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Access Road Environmental Analysis Summary

An environmental analysis was conducted of the eight access plans under
consideration. FEach plan was evaluated in terms of its potential input to
vegetation, wildlife(furbearers, big game, birds and small mammals), fish
and culture resources. Fach access plan involves construction of a road or
railroad in two or more of the following segments:

Parks Highway to Gold Creek

Gold Creek to Devil Canyon Damsite

Devil Canyon Damsite to Watana Damsite via the north side of the

Susitna River

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

River

Denali Highway to Watana Damsite

>
i
11

fable I indicates the access plans studied.

The major potential envirenmental impacts identified for each of the access
segments were as ‘ollows:
Parks Highway to Gold Creek: Removal of welland areas, disruption of
furbearer habitat, disturbance of anadromous fisheries habitat in the
Susitna and Indian river and disturbance of archaeological resources.

Gold Creek to Devil Canyon Damsite: disturbance of forested area along
the Susna River.

Devil Canyon Damsite to Watana Damsite via north side of Susitna

River: potential restoration difficulties, disturbance of cultural
resources.

Devil Canyon Lamsite to Watana Damsite via south side of Susitna
River: disturbance of wetland area and furbearer habitat near
Stepnan Lake, Fog Lake and Fog Creek, disturbance ¢f woose und
caribou habitat, increased fishing pressure to resident fishes.
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Road from the Parks Highway to Devil Canyon, continuing to
Watana on the scuth side of the Susitna River,

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

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

Road from Gold Creek Termminating at Devil Canyon. A second
road from the Denali Highway to Watzna.

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

of the Susitna river, crossing the Susitna and continuing to

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

Road from Denali Highway to Watana

Road frem Gold Creek to Devil Canyon south side of Susitna
River; connecting road betwsen two dams on north side of

Road from Denali Highway to Watana.

TARLE 1. SUSITNA ACCESS PLANS
Plan Descripticon
TQ
2.
3.
4.
5.
Watana on the north side.
s |
6.
River,
7.
Susitna River.
8.

Road from Gold Craek to Davil Canyon on south side of Susitna
River, crossing Susitna and continuing to Watana on north side.
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Denali Highway to Watana Damsite: disturbance of fox denning sites
near Deadman Mountain, interference with migration and calving of
nportions of the Nelchina caribou herd, disturbance to cultural
resources.

n addition to these specific concerns, a major concern for all access

plans was the creation of access to areas previcusly inaccessible or

relatively inaccess’ble. This increased access could Tead to impacts to furbearers
(through trapping) and te big game through hunting. In addition, detrimental
effects could occur to all wildiife through disturbance and destruction

[ ]

of habitat by ATV's. Cultural resources would also be vulnerable to
amateur collectors and ATV traffic.

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

Plans 1,3.,5, and 7 would orovide increased cccess into the area. This is
because the roadways would begin at the Parks Highway which is accessible
to all outside traffic. For this reason, there plans were found not to
nave the potential for greater impacts than Plan 8.

Plans 1 and 2 connect the Watana and Devil Canyon dam sites via a voad

on the south side of the Susitna river. Because these plans would cross

wetiands and furbearer habitat near Stephan and Fog lLakes and open this
rea to increased fishing pressure, the plans were considered to be less

e

desirable than Plan 8
“Yans 3, 4, 6 and 7 all dinvolve & road from Watana dam north to the
Denali nighway. Because of the increased access this road would provide and

the potential for impacts to portions of the Nelchina caribou he-d, to

furbearers (;3%’“’{ icurar ij,’ fox denning ave eas) and fto cultural rescurces,
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these plans were also considered less desirable than Plan 8.

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

of access may reduce impacts to caribou.

Final plan selection will incorporate engineering, economic and environmental
considerations, including utilization of mitigation techniques.
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Access Roads

Sociceconomic and Land Use Anaiysis Summary

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

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

and actual alignment a minor variable.

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

and natural aesthetics.

Impacts were evaluated for three general geographic areas:
- Parks Highway-Railrcad corridor on Westside, containing the
communities of Healy, Cantwell, Chulitna, Talkeetna, Willow and
Hasilia
- Richardson Highway corridor on eastside containing the communities
of Glennallen, Gulkana, Pason and others along the Richardson Highway

o

- Anchorage, Whittier and Fairbanks

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

ficres plans (lands) with a roadway originating at Hurricaine will

significantiy impact the westside communities in terms of demand for
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increased services, changes in population, housing availability,
government expenditures and revenues, labor demand and unemployment.
There will also be significant effects on construction, retail trade
and tourism. Many of the changes will occur as construction workers
attempt to relocate to the communities near the construction site.

Significant land use changes would occur in the Westside communities,
particularly in residential and commercial uses.

Except for a possible significant increase in wholesale trade, roads from
the west should have only siight sociceconomic and land use effect on
Anchorage, Whittier and the eastside communities.

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

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

Only negligible effects would be felt on eastside communities.

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

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

Anchorage would experience a significant effect on wholesale trade and
Whittier would feel moderate effects on employment, retail trade and
service.

The eastside communities would experience moderate changes, due permanently
to spiliover effects of increased tourism from access on the Denali
Highway.

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

Access Plan ¥ d 7

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

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

Land use changes in the interiur may be great, as road access is provided
at two places. In addition, commercial and residential iland use changes

would ocecur in the westside communities,
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Access Road Environmental Summary

Public Preference

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

Mail=In Questionnaires - Recreation

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

percent of the questionnaires were completed and returned. As shown

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

of the respondents favored no or restricted access and no recreation development
21-26% favored access with 1ittle or no recreation development and 56-60%
favored access with moderate to high development. It must be noted that
when this questionnaire was distributed the option of providing access to
the site by rail was not offered as an alternative and thus the results of
this survey do not take the option of a rail access into account. In addi-
tion, this guestionnaire was distributed for the purpose of accessing the
degree and type of recreation deveicpment preferred. Thus the respanses
may have differed somewhat had the primary questions been directed towards
the degree, mode and point of origin for access roads.

Public Workshop Questicgnnaire - Recreation

The results of the recreation questionnaire as received through the March
1981 pubtic workshop differed significantly from the mail-in responses. The
exact reasons for this difference is unknown although speculation is pre-
santed. A total of 82 responses were received with 18, 35 and 29 from

Faivrbanks, Anchorage and the Railbelt (excluding Anchorage and Fairbanks)

respectively. As shown on Table 2 the -esults from these sectors varied
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greatly. In Fairbanks 72% of the respondents favored no or restricted

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

to high recresation developmeat. Anchorage was almost the reverse with

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

It is speculated that the results from the Fairbanks workshop tend to
reprasent the views of concerned interest groups that had a large
representation at the Fairbanks workshop. The dicotomy of the responses
from the Talkeetna workshop are probably a reflection of the attitudes

that exist in this community as indicated by the results of the sccio-
cuitural stuaies. In Anchorage the very high level preference for access
with moderate to high recreation development differs in degree from the
mail-in results although both surveys demonstrate a preference in Anchorage
for access with development.
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TABLE T: RESPONSE FROM MATL-IN QUESTIONNAIRES ON RECREATION

Fairbanks Railbelt Ancheorage
% % %
A} No rocad access or restricted 15 19 20
access
B) Access but little or no 26 26 21
recreation development
C}  Access with moderates to 59 56 59

high development

TABLE I1: RESPONSE FROM THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE ON RECREATION

Fairbanks Railbelt Anchorage
4 % %
A} No road access or restricted 72 45 )
access
B) Access but Tittle or no 4] 17 9
recreation development
£) Access with moderate to 8 38 71

high development
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Pubiic Workshop Cuestignnaire - Access

The results of the access guesticnnaire as received throught he March 1981
public workshop are presented in Table 3 below.

Routs Fairbanks Talkzeetna Anchorage®  Total
% % % %
A) Rcad access from A 17 7 10

Parks Hwy to
both dam sites

B} Rail access from 72 587 40 53
Gold Creek to bot
dam sites

£) Road from Denali Hwy 17 T 20 16

t¢ Watana rail from
both Cresk to Devil

{znyon

D} Road from Denali Hwy 0 0 33 10
and Farks Hwy

No Preference & 6 ¥ 4

* Mail responses were mostly from the Anchorage area, reflecting the
thinking of that area, and were thus included in the Anchorage resuits

A total of 81 responses were received with 19, 15, and 18 from the Fairbanks,

Anchorage and Talkeeina areas re-pectively.

Tn Fairbanks 72% of the respondents favorad a rail only access, 17% fav
a combination of road rail anc 6% favored road only access. HNone of the
respondents favored voad access from both the Densii and Parks Highway.

-

in Toikeetna a sim

uJ

ilar trend emerged with &7, 11, 17 and 0% favoring rai!l
access onlv, road and rail access, road only
andg Parks nighwaygg respectively.

I 5 Pist

3 i R o o g oy e pe P . & D - pa g g v 4% + ™y N
In Anchorage 40% of tne respondents favored rail access onily, 20% favored

road/~ail access, and 41% favorad reoad onty. 33% -f the total respondents

LLLLL

favored road access from bath the Denali and Paris Highwayvs
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Those trends demonstrated by these resuits are comparable with the rasults
of the public workshop recreation guestionnaire although the degree of pre-
ferences vary. The Fairbanks respondents, which favored nc or restriced
access with no recreation development aiso favored rail acceus only {72%).

in Talkeetna the dicotomy expressed in the public workshop recreation
questionnaire response is also reflected in the access questionnaire resuits,
however, a definite preference (67%) was shown for the rail cnly access {40%)
and higher preference for some type of road access {60%) is again comparable
to the results o “1e workshop recreation questionnaire. The greatest
difference between the Anchorage and the Fairbanks/Talkeetna results in the
33% for no preference for voad access from both the Parks and Denali highway.

Questionnaire Interpretation

Interpretation of the results from the public preference questionnaires
must be made with caution. The largast sample size with dSu< responses was

associated with the recreation mail-in questionnaire. In addition, the
fact that the questionnaire had a random distribution, improvesthe proba-
pility that it more accurately reflects the attitudes of the general public.

its main drawback was that it was directed mainly towards the gquestion of
recreation development with access being a secondary issue. The problem
n interpreting the results of the workshop questionnaires is a comfirmation
of samnle size {Recreation questionnaire - 82 responses; Access question-
naire - 51 responses) and an evaluation as to what component of the com-

Y

r represented,

Sociocultural Studies - Access Report

Railroad Communities aorth of Talkeetna

2

These communities prefer the access system which allows the minimum amount

access only would lead to the minimal disruption
e

to existing residential and recreaticnal patterns.
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-

Talkeetna

2

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

2) The second group tends to be pro-econcmic development and was
divided into two subgroups.
a; This group is in favor of the dam although they still value
the rural, small-town atmosphere in which they have chosen
to live. As such, to limit the impact on the community and

2

surrounding wilderness they prefer a railroad -ccess oniy to
the dam sites.

b} The second subgroup of Talkeetna residents which favor economic
development in general are also in favor of roads to open the
country. Views in this category represent the minority

opinion of those interviewed.

Trapper Creek

As with Talkeetna two factions emergad.

-}
o

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

As the alternative that would have the Teast impact on their
community as wall as the environment in general they preferred
the railroad only plan.

Fa
S

The second group although in favor of Susitna was divided on
the issue of access modes and routes.
a) The first subgroup preterred not to see the area opened up

with roads. [hey preferred the railrcad only plan and were

opposed to hichway zccess from Hurricane to Gold Creek.
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b) Members of the second subgroup preferved road access in order
to provide the maximum public access to otherwise inaccessible
areas. This subgroup is comprised mainly of older residents
who have already experienced considerable change in the area.

Cantwell

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

a) Many Cantwell residents, especially local businessmen and
those in search of a job, are strongly in faver of the dam,
a railhead at Cantweil, the Denali Spur and any additional
development which would enhance economic progress of the
community. This group was also in favor of upgrading of the
Denali Highway. Pecple in this category had & strong voice
but did not represent the majority opinion in Cantwell.

b) Members of this subgroup acknowledge that Cantwell needs
the economic stimulation and appreciate the logic and eng-
ineering compatability of the Denali Spur. However, they
are very concerned about the potential adverse impacts on
wildlife i1 the area and would only be in favor of the Denali
Spur if stringent hunting regulations were implemented and
enforced. This group represented the majority opinion in
Cantwell.

(%]
R

This group has considerable concern regarding the potential
impact on the fish and wild®ii{e of the area, This group, which
represented the minority of those interviewed, was comprised
mainly of local trappers, non-locals with recreational cabins
and locals who felt the potential adverse impact on wildlife
cutweighed the use of this corridor.

Native Preference

The CIRI Corporation has stated that it is their intent, with or without

the projrct, to develop the lands surrounding the Devil Canyon and Watana
J g Y
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proposed damsites mainly for its mineral potential. As such they are
strongly in favor of a permanent road to the damsite and have stated
their preference for the Southern Road from the Parks Highway. They do
not favor a railroad but if a railroad is built they feel the railroad
bed should be converted into a permanent road with access to the Parks
Highway. It is also their contention that since much of the land in
question is private land, belonging to CIRI, access should be subject
to their wishes.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

March 1981 Workshop Results
The results of three workshops held and questionnaires sent out by

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

The reascns for this preference varied somewhat among communities
and interest groups. Nevertheless, a pattern did emerge. The partici-
pants at the Talkeetna meeting felt that their way of life would be al-
tered if road access through any nearby community was selected. The
workshop participants' choice f rail only access reflects their concern
for the potential amount of change that could occur if such an access
road were selected.

A second factor in the choice of the rail only route was the desire
to limit the impact on wildlife and the ecology of the Upper Susitna
Basin that increased recreaticnal opportunity would cause. This was es~
pecially true of the participants in Fairbanks and the responses of the
game guides. Both these groups did not respond to limiting impacts on
the communities along the Parks Highway, but tended to focus on the po-
tential impacts on game and the environment. Of primary concern was the
Nelchina caribou herd and also the moose and bear populations. A1l three
groups mentioned potential impacts from all terrain vehicles (ATV's) and
increased hunting and fishing ocoportunities.
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In analyzing these responses and in recent discussions with Robert
Anderson of Terrestial Envirommental Specialists (TES), Peter Rogers of
Frank Crth & Associates, and Stephen Praund who is conductirg the socio-
cultural study, severalvariables need to be considered in respect to 2
rail only alternative. It is our thinking that several potential im-
pacts could result from a rail only access that were not considered by
these communities. One would be the size and location of a staging or
stockpiling area for construction materials (and its possible visual
impact or the size of the work force needed to operate it). A second
would be the regularity that workers would be allowed to ride the train
to the construction site. If workers could ride in either daily, week-
1y, or bi-weekly, impacts in the southern communities could be nearly as
great as with a road access. This would include the need for parxing
facilities in Talkeetna or Hurricane, and the result of workers and their
families relocating in the southern communities. The increased demana
in service cguld potentially impact a broad range of activities that the

92

Talkeetna participants expressed an interest in limiting.

The Public Participation O0ffice (PPO) intends to point out these
things to the communities when we hold our next workshop sessions the
week of October 19. As the result of recent discussions among the PPQ staff
Stephen Braund, Peter Rogers, and Rober:t Anderson, one possible
way to reduce impacts on the southern communities is a northern access
from the Denali Highway, with a full service construction camp, com-
muter schedules, and clearly defined state pclicies, in combination
with no access from the west (either rail or road). Although a north-
ern route only was originally considered, it was not among the opticns
presented at the community workshops in March 1981. Another option to
reduce impacts would be all rail or rail to Geld Creek with workers
commuting to and from Anchorage by airplane. This option was not pre-
sented either. We suggest that these access opticns and the exrlana-
tion of the possible impacts of the rail only access need to be present-
ed to the southern communities in order that a more informed decisicn
can be made. Especially because the thinking of these communities tend-

ed to reflect the idea that the rail only access would have the least
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impact on their communities. It is possible that the full range of
impacts, both primary and secondary, have not been understood or con-
sidered. The primary consideration appeared to be the long term im-
plications of publiic access after construction. Nevertheless, construc-
tion related impacts may be of greatest concern to these communities
given the 10 to 15 year time span of construction.

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

Communities Where No Workshops Were Held

Willow, Houston, Wasilla, and Palmer:

It should be pointed ocut that community workshops were not held in
the communities south of Talkeetna (Willow, Houston, Wasilla, and Palmer)
and noc one from these areas attended the March 1981 workshop in Talkestna.
Generaily, the Mat-Su area has been economically slow in recent years
{the capital move to Willow has not occurred) and people in some of
these communities may well perceive changes and impacts brought about by
the Susitna project as beneficial if economic development is stimulated.
Data from a study conducted in the Mat-Su Borougn by the Overall Economic
Development Program, Inc. (Economic Conditions, Development Opticns and
Projections, July 1980) indicates that people in Willow, Houston, Wasilla,

and Palmer tend to favor a higher rate of development than the communi-
ties north of Willow. Additional informefion frm planner: at the Mat-Su
Borough, the Borough Manager. Assembly, Planning and Zoning Commission,
and local residents might be userul.

Trapper Creek:
fhe lack of representation from Trapper Creek at the March workshop

at Talkeetna also V1imits the information from that meeting. The community
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of Trapper Creek did not seem to perceive the Susitna projects as having
a potential impact on their community. Onre member of the community coun-
cil later expressed the perception that Trapper Creek would be Tless af-
fected than Talkeetna would be by Susitna. In addition, the workshop

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

People living along the raiiroad north of Talkeetna:

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

Cantwell and McKinley Park areas:
Another area where the PPO had no contact concerning access is the

Cantwell and McKinley Park areas. In communications with both thess
areas on the intertie issue, fantwell has been generally pro-development
and pro-intertie. Community sentiment indicated the desire for a sub-
station at Cantwell (along with distribution lines) so the community
would not have to rely on diesel generation for glectricity Discussions
with Stephen Braund and Tom Lonner have indicated that the Mckinley

.y



Page 5

Park area would not be affected by access plans, but Cantwell would,
gspecially if the Denali Highway access is selected. Tc better under-
stand the concerns of the Cantwell community, a community workshop is
being planned for Thursday, October 22.

Indian River Subdivision and Indian River Remote lands:

A final group of people whose preference was not obtained was the
Indian River Subdivision owners and the Indian River remote parcel owners.
The subdivisicn contains about 140 parcels on or near the Parks Highway
in the area of the proposed road access to Devil Canyon. The Department
of Natural Resources estimates that 90 of these sites have been awarded
since July 1881. Consequently the people who are now owners have not
been contacted concerning their views on either Susitna in general or on
the question of access. DNR also reports that demand was not great for
the subdivision lands except along the highway. This was not the case
fer the Indisn River remote parcels. Because these remote parcels had
railroad access and most remote parcels have no access at all, DNR re-
ports that it was one of the more popular remote parcel offerings the
state has had. Seventy-five person were given autharization to stake
in this area.

Conclusions

1. What emerges from the responses received in the community work-
shops, both on access and recreation, is the desire to limit growth and
development that could cccur should the Susitna project be constructed,
especially in the Talkeetna area and the railroad communities north of
Talkeetna. Qrne of the drivers of the type and magnitude of tne impacts
on the southern communities is the Jocation of the access route and the
mode of transportation used on the route. Although the clear preference
stated 1s for a rail only access, more information needs to be presented

to th

5]

potentially impacted communities concerning the nature of impacts

5

Peonly route is selected.

st

durin

the construction phase if a ra

WL
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2. In recent discussions with Stephen Praund, Robert Pnderson, and
Peter Rogers, it Ras become ciear that the question of access and mode
alone are not the only considerattons that need to be presentzs %o the
potentially impacted communities. An equally important consideration is
the size and nature of the construction faciiity. Various options are
available and depending on what is selected the impacts on the surround-
ing communities will vary. A full service, planned community providing
the widest range of services fer the workers and their families would
have a much different impact than a low service, construction camp with
no family facilities. This type of decision, as well as the policies
that the State of Alaska (through the Power Authority} weculd adopt or
not adopt concerning the nature of the construction site, access to the
site, and the scheduling of commuting workers to and frem the site will
be the primary factor in determining the impacts on local communities.

3. PPO suggests the following method for looking at how various
options would either decrease or encourage the amount of change that
could potentialiy occur in local communities. Six possible objectives
are given below. We recognize that some of these objectives appear
mutually exclusive. Thay do, however, reflect the rangs of preferences
that have been heard in the communities so far. PPO would like more
community input to determine which preference reflects the majority of
a given community.

The six objectives are:

1. To encouradge changes in the Willow, Houston, “asilia and
Palmer areas.

2. To Timit changes in the railroad communiti=s north of Talkeetna.

i

Te Timit changes in the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek areas.
Te encourage cnanges in the the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek
areas.

5. To encourage changes in the Cantwell area.

6. Yo 1imit changes in the Cantwell area.



Page 7

The next four pages are a preliminary discussion of how decisions
could be made to implement either one or a combination of these objec-
tives. The information on these pages was written in a work session
with Hobert Anderson, Feter Rogers, Stephen 8raund, and PPG staff. liore

C

time could be spent in re?éﬁiﬁg this. In addition, the thinking of
several other disciplines is needed to make the picture more complete.

Based on what we know now, the Power Authority's "access/recreation/
construction facilities/construction gcixus&s chjectives would be to:
1) encourage changa in the Willow, Houston, Wasiila, and Paimer areacs;
and 2) to 1imit changes in the railroad communities north of Talkeetna.
ie dao not vet have encugrh infermation to establish clesar planning ob-
jectives for the Trappe: Treek, Talksetna, and Cantwell areas. »=*

The remainder of the report {Section II} is the back-up data that
supports che summary and conclusions from the workshops and question-
naires. Included as exhibits are copies of the various quesiionnaires
used te solicit responses.

=**  PPC s relying on the sociocultural study being conducted by Stephe
Associates to suppl

%
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y 2dditional information in order to b
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¢bjectives. In addition, we intend to check our pe

of communily prefe

o

rences one more time with the communities “he week

Octouer 12.h.
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To encourage changes in Willow,

Houston, Wasilla, and Paimer areas.

orridor:  access from the west;

Hode

Nature

road.

of construction camp facilities:

recreat

‘éase

ion hall, some family facilities

ST

a. Indin

b, Ho o

Conmute

als Adrive their own private

J
olicies about when workers come

v Schedules.

a. tHon
Iy} Neo

c. o

e.
pclicy on public access.
policy on use of fish and game.

no access at all from the Denali Highway.

Minimal construction camp: trailers, mess hall,
for supervisory personnel.

vehiclies to the sites.
and go, from where, or use of private vehicles.

g 2bug
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ective 1: To encourage changes in Willow, HOuston, Wasilla, and Palmer areas.

()
.

ps
Lo
.

Access Corridor:

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

Mode: rail

Nature of CQ?“EF&Ct?Oﬂ camp facilities: M™inimal construction camp: trailers, mess hall,

recreation hall, some tamily faciiities for supervisory personnel.
Policies:

a. Policy reagarding use of personal vehicles by workers.

b. Policy to control public access to area.

weide

&:;i

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

Palmer area.

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

g 3bey
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o

imit changes in railroad communities north of Talkeetna.

cess Corridor: Road from Denali Highway to Watana; service road from Watana to Devil
nyon: no access at all from the west (neither rail nor road}.

Nature of construction camp facilities:

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

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

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

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

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

Limited r & r would be available at camp; workers or families would pericdically get cut to
other areas {larger areas lik> Anchorage and Fairbanks) for more extended r & r and cultural
activities, etc.

Policies

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

b. No prévate clanes flying in and out.
c. Policy regarding use of personal vehicles.

d. Policy to control public access off corridor.

01 sbeg




oy

~
e

ommuter schedule for those who don't VTive with families.
nks, Anchorage, or Cantwell.

ommuting from Anchorage, or fom Palmer and Yasilla.

Could be busing

pay
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1imit changes in the Talkeetna and Trapper Creek areas.

z‘\‘\
Access Corridor: Road from Denali Highway to Watana (this would spread the impacis to
include Cantwell). Service road from Watana to Devil Canyon; no access at all from the
west (neither rail nor road).
Mode: vroad.**

Mature of construction camp facilities: The larger the camp, and the more services, the
tess the impacis on surrounding local communities. Services that would help reduce impacts
include: stores, post office, schools.

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

Part of the construction camp could/would become a permanent city for the operating phase.
The temporary camp could be sited and located so that it would be inundated by water later.
Tne siting of a permanent camp for families would be important so that the experience is as
nieasant as possible: weaning, it was sited on dry land so people could get out and walk,
and near trees and sun exposure i1f possible. The more pleasant the place is to Vlive, the
more families will enjoy living there and impact existing local communities less.

v . v would be available at camp; workers or families would periodically get out to

Limited

other areas (larger areac 1ike Anchorage and Fairbanks) for more extended r & r and cultural o

activities, etc. ®
=

Policies:

. strici regulations where people can go in the upper basin to protect resources, especially

hunaing and fishing.
b o private planes flying in and out.
¢. Policy regarding use of personal vehicles.

4. Policy to control public access off corridor.
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armuter Schedules:

b.

ff*u ""'~J

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

on this route could be feasible,

o

.

aD commuter scedule for those who don't live with
i rbanks, Anchorage, or Cantwell.

but was not considered,

families. Could be busing

t1 9bey



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

1. Access Corridor: Fither rail to Pevil Canyon orGold Creek, or all rail.
No direct road access from the west or north.

2. Mode: rail,

(5]

Nature of construction camp facilities: Something less than a full service camp would
appropriate if the workers can commute in and out to be with their families on a weekly
or bi-weekly basis.

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

(]

Comnuter Schedules:
a. ORGANIZED commuter air and rail schedules from the Anchorage and Wasilla-Palmer areas.

G abey
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antwell area,

[

Cond

£

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

mode: rail to Cantwell and road from Cantwell to the Watana sit

D

jon camp facilities: Minimal facilities: trailers to sleep in {or
1, recreation hall, some family housing for supervisory personnel.

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

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

Ancther kind of policy would be the lack of assertive action: for instance, a state policy to
upgrade only the west side of the Denali Highway (and not the entire route) would encourage
users to come from Cantwell and go back out to Cantwell, rather than driving on through to the
Richardson Highway.

Commnuter Schedules:

a. None.
h. Mo policy on pubiic access.

c. MNo policy on use of fish and game along corridor.

91 ebey
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J. CTIVE Vi fc 1imit changes in the Cantwell area.
Access Corridor: S
the Denali Highway

access from the Parks Highway on the west; no access at all from

ficde: eizher road ov railroad.

ture of construction camp facilities: Full service camp, with complete services for
U who wish to bring their families.
9]

e
Same description that limits changes in the southern
comnunities would also help to 1imit changes in Cantwell.

See Objective IVa.

Potices:

Same poticies that Timit changes in the southern communities would help to limit changes in
antwell also. See Objective IVa.

omnuter Schedules:

ORG/

RGANIZED commuter schedules on some reguiar basis (weekly or bi-weekly.)

{1 @bey
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BACK-UP DATA

CIMMUNITY WORKSHEPS

Community workshops were

the<2 areas had relating to recreation and access
ity study. information was
workshop concerning several access anc recreation

recorded that could be used to help in access and

In all, more tnan 300

L

e 50 pertained directly to

e

T the

questionnaires.

)

Guesticnnaires were a

-

comments atso ofte ated to access.

]

r

1

Participants in the workshops were presentad

access plans which used various com f
combination with existing routes (Figure 1). Thay

Route A -construction of a new road from Hurricans

and Watana sites; 2) Access Route B - construction

nations of road

dam sites from Gold Creek; 3) Access Route C - construc

road vrom Watanad to Oevil lanyon, and construction

from Cold Creek to Devil Canyon; and 4) Access Route 5 -

ttempt to determina what concerns tne

so received relating to recreaticn,

neld in Fairbanks, Taikeetna,

v

fat]
[te'}

47}

Fu——

and Anchorad

cepple of

the Jatana site. construction of

Route { except that a naw road Trom the Parks Righway wouid re

rail spur

The foilowing table shows tne responss OF tne

WO

b

RO

comments were received in response to printed

with Tour alternative

ey

clanning on the Susitna
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FLIRBANKS (35 attendad, 17 responded)

One who orefarred zccess Route A gave this reason:

As a land owner {lottery winner - 20 acres in area east of Indian

oot

Ziver and north of Susitrz) I'm in favor of access Route A for ac-

7

C33

s

ibility into my property. There are

-«

e

otal o 75 people wnho

o

will be staking up to 20 acres each in the are :'ve mentioned...

-~

S5 5 1 T e - .
Mariiyn Star~

Tnose wing prefarred accass Route B gave these reasons:

. Less environmental damage; lass public access the btetter. Alse

P

Tower cost. [ don't want any access.

2. Route B would giv

49

the least acc=3s and thus cause tne leact numan

impact onto land and wildiife. This is the cniy hope Tor preserving

any of the Nelchina cz~ibou herd.

-~ Lo 1 hl - - -~ o o -~ -~ N ~ v vy - 3 5 i B ‘
3 ] nrefer the al} rail alterrative because 11 curtaiis uniimited
< K o - ~ - e - p K . P T . PRI i, ol N
oublic road access. If a rcad is built, [ don't think there's any

doubt that pressure will be exerted evenitually to open it to the

. PR s PR The ~ E - L
putlic {as with the naul road). The mere presence 07 the reservoir(s,

will areatly increase boasz and ficet {and ski) plane access, and |
NARCXEN A

think that's enough (too much, in faci) foraviroad is the best

approscn o controlling uniimited access. If alternetive route A-Z

ir fepasiole, tnen & rail link from Goid ({reelk o Devii Tanyon

shouic pe included, and a road on the north 3side tC Wetana, just so

- g » - R - T DTS CooernEy e T O et o -
; GO S v e ISR AN IR S g N VoY Te D Ul N g Ke More GE -
oo . . - . . N
- for ¥ il B (x“ C‘r Y ¢ e -

foed
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¢) I'm concerned about impact on Denali Highway

Minimal cost: minimal impact on fish and wildlife, wetlancs; minimal
accass; minimal fuel consumpticon; minimal other energy waste.
In short RAIL ONLY IS THE NEXT ROUTE TO HONE AT ALL.

This choice minimizes impact 17 I must choose an access.

i 2lso see this &s a way to control access as if it is a public

project sponsorea by public § and the pudlic can legally demanc

access (i.e. tne haul road). But -- if A, could be fuily controlled
I'd go with that because as reads -- it causes minimal impact.

I would prefer no access from the Denali Highway and 1 think this i

85}

the only access route that prevents this. Alse, I think maybe a

railroad Vine could be built to Devil CZanyon then a serv..& roac
could be built on the north side of the river to katana. The

engineering concerns might put construction back two Or three years,

«

nut this woulc save 100 years effect on wildiife a- en ronmental
Since feasibility studies on the whole nydro studies ars incompiete
and inconclusive, as well as studies oOn aceess rhvtes. one cannot

make a well informed decision a2t this time.

i

sotential, and hope for & Tinimal change “n o Lhose sctentians,
a) railroad right-of-way has less impaci thar 2 roaq or nighway
51ooaccess of the genera) nublic 13 ohatiter controllod inul the area
) Cess qe . T hetter cont P .. the area.
c sopsTactior ©f tne raiiroed anpears o be 2% CT0ST y wdy 0
g . You cen noul omors meterien or frerantoop one Ly tnan wnet
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¢} cheapest alternative
d; least impact on communities.

1) would Timit the manpower to air transpor:.
Leas. public impact, yet allowing those thet are willing o go
through the trouble to get there, the ways and the means 1o do s0.
£lco, once completed possibly would be Jess problem maintaining.
Least adverse effect on environment cover long term.
The railrcad would at least minimize impact on the area.

Limit acce

]

ss Tor corstruction and maintenance only; no pudiic road

nesded: railroad easiest to requiate in this manner could be removed

atter construction is finished.

P

ek o

ailbelt areaz already handies population. Expancing this-servicge is
easier than develeping new populaticon centers or areas. cubiic
access is contained to certain places (designated by *rain stops).
Railroad only gives greater contrcl over access. Americans must and
cen learn to divorce themselves from their vehicles. HWith railroad
oriy, you gain greater contrcl over tfotal numbers 4oing to the sit

-
1
i

and also control over develovinents aiong the route.

Would get the project completed wiin the lzast amount o7

The raiiroad would be far more economical wav to move materials with

the least long-lasting impact.

-
i

L2ast impact on area ant future generations will

js¥3

get to see and enjoy
it as it was. People don't bring their ATV with them on the train,
nor do they have the ability fc stop everywhere. The arei aziong rail-
roads s less impacied than areas a'ong roads. And people in the

future will travel via oubiic transportaticn -- nos

<

3
3
15
¢ F
i1
=
148
3
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Jne fevored C over A for this reason
1. The reascn for-my cnoice petwaen A or T is cost. I live clese fe

¥ile 99 Parks Highway. 1'm rot necessarily excited zbout meore roads

o

but thera s a need. If a road is put in hocetully tne wildiife wouid be

3

protected for all to see and enjoy. No hunting permitied close o the

g

%

hway. Perhaps park rangers would teach people how to appreciate and

&(‘1!

Tike to see people enjoy Alaska as we did

o

Jjus

care for their state. 1'd

16 years ago before it became cvercrowdsd.

No one favored D.

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

This meeting is supposed to be part of a feasibility study so ycu shouidn't

be giving just Tour options to choose from. [ resent the feeling you give
me-that you are trying to sell me a plan with a few opticns 1o choose from.

If 1 must accept this dam then 1 favor access routas that allow tne

£

amount of public access and the least amount of nhuman population growth,

The social and sconomic aspects of the dam wiil niave the greatest impact

or the natural environment, and they shouid be mirimized. The haphazard

way you gather comments 15 not good. 1t “evers ceople who are most voc

fl'

and doesn't give & true consensus of obinicn. The iess peeple that enter
tne area the better. M. . Schwab

R RS T . foam - i - 1 Pl e i
ANCHORAGZ 140 attencea, 4 responded.




Page 20

On~ preferred access Route B for this reason:

-

ceess 8 will 1imit impacts.

»
1

v

g
pE

vk

Is it possidle to mail materials ahead of time so public can study?

Why hasn't Corps study been read?

0
3
@
=9
3

Has effect of overail pcpulation on recreaticn been conscid
p

#4hy isn't more hard data available to public?

N0 one preferred C.

‘nree oretferved [ for these reasons:

1. This alternative will provide auick access for conszruction with
Tater maximum recreational benefit. C is second cheice, A is third,
B i3 Tourth.

2. Provices maximum public access L0 otherwise inaccessible areas.
Provides hetter access from Ancheorage to Denali Highway area. The
greater length of highway system decreasazs hunting pressure on any
segment of road or nearby fly in lakes.

Additional routas allow for flexibility and diverstiy in hauling in
materials, equipment and supplies.

The service road petween the dam MUST bz open for the public as public
funds will be useg for . This access to this area is required
regardiess of dam construction.

3. Prefer D with modifications:

Road mode s most fTiexibis during construction phase and most useabls

g

by the public after constructicn -- [ am very familiar with the country
and faver a rcad from Rurricane to Devil Caayon, then oross *ne river
and on to Watana on the north sice -- this segment wil

-~ f Be o g by = P R I PN o MY S - Vo e F N L
much Detter than soutn side oF river: o8 10T 27 wind 8y
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posura so will be easier to keep snow free -- [ do not favor cor-

structicn from Denali Hignway soutn o Watana -- that is unnecessary

it
s

the apcve scneme were followed ~-- permafrost, wetlands impacts and
geep spow problems abound on this route -- tne preferred "katana
conszruction first" can be accomplished with this proposal as you
will have to cross at Devil Canyon anyway -- tnis raut{ng would elso
avoid some very difficult construction along south side of Su east of

Pevil Canyon.
MATL {11 responded, mostly from the Anchorage area)

a

One who preferred access Route A gave this reason:

1. Felt a rcad to both dam sites would be of benefit te all partie

(¥4

-

both during and after construction.

™

No practical reascn to build road from Denaii: the majorily of workers

oming from Anchorage and Fairbanks and for the few workers

1

R TN
wlii D8
~

from Delta, Glennallen, and Paxon tne extra distance wouldn't justify

the cost. Tourists will come from Anchorage also.

‘hose who favored access Route 3 gave Lhese reasons.

a) minimal disruption to existing recrsa*ion patterns
b) minimal tax dollar waste to accommodate governmentally contrived

recreation programs, frivoiity in a time of sericus national needs.

3\ R i o~ { 3 S oge e
¢} minimal imposed detriments to the habitatl.

L]

rail access sufficien® for construction and maintenance

§
joh]
—

5
i

detay is a plus - more fime to $tucdy environmental

3




rail access lesser evil as access could be more effectively limited.

The potential loss of wetlancs and rapior nesting habitat is par-

ticulariy disturbing.

4. &) cheapest (don't waste money;

b) disturbs the wilderness least; can be removad when both dams
are built

c) access for mzintenance by float plane or helicopter.

&) hard to maintain either a railrcad or highway in neavy snow or
cold winters.

5. vrestricts or limits access and has minimal effect to the area.

One who faveored C or D cave these reasons

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

2. Etcoromically best after B.

3. Doens up large new area for recreation.

4. Preservas the environmental integritv of the roadiess south side of
the river.

w0 who favored access Route O gave these reasons.

1. Having worked for the Dept. of Highways in the area for 20 vears,
observaticn that a road from the Denali would be easiest to buyild
and maintaing less hills, Jess wetlands, ana is more suited ta road
construction.

2. &) provides easy access for construction and opens up beautiful
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highway accass is important not only for construction but for

continued public access nct dercendent of train scnedules or

passenger services iimitatiors.

Two who favorad g:cess Route D gave these reasons:

Brondi

a2

Would let most 211 highway travellers sas ore dam arez wnile keeping
the Watana area under jess pressure by peopie.

Don't want to see State and Federal governments involved in raiiroad
unless the State curchases the railroad before the dams are constructed.
no service road between dams.

b} construct and service power lines betweer dams with helicopters.

boat access t0 resarvoirs; road access would make it lock like

MINEZRS AND GAME GUIDE QUESTIONKAIRES

Two separate questionnaires were Jistributed: -one to game guides
registered in Unit 13 of the Upper Susitna Basin. the other to members
of the Alaska Miners Association in Fairbanks and Anchorage. The game

Aachevage. It is not known how many were distributed. Eighteen were

£
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ifty-3ix (56) percent of the game guides were tn faver of public
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t me disturbed were varied, but tended to indigate severai arszaz of



Denali Highway that is utilized by the Helchina
areas menticned were the Susitna River proper and

oy
i
H

he project arez in

third,

-4

he questiaonnairs included 3
routes. These were not the same routes that wers
munity workshops “he reason for

was eliminated from consideration

o
w
-
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proclems around the Portage Creel

Almost all the miners (90%) favored some tyne

sut the guestionnaire did not

group usea the general project area for scms type
activity and use was limited te summer monihs.

ce with others listaed se¢

ribou herc. Otner
severzl of iis majcr
seen (0 be a orime game

acgess anc

cnd or

presentad at the com-

this is the route north of the Susitna
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GAME GUIDE QUESTIONNAIRE ~ February and Merch 1981

1
o

“What areas ¢7 the Susitna River basin do vou use?

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

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

What kind of use?

25 corsidered themselves primarily game guides. Of these., 19 included
the words "hunting and fishing" as part of their occup&tion, such as

in "guiding hunting and fishing trips". A total of 22 included "hunting
or "fishing" plus some other use, such as "mining, prospecting”, "rock-
hounding™, "trapping", "rafting", or "photography".

What Jevel of use do vou give these areas?

The werds “heavy", "moderate", and "1ight" were used in similar pro-
portion. The seasons listed most were spring through fall. Three
persons respondac that they use the area from eight months to all year.

Specificaily:

May - October: 3 Juiy - Sept.: 1
June - Qctober: 2 May - Dec.: 1
July - August: 1 10 mo./year: 1
June - Sept.: 1 Apnr.-May/Aug.-Sept. i
August - Sept.: 2

What game habitats should not be disturbed?

Snecific locations mentioned included Watana Creek, Kosina Creek,
Jay Creek, the area alcng the Susitna River, Fog Creek, north and
southwest of Moosehorn Lake, Sterhan Lake, Clarence Lake, Big Lake,
aiong the Alaska Railroad proposed, Portage Creek, Butte Lake, Otter
Lake. One person expressed concern about the possible disturbance
of swan and salmon spawning grounds. Several expressed concern for
the habitats of moose, grizziy and black bear, and caribou. Some
specific statements were:
Impossible to 1ist, Big Su is a key game habitat; effort
should be made to stay near water with all travel.
Caribou migration routes, winter moose areas, black and
grizzly bear denning areas.
The area bounded by Portage Creek to the west, the Susitna
River to the south and east and the Denali Highway to
the north s the best game country left in the Talkeetna
Mountains.
Wintering areas in all major drainages should not be disturbed.

Those who saw no problems if game habitats are disturbed: 9
Those who mentioned concern about the disturbance in specific locations,
or of specific animals, or disturbance of the wilderness in general: 16€.
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Which access ¢o you prefer?

The quides were given four choices: Corridor 1 - Mo-th sice of
Susitra River Trom Talkeetna: Corridor Z - South side of Susitna
River from Talkeetna; Corrider 3 - Horth from Denali highway; and
Railroac - South side of Susitna River. They were aiso allowed to
check all the boxes they felt were acceptabie.

Corridor 1 € Railroad 18
Corridor 2 11 Left it blank a4
Corridor 3 16 Answered "nene of the aoove” i

Answered “whatever is cheapes. and best" |

Reasons for the above choice:

Comments supporting the railroad included: "less vehicle access
means less impact on the animal population and the environment”; OR
"1t would be more direct." When specific corridors were chosen,
the comments tended to be general about the possible distrubance

of ona or another animail population. Qccasionaily there was a specific
individual comment, such as, "l suppose it's just selfishness but
Corridor 1 come closest to the access I use.”

Would you like to see public access to the project area by privately-
owned vehicles after construction i35 completed?

Yes: 18 ilot sure: 1
NO: 10 Limited access only: 1
No response: 2

Reason for position on public access:

Those who said yes: I'm paying for it sc 1'11 use it; 1| support hydro
power; all Americans have the right to all of America with the ex-
ception of land that is privately owned; we need tourist development
and recreational development.

Thase who said no: There will be an innundation of people; business
will suffer; animal habitats will be destroyed along the river: would
prefer the area be left a wilderness; what will happen to the fish;
this is a power project, not a recreational facility.

Respondents to this questionnaire reside in:

Anchorage e Haines 1
Eagle River 1 Chugiak 2
Palmer 3 Homer 1
Cantwell 1 Ketchikan 1
Willow 3 Juneau 1
Gustavus 1 Kasilof 1
Fairbanks 1 Wasilla 1
Tok Highway 1 No name or address 1
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MINERS QUESTIONNAIRE -- February and March 1981

1. Member of what group Qor groups: Miners reside in:

Fairbanks Alaska Miners 11 Fairbanks 1C
Lnchorage Ataska Minars 0 Anchorags 6
Nome Alaska Miners 1 Maclaren River 1
[ntericor Alaska Trappers C Palmer 1
Southcentral Trappers Q
Registered guide 1
Qther: Fur Takers of America 1

2. What part of the Upper Susitna basin is of particular interast to you:

Almost every respondent had a different answer. Specitically they were:

Watana Creek 1 Butte Creek 1
Coal Creek 1 Clearwater Mtns. 1
Portage Creek- Feg Lakes 1
Tsusena Creek 1 Gold Creek 1
VYaldez Creek 1 Chulitna 1
Oshetna and Maclaren 1
Black Rivers 1 A1l parts 4
Devil Canyon 1 No parts H
4

Upper Susitna Basin

One respondent wno answered the form in detail said, "Of course,

the Maclaren is of major interest to me since that is my home base.
However, I would be viclently opposed to using the Denali Highway as
as dam access. Aside from the esthetic reasons, it would be an
economic disaster for me, as a major portion of my trapline runs
from Mile 7 Denali Highway to Mile 71."

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

Answers mirrored those above. Specifically:

Watana Creek 2 Butte Creek 1
Coal Creek 1 Clearwater Mtns. 1
Chulitna Canyon 1 Lower Susitna 1
Chulitna Crekk 1 Upper Susitna 1
Stephan-Fog Lakes I Upper + Middle 1
South side-Susitna Upner Tsusena Creek 1
drainage of Devil Canyon 1
Fhunilma Creek 1 N/A 1
None 4

4, What kind of use?
Minerals exploration 2 Recreation/rest 2
Trapping wolves that Mining 5
prey on wintering 1 Hunting/fishing 4
moose Hardrock minerals 1
Mineral development 1 None !
Trapping 1 N/A 1
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what level of use do vou give the ar=as:

0
{ax
&€
(1]
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Licht use was listed most frequenzly, though moderate and haav)

use were also put down. Snecific cates:

June - September 7
Oct. 15 - Aprii 1

olus Sept. deer hunt 1
None 1
N/A i
Fall and Winter 2
Year-rcund i
September - October 1

Would vou 1ike to see public access via privately-owned vehi

cle

after construction is completed?

Yes 16
Mo VA

What is the principal reason for vour position on access?

Yes answers:
Access to potentially productive mineral deposits
Public funds, pubiic use 1
Recreation use
Hunting and fishing

s {3 O N

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

1
i

should

extract all minerals from this area before we complete the dam and

begin flooding the area.”

No answers:
The area is undisturbed now, don't want to lose that
The game population will be driven down

1
1
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UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, FAITRBANKS
Fairbanks Aloske 99701

SUSITNA HYCROELECTR:C PROJECT
RECREATION PLAN

Public Forum Questionnaire

1. The deveiopment approach [ most prefer is . {List only one.)
{ieut»rﬁ
‘ Do you have any suggested modificaticn to the above seiected approach?

Please number =ach suggesiion.

. Why did you chose your particular approsch?

a. In which regicn of the state do vou live:

£
ot

Anchorage
Fairbanks
Railbelt (between Anchorage and Fairbanks)

it

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

- -

c. DO you represent a particular interest group? If sg¢, please list.

Yoo may use the back side for any additionai comments.
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What level of use do you give those areas? [Ue a3 specific as possibie:  months
gt yeav?  every year’ heavy, moderate gr light? etz.?)

Please 1ist the location o7 significant game haebitats that you feel should not be
aisturbed. Be as specific as pessible. Cfforts will be made to avoicd | game
haditats

o ot e e e o o i

L ¢ S i St S .
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the ye yer.  dWnich

34
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access Jdo you pre

Lok b the map on the back of
Chech «il the ones yuu find acc

__Corridor one

Pilease gl.e
important intormation tC use in ma

doul

privately cwned vericle after

your reasons for

d you like to see public

]
find acceplab }e

Corvidor

Corridor thres g%&;f%rﬁad

your ¢holices in =3 {(Your reasons give tre planners
king their recommendations for an access colan.)

SisTtig nydroeleciric
tion is completed?

project area by

aCeess Lo Lhe
¥ N
the con

dhat 1s the principie reason four your position on puulic access tc the project irea

PHONE

this form betore March 15tn to-

Taska Power Authority
blic |

St e arian NFSi.
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