms. FeIlyl will perform various tasks and assist in the
developnent and evaluatien of the concept plan. Exant>les of previous
experience relevant to this project include:

Performed research en water resources in ~nulna. 1976.

Has held several p::>sitions performing site survey and research ..ark
related to archeological investigations. 1972-1977.

David De:1Sl'Ore, Project Technician

Mr. Densm:lre will assist in the deve10pnent of concept plans and site
suitability studies, particularly in evaluating the limitations " f pote.,tial
developnent sites. He has a bacJcground in site inpact studies and forest-
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tundra vegetation transition. Experience relevant to this project includes
the design am initiation of a study of the vegetation am forest dynamics of
the proposed Dietrich River Ecological Reserve in the Brooks Range. 'I11is
study involved the assessment of site stability related to oil pipeline
construction and posc-constrructdon activities. For u.s. Forest Service, 1977
to present.

Michael Clubb, Ph.D., Consultant

Dr. Clubb is a special consultant for reviewing each stage of the
Recreation Planning effort, am assisting in the developnent of
questionnaires. His role is that of a critical reviewer of the various
intermediate am final study products. Dr. Chubb has an extensive
backgrouro in natural resource analysis and recreation developnent
planning. He is affiliated with Michigan State University am has
considerable experience in consulting and performing recreation
research.
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