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1. INTRODUCTION

The following study was prepared for the Alaska OCS Of fice of the Bureau of L and
Managemsnt as part of its Socioeconomic Program, G five-year effort investigating

£
T

ihe potential impacis of Outer Continental Shelf patroleum devalopment in Alaska.

The purpose of this report is two fold: fo provide a criticcl review of the existing
BLM Manual 8411 (Drafs) of the Visual Resorce Managemant Sysiem, as it relates
to ;. wiroleum development activities on the Alaska Outer Continental Shelf, and
adjacent on-shore areas: and fo describa and illusirate a proposed VRM Methodology

.

which will improve the obility of the Alaska OCS Oifice to inventory visual components
of the landscape and evaluate potential visual impact of pefroleum activities. The
resulis of this study are basad on the coniractor's professional knowledge and recent
experience in the application of Visual Resources Mancy:zment techaiques; from on-
site investigations of petrolzum related facilities, physicol characteristics of the

Alaskan coastal areas, and socineconomic conditions which are directly affected by
the proposed OCS development; a review of partinant studies on visual resource

inventories snd analysas: and from o Case Study designad to determine the positive

and negative elements of the proposed methodolegy.

The principal invastigators of thz study t2am porticipated in two field irips fo the
Study Avea. The fiist reconnaissance occurred August 22 to 29, 1978 during which time
oil and gas development and related activities on the Norih Slope of Alaska were
investigated, including the area between Point Barrow and Prudhoe Bay; facilities

toured included those of Ailantic Richficld, NPR-A, and support related companies.



Ceneralphysical conditions of the area were determined during several hel icopter
flighis arid ground surveys. Socioeconomic conditions and infiuzncas weiz reviewed
through discussions wiih BLM representatives and from various writtenraports provided
by the Government. Typical oil and gas facilities off the southem coast of Aluska,
specifically the Kenai Peninsula, were also reviewed at that time.  Visits viare mads
to off~shore driiling platforms, on-shova storags facilities, and othear support elemenis
of tha ofl and gus industry. From this gener~l orientation, a review of partinent visual
resource literature and, consaquently, the formulation of an applicable VRM methodolsgy,
was mitigted. A sceond field irip was conducted Seprember 26 to October 2, 1978,
During this period, the contracicr reviewad praliminery findings relaied o the existing
BLM VEM Systemn, and reviewed potential elements and simulation tachniquas being

r

considerad for the n2w methodology.

The literature search conducted as part of the study resulizd in a refeience library

d o visual resource management and simulation
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describing a wids variaiy of appr

)

echifcues; information obtained from these saurcas have added greatly to the devalop-

—e

ment of tha proposed methodology. A bibliegraphy is provided in Appendix 4 of this

[6]

rcpr.?r%. After u review of thase sources, it is apparent that the methods used in th
asse . ment of the visual landscepe -~ its inherent quality end potential for impact ---
have been based predominantly on the aasthatic value judgemenis of ihe design pro-
fessionals conducting the visual studies; there is much support, however, for an adde
emphasis on user preferences fo aid in the defermination of regional and nationa!

policy and management dacisinns related to landscap= resources..



Costaniini and Hanf, 1972, point out that "whanthe public’s schedule of priorifies

is probed deeply, the concern forenviron mental problems ofien gives way tosuch

other pressing problems of national s2curity, law and orda, and economic well-baing:"
that "environmsiial degradation, like baguty, appears to bz in the eye of the behold.r,

Different people have different interesis; thay have different priorities, and theref
they sce the same slice of the environmen?® from different parspactives.” The authors
go on fo explain that “an individual's degree of concern may bz closely associate
with more fundamental socicl and political attitudes, as well s general social role
and background. " Civen Alaska's physical, socioeconamic, and political environ-
men's, this approcach, whan applied 1o the determination of visual quality and potential
impacis from oil ond gas development, is considzred to be a valid one. Although some
VRM Systems have inciuded vser attitudes as part of visual analyses, few, if any,

-
¥

directly use that data to make policy and mancgament dzzisions. Thomes A, Hebzrlein,

1973, statzs thot "Effective implementaiion of theuse findings [user aititudes] depznds
on ihe manager's ability or willingness fo fake different actions depending on user
preferences, CGlten o managsr is merely curious about user atiitudes but his behavior
is not offecrad by knowledgs of these aititudes." The VRM Methodelogy propos=

in this report attempis jo balanca the inputs of she design professionals, acting us

a "national conscience™, with thz atiitudes and dasires of the local usars, 1o achieve

\L‘

a visual product more acceptabla and mors easily understosd by those who expaiizn

o

[
-
—
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The Case Study, discussed in Part 4, vias developed io aid in the defermination

of applicable and deficient elananis of the proposed VRM m,..\ow'ogy Studlents



of the Landscape Architecture program at Colorado State University, were asked

to evaluate the system over a three—wesk period; parficipanis have previously tested
cnd evaluated the existing BLM VRM Systam and that of the U,S. Forast Sarvice,
and are familiar with the specific needs of the Alaska OCS. Using a study area near
Foir Coilins, Colorado, the studenis implemented the steps outlined in fart 3,

ad appropriate slids simulatiens, and conduzted User Prefzrence Testing to

inina the visual imoect of the developraant of three !

Y

sothatical power plants

jo
i
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3
&
o

programmed for the area. Written reports ond class proseniations of the studiss wera
madz in December, 1978, Resulis of the Case Study, along with advantages and

disadvaniages of the proposad merhodology, are discussed in Part 4, These

commenis have baen utilizad in the final revisions of the propssed VRM Mathodology.



lI. EVALUATICON OF THE BUREAU CF LAND MANAGEMENT
VISUAL RESOQURCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The Bureauof Land Management’s VisualResource Mancgement System is divided
into six major componenis:
e 8411 (Revised £410 and 6310) - Upland Visual Resource Inveniary and Evaluaiion
@ 8420 - Visual Resource Planning (Reserved)
e 8430 - Application of VisualR=source Management Principles io Project
Planning and Design
® 8440 - Environmental Assessment for Visual Resources
o 8450 - Rehabilifation and Enhancement of the Visual Resources (Reserved)

@ 8460 - Visual Resource Management Analysis Techniques (Reserved)

The Sysiem, as such, provides for a "Bureauwide systematic approach for identifying
scenic qualiiy and sefting mini mum quality standards for management of the visual
resource values 011 public lands through a process whichcizssifiesalllandsinioone
of five VRM classes. Each of the classes contains a specific managemant objective
for maintaining or enhancing the visual resource values. The Visual Management
Class assigned 1o a given land area depends upon fhree faciors:

s The inherent quatity of thescenery being viewed,;

e The visual sensitivity level of the type OF visualuseit receives;

® The distance zone itis in. ”
The general philosophy of ELMyelatedio Visual Resource Manaczmant, however,
recognizes that "thereisavariziy of scenic values on natural resource lands, .nd
there are numerous other resources with management objeciivas that may not coircide
with the protzction of the visual resource. These diffarent values and objectives

warrant different levels of protection for the visual rusaurce.”



This review, therefore, is based on the ability of the present BLM VRM System fo

specifically address this variety of scenic values and objectives. A visual resource

management system which satisfies the spacific needs of the Alaska OCS Oifice of

BLM will consider the uniqueness of the Alaskan environments; the variety of socio-

cconomic conditions, litestyles, and needs of the Aluskan peopls; and tha increasing
worldwide demand for oil and gas production, and its potential economic ixpect on the

entivz stave of Alaska, A th= direction of the Alaska OCS Office, the evaluaiion

£

which Tollows addresses componentis of the BLM Manual 8411 (Draft), with both

e
3

applicable and deficient aspacis discussed as they relate to the Alaska OCS proposed
activities; a summary list of thes= applicable and deficient componenis is presented

in Appendix 2 . Other componants of the BLM VRM System are not specifically

addraesss
BLM Manua | 8411 (Drafi)
Upland Visual Resource Inventory and Evaluation
L Infﬁrnm Manage: aent for Visual Resourcas
.2 Szenic Qualiny inve atory for Unir Resourc» Analysis

.21 Detzrmine the Faysiographic Frevince

A.  State Supplzment Moo

B. Narrative
.22  Delinzarion or Srenic Quatity Reting Units
.23 Describing Landscapa Character

A.  Invenfory Form

B. Fhioto Record

C. Propure General Naorrative for Scenic Quality



.24 |dentifying and Describing Culiural Modification

A.  Visud Intrusions

B.  Visual Improvements

c. Determiningthe Visual Significance of Cilfural Modifications
.25 Scenic Quality Evaluation

.26 Use OF the Scenic Quality Rating

.27 ldentification of Areas of Critical Environmental Concem for Scenic Values

A. Definition
B. Criteria for Identification

.3 Evaluation for the Planning Area Analysis

.31 Determination of Visua!l Sensitivity Levels
A.  Visual Sensitivity Evaluation
1. Delinearing Sensitivity Araas
2. Determining the Level of Survey
3.  Analysis of User Attitude Toward Change
4.  Preparz cind Map User Reaction
5. Determining and Mapping Final VisuclSansitivity Levals
.32 Delineation of Disfance Zones
A.  Foreground-Middleground
B. Background
c. Seldom Seen

A Material Storaige



The overall approach of the existing BLM Manual, as outlined above, is oriented
toward a general "broad-brush" evaluation of visual componenis, based on initial

value judgerm=nis on the part of the VRM Teams organized fo conduct the visual study.

Alihe sh this approach meais most of the needs of BIM Mancgers related fo management
J [} J
objecti s of BLM Manual €400, the Alaska OCS Office of BLM has datermined more

specific requiremants related fo visual rosource managsment of oil and gas developmeant,
The dagree of detail at which data is collected ond from which evaluations are rods,
nificant concarn; and because of the variety of socioeconomic aspecis

an alternatize method of evaluation of Scenery Quality and
Sensitivivy might bz roquli - 1 For Alaska OCS requirements, Indications are that

es should more directly refioct users aititudes toward change

bazed not only on his particuler sensitivity, but also his interpretation and dafinitisn
of scenic quality, A VRM Syel= v which decieases the subjecrivit donal

r‘

evaluntion faam, and increasas input from the snacific wsers might besi seive

of inz client. The present BLM VRM System do=s allow, ir soine cases, for flexibility
in hinpleinentation, espacially during the Evaluation for the Fianning Area Anclysis,

Visual Sensitivity Evaluation, Other companants can also b uti
Generally, however, the largs mnp scales utilized, the subizciivity o

qualily evaluations, and the ecomposite evaluaticn metheds require altemativa

[
=3
(_
b

approaches for OCS site « s:cific ducisions. Tne following Sl of commonents

. 1 ~ Pt sy o A ey ezt k PSS N J v e T -
is direated toweord these geners? deficizncies. Raelerence should Lo inede 1o Appen-

dix 1, BLM Manua) 8411 (Draft) for specific roview,



1 Inte:im Management for Visual Resources

.2 Scenic Quality Inventory for Unir Resources Anc! sis
«22  Detine tion of Sceiiic Quality Rating Unifs

Applicoble Tlemenis: "The important consideraiion is that ull of the

scenery within the unit be of tha same nature.”
Deficiency: "The size of the unitis of very litile consequence.”
Scale: Scaleshouldbz determined by the informaiion to be mapped and
facility io be locatad within the sfudy area. 1:250, CCG0 or 1 :62,5C0
does not necessarily allow for locating various elements within any one
unif, Physicalelemenis of the landscape should be niepped, by yp2 and
location, regardless of physiographic unit, landform, and designer’s
subjective evaluation of "samerature”.

.23 Describing Landscapa Character

Applicable Elemenis: Photo records should bz maintainad of scenary

units for use during Preference Testing.
Deficiency: laventory forms describing overall landscape composition
of landscape units ot o large scale will serve no purpose in locating
or designing for a specific OCS use. MNarratives can be developad,
however, related to Visual Absorption Capability of eacnh element or
combination of elemsanis for esiablishing mirigating measures and/or
developed locational criteria.

.24 Identifying und Describing Cultural Moditications

Applicable Element:: "The Jocation of all cultural modifications will

be portrayed on the culiure! modifications overlay. "




Deficiency: Culiural modificaiions, . « re fo be. . .evaluated for their

visual significance on scenic quality. “ Determination of "visual signifi-

cance” and "scenic quality” should not be made "y BLM. Thase aspeacis

are subject fo personal interpretation by use

24AA Visudl Indrusions

243

Applicable Flements: "A phoi:/slide record is

. . . . -
Deficioncy: "Significar : dzpreciative effect” on scenic quali

shauld L2 based on user's persenal intarpretation,

Visval Inprovem it

Anplicable E‘ﬂ nents; "jdentify on the cultural modificatic

n cverlay

those culiural modificaiions, such as old mine shafls, akandonad
dos, archasological sites, and othar such remauins, as well

as existing sites and communitias,”

Deficiency: Reyuiremant to daterrine visual <

modifications on part ¢f designar rather thon user,

L24C Determining Visual Sigaificance of Cultural Modifications

1. Proceduies

Asplicabla Elemenis: Nora

11,4

D.iciency: No dulermingtion of "visual signi

o)

" has been maoda by users within study

cwlisral iondifcations
ared,
2. Ru?fhg

/.\ )")]HJT >l Flaments: Noane

10



Deficiencv: All ratings require value judusments by other
than user,

.25 Scenic Quality Evaluations

.25A Applicable Elemanis: "Evaluote allarecs which contain intersp ssed

publiclands within the District boundary and/or public lands that
overl ie Federal mineral es tates, not jusi those mancged by BLM. "
Deficizncy: Use of aninterdisciplinary feam, although providing
potential for input from o variety of backgrounds, will noi provide
local interpretation of visua quality based on ethnic background,

economic impact, or political orientations.

r
U1
o]

Applicable Elemenis: None
Deficiency: Ratings for Scenic Quality are based on p:e-determined

value judgaments; weights, i-f used, should be positive i negative.

.25C Applicable Elements: “The people doing the rating must be fumiliar

wiinthe scenery in ihe District.”

Deficiency: "Size of an area to be evaluated is not critical . v

Size of anarea evaluated shouldrelate to proposed activity,
Evaluationof visual qualify should be made by users,

. 25D Applicable Elemanis: Key Faciors of LandForm, Vegetatio:n, V¥

Color, Influence of Adjacent Scenery, Scarcity, and Cultural
Modifications ail relate 1o overall quality of a porticuler scene,

eficiency: Avplication of Key Factors, wiih weighted categoriss,

reflecis subjectivity on part of designer, olner than useis, and is

11



.26

27

not considerad appropriate for Alaska's OCS pioposed activities;
Application of Key Factors to overal | arecr, as oppossd to sivigle

visual feature, doesnoi allow for site specific evaluation.

.25E Applicabiz Elemants: Nene

Deficiency: Scenic Quality is determined ?ﬁy VM Tecm, not

3 s
Iy

user; value judgements reguired to determine “significant visuc!

Use of the Scenic Quality Rating

pplicable Flemenis: Al

Deficiency: None

Idaniitication of Arecs of Critical Environmental Concein for

Scenic Values (ACEC)

.27A Applicable Elemenis: Use of ACEC's in overall evaluation of

scenic yuality provides more complzte raviaw and places cpecial
emphasis on areus which might otherwise not be considerad,
Deficiency: Se laction of ACEC requires valus judgsments of
other thon area users.

273 Applicable Elements: Nane
Deficiency: Subjective rofings by VRM Teums Tor High Scenfc
Quality and Scarcity do not necessarily refiect aerual user at

towaid scenic qualify.



.3 Evaluation for the Ploaing Area Analysis

. 31 Determinatior: of Visual Sensitivity Levels
.31 A Visual Sensitivity Eval vation
1. Delineating Sensitivity Areas
cl. Use Volumes - Evaluation and Mapping of Criteria

Applicable Eiemenis: All

Deficiency: Criteria for Higlh, Modercte, and Low
Sensitivity isbased on figures which might not be
appropriata for Alaskan demographics.

b. Identify and Map Key Observation Point(s) for
Use Volumas

Applicable Elements: Preparation of Seen Areas and

Seldom Seen Areas Map:v:ill aid locational criteria of
proposed OCS activitics. Use of computer for delireation
of Seen Arews IS encouraged if dafa is available.
Deficiency: KOFSshould be initially determined from
al use areas, regardless of use volumes; genezrai physical
access toarzasmight not reflect uwser sensitively. Elim-
ination of KOPS can bz done at a later fime if necessary,
Considerctionshouldelsobz givenio indicate seen arecs
fareach user typ=. Similar areas will indicate higher
priority areas. Seen areu determinations are difficult

to do manually. Difficulty also exisis with Viewi t.

C. Identification of Sensitivily Leval Rating Boundaiies

13



Applicable Efem=ni-: Sensitivity boundaries and ratings
will aid in setfing priorities for development of pronosed
activities.

E_ejjfi_e_rlgx: Additional data might be required *o

determins a more detailed indication of uszi sensitiviry,

depending on scenic qualily creas determined previously.

Sensitivily Level Rating Bounderies should not coirzide
with scenic quality boundaries since ona does not nec~
essarily follow the other.
Defermine the Level of Survay for User Attitudes Toward
Change

Applicable Elements: BLM Maunuals 1601 and 1¢07 provide

an in-depth analysis of public neads and purticipation relcts:!]
to the high degree of public involvament which must cccur
for a completely successful planning framewor!<.BLMrecog-
nizes i-his nead for public involvement ant! that Vthe field
manager must determine v 'ch mzthod (of assessing at
and opinions) is kest for o purticular situation, rath:r than
atrempt to uniforinly apply . few te biniques on a Bureauwide
basis. *

Deficiency: Application of the abovz approach carliar in the
VRM System, both from the standiaint of overal! public partici

pation, and fo reduce subjctivity of VPM Toom regaeding

14



quality of visual resources and potentialcontrast, should be
considered. User attitudes have not been app. "ad to scenic
quality deisimination phases,

Analysis of User Attitudes Toward Changa

a* Applicable Elemeants: Presentationof anticipaied chang =5

to user groups relates direcily to Alaska OCS concerns.
Typas of activities should be related to oil and gos
development, and may vary by location along Alaskan
coasts.

Deficiency: Presentationsshould provide users with
existing environmentre ference for comparison. Several
me thods of slide simulation can bz investigated, with
use depending onavailability of technical expariise,
equipment, and associatesd costs,

b.  Applicable Elemente: Rating of aftifudes regarding

change in envivonment will Tead to final szositivity
ratings.

Deficiency: Rotingciiteriamight be broadened from

High, Medi », andlow o provide more flexibility
for evaluation vy both ends of the scale.

c.  Applicable Elemants: Al

Deficiency: Summaries should reflect reasoning beliind

attitudes for develeping mitigating measures.

15



4. Prepare and Map User Reaction

Applicable _Elements: All

Deficienc_y_: None

5. Determining and Mapping Final Visu~l Sensitivity Levels

eficiency: Combination of use volumes and user attitudes

e appiropriaie method for deteimining overal

=
O
=
J—

sensiiivity levels. Additional consideration should ba
ivan o fype of facility proposed for specific area,

Delineation of Distance Zones

W
N

.

Applicable Elemenis: Prepuration of Disiance Zone Map

Deficiency: Disiance Zones should be determined initially from KOPS

in all sensitivity leval aieos; criteria for distance zones should L-
modified to show foreground as a seperate consideration from middieground;
distances aftributed for each categery might bz re~evaluated based on
user altifudas and related fo specific arsa undo: study,

Labeling Arec: and Assigning VRM Classes

Annlicable Flements: All

it

Deficiency: Class desigaations might generalize doscrintions of nermitred uses;

<o

site specific impects will change within laig» uniis. Permittad uses in eqch

. v
- " -

area should relate move dirccily to user prefarences and ability fo mitiga

adverse visual impact.

16



5 Outlying Visual Managemant Uhnits

Applicable Elemenis: Al

Deficiency: None
.6 Material Siorage

Appi?_c.a;l'ole Elements: All

Deficiency: None

.7 Visual Resource Management Classes

Applicable Elements: Ali

Deficiency: The existing BLM 8411 gives equal weightsfor Scenic Quality,
Sensitivity Levals and Distance Zones. Consideration should ba given to
determining weighis specifically addressing environmental, socio~cconomic

ue condi H ons witlin the study area,

The BLi Visual Res-ree Management System, of which Manual 8411 is a part, addresses
evaluation of potentizt development in Manual 8420, The basis for evaluation is the
concent thot the degree of conirast of the propassd activity, as relaied to Form, Line,
Color, and Texiure, will indicats visual acceplobility by the user.  Although ihis
concept might serve as an adequate guide for a "broad-krush" evaluation, Alaska

's unique environmental und social conditions,

OCS cctivities, along with the state
F §

require o mora specific indication of accepiability. Proposed impacts should be an

extension of user sensitivity, wiih Form, Line, Color, and Texture serving us excellent

tools for mitigution of these impacis. Mitigating measures should ba based directly

on impacis, on a project by project basis.

17






PROPOSED VISUAL RESCURCE MAMAGEMENT MEZTHOLOLOGY

Methodnloy O: ganization

The mothodology develop:d as part of this study is presentad in the i.:1 ot Iag section,

and generally iollows tha steps and procedurss outlined in BLM Maimia 8440 - Enviren.-

ment] Assessoonat for Visual Resnurcas,  Although the pro ssed sysiom incorporaies the

basic principals and elements of the BLAA Manual 8411, emphasis is placed on User

Preferences as a means to deiermine visval quality, visual sensit)

vity, and overoll

iy

visual impact of the proposed oil end gas facilitizs. However, because of BLM's

-
-

v, legally and cthically, to evaluate visual resources with respect to na-
he sy:tem encourages the continued participation of BLM representatives,

and enviromnantal design consultants.  This "professional f/us=i"

influenca the definition

e both "local™ and "national” concaras to
of visual quality, and datermin: the potential visual impast as a vesult of futere oil
and cas dovelopment cn the coastlines of Alaska. The neads of tha Alaska OCS

ihz propoand Visual Rescurces Monogement System will not only

ntory and analyses of visual resources, but alio the necessary visual

T
<
2
<
ol
“\
o
Y
5
o
=
<
@

vion of off-shore lewse sales parcels, the deteimbuution of fevel of

on macsures for minielsing wotential
1 » -
INeEnnTE acHiviiiics,

visua! imoact of the provosed off~shora fucilities aund velatec

Husiration 1 diagrams the proposed VRM Mathzdslogy deseribad in s ropori;

tllustratizn: deseribing tha VR procadures are fnzludad throughout Part 1,
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Project Overview

The first phase of the Visual Resource Management Sysium proposed for use in the Alask
Quter Continental Shelf regions is an overview of the entire project under cor idziiion.
Maetings are held among the representatives of the BLM, its consuliants, and repre~

senjelives of the vaiisus jurisdictional agencies in order to extablish th- coordingion

of the project. The assumptions under which the project is undertaken are identifiad

and the proposed actions, including alternatives, are provided by the BLM. The pro-

ject is discussed in sufficient detail to allow the identification of issuzs required for
-

the visua' enalysis of the propored action.  The following categories of information

1
coniribute to the description of the proposed uction; its visual influence on the exisi-
ing environment: the development of Form, Line, Color, and Texture related to mitigation
measures; and the idenrification of alieraatives. If sufficiont detailed information
connot bz obluined, assuinpiions must be made and cleaily documentad.
o General Descriptions
- Type of project
- Project location
- Proposed methods of eperation from preplanning and dasign through
project completion
~ Project size and areq
- Time period of operation, including sp:ecif?c phasing of individual
operations

- Specific commiited project operational procedures

~ Projected ultimute land use ond adjacent lund use
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e Specific Descriplions
- Change in Water Ared
1. Exact location of change, activity or underiaking
2. Anticipated changs in water form from drill pad formation
(vertical, horizonial and slope)
3. Anticipatad color of drill pad
4. Anticipated chenge in intund water area and/or color
5. Timing and duration of changs in water area
6. Methods of operation, length of ecach phase
7. Anticipated ultimate use and final water form and orea
- Chonges in Landform
1. Exwct lecation of chunge, activily or vadertaking
2. Depth of excavaiion and/or fill (horizente!, vertical and slopz)
3. Quentity and location of earth to be movad (including sequince
of operation)
4. Cnlor of changas o landform on cousiline
5. Color of various soil horizons associoted with major excavations
on fills
6. Timing and duration of wxcavation or {iil cparations
7. Methods of operciion, length of each phuse
8. Method of reshaping after use, including Fiaal fandiorm grade
slopes and dir Tnage

9, Auticipited uliimale vze and final landform
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- Change in Vegetation
1. Exact locution andiethod of vegetation clearingand/or
modification
2. Size of area under chaiige
3. Type, location, method, quantity and timing of repla nting and/
or reseeding
- Change in Structures
1. Exactlocations of struciuresfobe constructed and/or within
the Project Study Area
2. Design of structures
u. size
b. exterior Form, Line, Color, and Texture of proposedsiruciures
3. Expected life of siructures
4. Operations and maintencnce sched ules and methods
It is anin zoriant responsibility to researth construction and Ma intonance requirements
in tha project region in order to establish reasonable and retiabie visualmitigation
measures and/or design aliematives.
As part of the project descripiion phase, a determination and listing of critical environ-
mental and social issues is m:de. This would include specific cultural, sociseconomic,
political and other issues which might influence the ultimate outcome of the project.

In addition, at least one orientation trip to the Project Study Area is required,

23



Project Study Arca/Map Scale Determinaiions

14 3

The Project Study Are~ is the geograghical area to bz considered in the visual studies.

..‘.

I7 1s defined as an area encompassing all of the proposad actions and all geographic
zones which con, at this siuge, be ideniified us exerting or receiving visual influenca,
In defzrmining the Project Study Arza, encempass all proposed actions, influenced
areas and po'i*enﬂcl observation poinis. For purp .25 of illustration, a Project Study
Aren was selected in the Kenal Peninsule, south of Anchorage, Alaska; some modifica -

tions of fandform and fand use have been mads for graphic display purposes,

In defining the map scale for the specific Proiect Study Arca, use the rule of "the

-t

leust cormmon denominator”; that is, deteimine the inop scale for which information is

ovailable and which will allow the dzlineution of the simallest geographic zone of
7 Syfer Q La ey 1 E: o ! { orse LI ., d'ﬂr e »-1 5 ir .
importence to tne protect, Dxiremely diverse ana fineiry dissecied suriace patieri
areas will require smaller scales than areas cantaining a relatively homogenous

Pt b totc . 2.y 2l - |' . . FN { r S .t }
surface pattarn,  {F is imporiont o ¢ .sluate the preliminary mup scale for its praciica
fermation handling for overlaying, map delinzation, labeling, map
e ~ L~ I | HE SR (-{ lq q‘ o d ~ y 1
size, etc. In general, it is less expensive and less veliak!s for decision~making 1o
use alarger map scale (1 :250,00Cor larger), and more exnensive and more reliable

fa thorough pre-

o

touse a smaller map scale {1 :63,500 or smaller), thus ths bens

analyzis based upon practical efficiency and fhe "least common denominaios” rule,
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Base Map Preparation

Base maps are developed to serve as the ,common denominator of al | space-related
project information. Two base maps are required for the analysis and display of visua
information.

« Regions |Study Area Map - displays, ai a very large scale, the Project
Study Area in relation i-o po | itical boundaries, transportation routes, major
cultural and/or physics! features, and the physiographic province(s), (see
[llustrations 2 and 10).

» Project Base Map - serves as the base for information, collection, analysis
and display. It is desirable for the map to display highlighted transportation
routes, population centers, unique physical features,and the Project Study
Area - that area most directly impacted by the proposed actions (see Il lustra-
tion 3).

A thorough review of thelatest BLM requirements for map preparation, titles, legends,
etc. is undertaken before map format designation. It is recommended that a pin-
registered mylar overlay system be used for allproject mapping. A systemof opaque

“separates” may be used for either gray tone or color reproduction,

Visua Surface Pattern Definition

EXISTING ViSUAL FEATURES
The identification and listing of each existing visual surface pattern feature normally
seen from the ground or air is made. This identification and listing should include

different locations of the same visual feature when visual quality, user sensitivity,
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visual impact, and visual acceptability of proposed actions might vary depending on
the ared’s adjacent and/or background Ferm, Line, Color, or Textural characteristics.
Typical examples of visual features include ocean, coast line, estuary, tidal flat,
cli ff, lake, pond, in | e, river, stream, trees (by type, if appropria.te), meadow,
tundra, industrial area, institutional area, commercial area, residential! area, historic
structure, roads, topography, efc. Visua features, which will vary by geographical
area, are identified during visits to the Project Study Area, from USGS maps, land
use maps, aerial phofographs, and other availabl e information sources. The | evel of
detail to which the surface pattern is defined depends upon the map scale, surface
pattern diversity, relative scale of the proposed actions, etc. A written description
of each visua | surface pattern feature identified is made in terms of its relative dom-
inance and uniqueness, as well as its general Form, Line, Color, and Textural

characteristics (see [llusiration 4).

Delineate and label on an overlay io the Project Base Mc;p each of the identified
existing visual features or combination of features (see lllustration 5). Visual features
are displayed as points, lines and/or areas. Representative sl ide photographs, faken
from a variety of appropriate ground and/or air locations, are produced for each
different iype and location of visual feature identified, | isted, and mapped. Sl ides
wil | be used later for simulation of proposed actions, preference testing, development

of mitigation measures, and design of alternative actions.



PROPOSED VISUAL FEATURES
The identification and | isting of all proposed actions (visual features) which would

normally be seen from the ground or air is made (see Illustration 6). Typical examples

of proposed visual features include dril | structures, storage flats, wel | head structures, *
crew housing, service facilities, drill pads, pipelines, sand and gra\’/el borrow areas,
pipe coating yards, barge terminals, storage tanks, haul roads, and other facilities
related to theoil and gas development operations. Delineate and label on an overlay
to the Project Base Map each of the identified proposed actions (visual features) (see
Hlustration 7). Proposed visua | features are displayed as points, | ines and/or aress.
Representative sl ide phonographs, taken from a variety of appropriate ground and/or

air locations, are produced for each different type of proposed visual feature identified,
listed, and mapped. Different viewpoints and view angles should be used, as necessary,
to adequately describe the proposed activity. Preferably, slide photographs should

be taken of simi lar proposed features aready constructed elsewhere. If examples of
similar proposed features are not available, a competent delineator should develop

line drawings of the proposed features as if seen from a variety of ground and/or

air locations.

Identify and list al existing visual features where proposed visual features are pro-
grammed. For each such condition describe the Foreground, Adjacent Areas Right
and Left, and Background characteristics in terms of Form, Line, Color, and Texture

(see Illustration 8).

29



Written Description (General)

Existing Visual Features Form Line " Color Texture Preference Score

1 Cook Inlet

Kenai

Kenai Suburb

Soldotna

- Kenai River

Open Swamp

7 Single Family
Residential

Isolated Swamp

9
g industrial

10
Agriculture” (Dry)

Etc.

. | EXISTING VISUAL FEATURES/
DESCRIPTIONS

A



t ; i
| l |
| ! /\
| i !
)0 ’
I/ National \
Vr MoosaRan
— ] /
M\ ‘
i S=S—
7

/.

r
1. Cook Inlet 8. Isolated Swamp
2. Kenal 9. Industria | EXISTING VISUAL
3. Kenai Suburb 10. Agriculture (Dry) FEATURES
4. Soldotna 11. Undeveloped Land Mi. 1 2
5. Kenai River 12. Highway T
6. Open Swamp  13. Beach Road Km.1 23
7. Single Family 14. Highway
Residential 15. Agriculture (lrrigated)
Harman, O'Donnell & Henninger Associates, inc.

31

Planning Consuitants Denver, Colorado




(4

Proposed Visual Feature

Written Description (General) Preference Score

Barge Terminal

Employee Housing

Pipe Storage

Lease Areas/Drill Pad

5 Lease Areas/Drill Pad
6
Lease Areas/Drill Pad
7 )
Lease Areas/Drill Pad
8 )
Lease Areas/Drill pad
9
10
Etc.

PROPOSED VISUAL FEATURES/
DESCRIPTIONS

[ AS



i

t

A

1
2

3.
4,
5.
6.

7
8

. Barge Terminal
. Employee Housing
Pipe Storage

Lease Areas/Drill Pad
Lease Areas/Drill Pad
Lease Areas/Drill Pad
9 Lease Areas/Dri | | Pad
. Lease Areas/Dri 11 Pad
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Existing Visual Feature

Proposed Visual Feature

Foreground

Form
Line
color

Texture

Adjacent Area, Right

Form
Line
Color
Texture

Adjacent Area, Left
Form

Line
Color

Texture

Background
Form

Line
Color

Texture “

Preference Scores

EXISTING/PROPOSED VISUAL FEATURE
ADJACENT AREA DESCRIPTION
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SPECIAL USE AREAS

The identification and | isting of each Special Use Area in the Project Study Area is
made by members of the VRM Team assembled for the project. Typica examples

include Parks, Wildlife Ranges Wild and Scenic Rivers, Scenic Observation Points,
Wilderness Areas, State or National Recreation Areas, Archaeological or Historical
Sites and other areas considered significant. Delineate and label on an overlay to the
Project Base Map each of the identified Special Use Areas (see Hlusiration 9). Specia
Use Areas are shown as points, lines, or areas. § ide photographs, taken from a variety
of appropriate ground and/or air locations, are produced for each area identified, | isted
and mapped. Different viewpoints and view angles should be used as nécessary to ade-

quatel y describe the Special Use Area. Areas of Critica Environmental Concern (ACEC)

are aresult of overal Preference Testing.

PHYSIOGRAPHIC PROVINCES

The identification, 1 isting, and photographic documentation of representative visua
surface pattern features (including unique features) and Specia Use Areas within the
Physiographic Province(s) encompassing the Proj ect Study Area is made. Representative
photographs of the physiographic province(s) are used during Preference Testing for
comparison of visua qua lity within the Project Study Area to that of the larger region

(see lllustration 1 O).
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1. Arctic Coastal Plain 9. Alaska-A lutian
2. ArCt.iC Fooi‘hil!s 10. Coastal Trough . PHYS|OGRAPHIC
3. Arctic Mountains 11. Pacific Border Ranges PROVINCES

4. Northern Plateaus 12. Coast Mountains
5. Western A laska

6. Seward Peninsula

7. Bering Shelf

8. Ahklun Mountains




Use Volumes

s

The identification and listing of transportation and use areas, along with corresponding
use volumes, is made. Use volume for transportation routes is measured in “Average
Daily Traffic” (ADT); use volume for use areas is measured in "Visitor Days’. Delineate
and label on an overlay to the Project Base Map the actual ‘numbers associated with
human use for each appropriate transportation route and/or use area (see Illustration 11).
Should overlaps occur, label the route or area which demonstrates the greatest use
volume. Use volume information has a role in Area Sensitivity Analyses and the deter-

mination of Key Observation Points, discussed later in the report.

With consideration given to the resident and visitor population in the region, develop
a Use Volume Matrix for the designated transportation routes and use areas applicable
tothe Project Study Area. Delineate and label on an overlay to the ProjectBase

Map the appropriate levels of High, Moderate, and Low use (see [llustration 12).

Visual Preference Evaluations

User and professional preference evauations are a major factor in the determination
of Existing Visua Qualify, User Sensitivity, Area Sensitivity, Proposed Visua Quality
(from proposed actions), and the identification of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives

to the Proposed Actions for the Project. Preference judgements are made by public

participants, representatives of the BLM, and its design consultants. The selection

of public participants is based upon a statistical | y valid representation of local resi -

dents, area users (including consumptive and non-consumptive users), and local
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agencies. Preference judgements made by representatives of the BLM and its con-~
sultants reflect, in visua terms, the relationship of the Project Study Area to the
Physiographic Province in which it exists. The procedure used for Preference Testing
is as follows:

o Arrange four slide projectors to project horizonta | y across a white wal | or
screen. The projector on the far left is used exclusively to display al the
existing visual surface pattern features. The remaining projectors to the
right are used to test proposed actions simulated within the existing scene,
or different views of the existing visual feature if no changes are proposed
within that particular feature. (The most obvious view angles should be
tested, ) Various mitigation measures and/or design alternatives are also
simulated from the three right hand projectors. Mitigation Measure and
design alternative tests should include a variety of distance, Form, Line,

Color, and Texture related simulation.

« A series of introductory s | ides demonstrating representative visual features
found within the Physiographic Province(s) and an appropriate sampling of
proposed actions anticipated for the Project Study Area are shown to acclimate
the viewers to the Preference Testing procedure. An explanation of the project
objectives, procedures, instructions and uses of the results accompanies the
orientation sl ides. The sl ides representing the Physiographic Province(s)
allow judgements reflecting preference comparisons to the Project Study

Area.
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Kenai/Suburb 3,000/1 ,500 Visitor Days USE VOLUMES /TYPES
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H M L

Urban 6,000 4,000 2,000
Recreation 500 300 100
Historic Use 150 100 50

Highways 5,000 3,000 1,000

Note:
Categories based on actua |
use volumes found in study area.
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e Distribute theUser Sensitivity Location Map (Project Base Map, reduced
to 8-1/2 x 11“) to participants with an explanation of the map’s contents
and use. Each participant is instructed to locate on the map the areas in
which he or she lives, travels, works, and/or visits within the Project Study
Area. The participants are then instructed to rank in terms ‘of High, Meder-
ate, or Low each area as to its importance as an observation point. This is used
as a cross—=check during Sensitivity Testing Analysis, and to determine potentia
Key Observation Points (KOPS). Representatives of the BLM and its design
consultants are instructed to delineate visual | y important transportation routes
and Special Use Areas on the User Sensitivity Location Map. This information
is added fo the areas of High sensitivity during the User Sensitivity Analysis.
After completion of the maps, the group returns them to the instructor (see
Hlustration 13).

e Distribute and explain the Preference Testing Forms to the participants (see
11 lustration 14). Instruct the group to rate each scene ( ajudgement of the
entire scene) by assigning a value to each box based upon the level in which
the scene is "l iked” or “disiked” as defined on the bottom of the Preference

Testing Form. Vaues greater than +2 or less than -2 can be assigned if it

is felt that circumstances warrant an extreme response.

e Using the far |eft projector, show the group a slide of each of the visual
features indicated on the Existing Visua Surface Patterns Overlay (see

[llustration 5). Specific features may be shown from different distances
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and locations depending upon the more obvious locations of observers in the

Project Study Area. Evaluate the entire existing environment before showing

any proposed actions. (This is the fina Preference Test for Visua Vulnerability/

Lease Permit Analyses if visual details regarding proposed actions are not avail-~

able at this stage. )

. Using the remaining three dlide projectors, show the group a side of each
of the proposed actions simulated within each of the appropriate existing
surface pattern features. Several methods of dlide simulations have been
studied and utilized by the design professions. The method developed and
recommended by this contractor which most realistically simulates the
proposed actions is described in Appendix 2. Multiple sl ide sets should
alow participants to compare and judge the influence of various distances,
Form, Line, Color, Texture and appropriate design a | tematives in connection
wi th the proposed actions. It may be beneficia | to show proposed actions at
least twice, in varying sequences, in order {o enhance the preference results,

« After a thorough display of the Existing Visua Surface Patterns, and simula-

tions of Proposed Actions within those features, instruct the group to return

the Preference Forms. Again, explain the project objectives, and uses

(value) of the Preference Testing results.
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Slide

Set No.

Projector

A B c D
+] 0 0 0
+3 -2 -2 -2
0 + +2 #
0 0 0 0
0 + + +
-2 2 3 N
¥ -2 2 -2
0 * 0 +

Rating Criteria

I Like It Very Much ++ +2
i Like it + +1
| Neither Like It Nor Didike It / 0
| Didike it -?
| Didike It Very Much - -2
Note:

Add Slide Sets as required to illusirate
all Existing Visual Features and/or
different views of each feature.

PREFERENCE TESTING FORM
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User Sensitivity

Having collected the Preference Testing Forms, evaluate the fest scores and separate
the responses of individual participants into categories of High, Moderate, and Low
Sensitivity, based upon each persons demonstrated reation to visua change, eqg.,
reaction to proposed actions simulated in existing scenes versus existing scenes without
proposed actions, Using information from the Sensitivity Location Overlay (see Hlustratic
13), delineate and label on an overlay to the Project Base Map the areas in which the
High Sensitivity users live, travel, work, and/or visit within the Project Study Area
Add to these areas, Specia Use Areas which may have been omitted by the High
Sensitivity users. Except in those areas already designated as a High Sensitivity Area,
add the Moderate Sensitivity Areas, determined from the locational information provided
by the Moderate Sensitivity participants; a | other areas within the Pro ject Study Area,
except for Special Use Areas not aready designated, are mapped as Low Sensitivity
Areas. All Special Use Areas are designated as High Sensitivity Areas (see Ill ustration

i5).

Key Observation Points

The determination of Key Observation Points (KOPS) is made from an evauation of

Use Volume and User Sensitivity. The following matrix defines Key Observation

Points in a yes-no format:
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KEY OBSERVATION POINT MATRIX

User
Sensitivity Use Volume

High Moderate Low
High yes yes yes
Moderate yes yes yes
Low yes no no

Delineate and label on an overlay to the Project Base Map the KOPS identified by

overlaying the Use Volume and User Sensitivity Overlays (see llustration16).

Seen Areas

Delineate and label on an overlay to the Project Base Map all “Seen Areas’ from

the Key Observation Points, considering proposed actions. Visibility (or invisibility)

is dependent upon the terrain, atmospheric conditions, and in some cases, visual-
surface pattern. The maximum distance at which proposed actions are visible is based
upon an evaluation of each of the proposed actions in relation to the specific Project

Study Area. Separate overlays of “Seen Areas’ from each KOPS should be saved for

use in later Area Sensitivity Analysis (see lllustration 17).

Distance Zones

Visual distance is a critical factor in the evaluation of visual resources and development.
In general, highly preferred visual features become somewhat less preferred (and less
preferred somewhat more preferred) as distance increases. That is, a | | visua | features

tend toward neutral ity with distance and its accompanying filtering characteristics.
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Three visua distances are determined for the Project Study Area. These include

(1) Foreground,” or the area displaying the greatest resolution and visual detail as

seen from an observation point; (2) Middleground, or the area in which visua features
are clearly visible but lacking in fine-grained detail; and (3) Background, or areas

in which visual features are discernible only as general visua forms.

As in the determination of “Seen Areas’, the definition of Distance Zones is dependent
upon the terrain, atmospheric conditions and, in some cases, the visual surface pattern
in the Project Study Area. Distance Zone definitions are based upon an evaluation

of each of the proposed actions in relation to the visibility conditions inherent in the
Project Study Area. As a genera guiding rule, Foreground visua distance is in the
range of zero to one mile; Middleground visual distance is one to five miles; and
Background visual distance is five to twenty miles or more. A fourth visua | category,
Seldom Seen, is identified, regardiess of distance, as invisible or partially invisible
from Key Observation Points. Delineate and label on an overlay to the Project

Base Map a | areas identified as Foreground, Middleground, Background and Seldom

Seen, as determined from Key Observation Points. Should zones from more than one
KOPS overlap, delineate the zone with the nearest and/or “Seen” classification

(see Illustration 18).

Existing Visua Quality

The determination of Existing Visual Quality is made from the application of Preference
Testing results to the Visual Surface Pattern Features. Sum the scores for each of the

different existing visual features, and divide the sum by the number of evaluators.

48



Itis important to keep seaprate the public participants evaluations from those pro~
duced by representatives of the BLM and its design consultants. The written document-
ation of “local/regional” plus “nai-ions |” standards for visual quality is a requirement.
Should results of the Preference Testing of both user and professional groups be similar,
mesh the two together; should results be significant y different, use the group results
which will ultimately more greatly protect or enhance the visual resources of the

Project Study Area

Develop a List of Preference Scores for each Existing Visual Surface Pattern Feature
and record (see Illustration 4). Using the accompanying Visual Qual ity Ranges,
determine the Existing Visua Quality Category for each designated Visual Feature

(see Hlustration 1 9).

Preference Scores Visual Quality Category
Category A Considered As
1.5 to 2.0 Areas of Critical Environmental Con tern (ACEC)
.75 to 2.0 Category A
- 74 t0 .74 Category B
- .75 to -2.0 Category C

Category C Considered As
-1.5t0 -2.0 Areas Requiring Rehabilitation

Aggregating homogeneous areas, delineate and label on an overlay to the Project Base
Map and the Existing Visual Surface Pattern Overlay, the relative level of Existing

Visual Quality determined by the Preference Testing procedure (see lllustration 20).
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M-M oderate
L-Low
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SS-Seldom Seen Areas

Note:

Maintain separate overlays

for seen area from each KOPS

for use in area sensitivity analysis.
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Foregfound (FG) - O-1 Mile
Middleground (MG) 1-5 Miles
Background (BG) 5-20 Miles

Seldom Seen Areas (SS)
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Number of Evaluators 35

Score
Existing Visual Feature +2 | +1 0 -1 ] -2 A;zge:-ge Categoi
1. Cook Inlet 41 16 ] 15 69 B
2. Kenai 9 22 0 1*14 A
3. Kenai Suburb 15| ol 10 14 B
4. Soldoma 5 20 10 A4 B
5. Kenai River 5 17 13 7 A
6. Open Swamp 26 8 1 .46 B
{. Single Family Residential 25 4 6 1.54 A
8. belated Swamp 5 30 14 B
9. industrial 17 18 .54 B
10. Agriculture (Dry) 11 24 1.31 A
11. Undeveloped Land 5 30 14 B
12. Highway 15 10 10 *43 B
13. Beach Road 25 10 1.7 ACEC
14. Highway 20 15 57 B
15. Agricultural (Irrigated) 24 11 B 1.7 ACEC
PREFERENCE SCCRE

EXISTING VISUAL FEATUR
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EXISTING VISUAL

QUALITY
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Area Sensitivity

The determination of Area Sensitivity is made from the evaluation and overlay of
UserSensitivity ,Use Volume and Seen Areas. The accompanying Area Sensitivity
Mairix defines the relative level of Area Sensitivity. The Seen Areas Overlays
determined previously from each Key Observation Point serveas the-indicator of

Area Sensitivity Map boundaries. Delineate and label on anoverlay to the Project
Base Map the results of the above composite evaluation. Should overlaps occur, use
the area boundary demonstrating a higher level of Area Sensitivity. Areas invisible

from Key Observation Points are included in the Low Area Sensitivity category (see

illustration 21).
User
Sensitivity Use Volume
High Moderate Low
High High High Mod
Moderafe Mod Mod Mod
Low Mod Low Low

Visua | Vulnerability/Lease Permit And ysis

The procedure used in the determination of the acceptability of the visual environment
for energy related leasing involves the use of (?) Existing Visual Quality, (2) Seen
Areas, (3) Distance Zones, (4) Area Sensitivity, and (5) Specia Use Areas (including
Areas of Critical Environments | Concern for visua values LACEC] ). For determination
of environmental impact of existing facilities, evaluator should continue process des-

cribed on Page 61, Visual Impact. Typica 1y, only genera information regarding the

visual characteristics of the proposed action is available at this stage of the process.
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Therefore, the analyses are based predominantly upon the ability of the visual environ-
ment fo withstand that “type” of development, rather than being based upon detailed
specifications and construction characteristics. “Typical” characteristics are used in
the Project Overview and Preference Testing phases. The matrices shown below

are used to define the level of acceptability of leasing in the Proiec’.rStudy Area.

Maps are overlayed as required by the matrices. Del ineate and label on an overlay
to the Preject Buse Map the relative levels and corresponding zones as defined in

the analyses (see Illustration 22).

Visual Vulnerability Matrices

Distance Zones

FG MG BG 'SS

H | ] | |

Area Sensitivity M 1 Hi
L I I I i

For Existing Visua | Quality
Category “A” Areas:

FG MG BG SS

For Existing Visua Quality H N i Hi

Category “B” Areas: Area Sensitivity M 11 1 I 1l

L It Hr il

FG MG BG S5

For Existing Visua Qualii-y
Category “C’ Areas:

H ‘ n o u
Area Sensitivity M !Hl Il
Lo .

o/



Category 1 -

Category 1l -

Category |11 -

Category 1V -

Special Use Area

Y es No

| i |

Visual Vulnerability Category | i
(Determined from above I

analysis) Iy H i

|v Al v

Visual Vulnerability Category Definitions

Unsuitable for the proposed actions; very high visua quality, in com-
bination with high visibility by sensitive users of the visua resources,

make lands within this zone extremely vulnerable to visual degradation.

Suitable for the proposed actions only if substantial Form, Line,

Co lor, and Textural mitigating measures are implemented. Proof

of adequate mitigating measures, prepared by professionals trained
in the environmental design arts, must be demonstrated and committed
before leasing is authorized.

Suitable for the proposed actions if Form, Line, Color, and Texture
related mitigation measures are implemented. Mitigating measures,
prepared by professionals trained in the environmental design arts,
are required to reduce Form, Line, Color, and Texture related
anomalies.

Areas most suitable for the proposed actions. Facilities developed
in these areas wi | | cause the | east degradation of the visua | resource;
designation of color related mitigating measurés, however, is
required.
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Visual Impact

For Environmental Impact Statements, the procedure used in the determination of Visual
Impact involves the analysis and overlay of (1) Existing Visual Quality, (2) Seen Areas,
(3) Distance Zones, (4) Area Sensitivity, (5) Special Use Areas (including Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern for visual values), and (6) Change in Visua Qual ity,
developed as a result of the following steps: ‘

Sum the Preference Scores for each proposed action (as proposed, without new mitigation

measures), and divide the sum by the number of evaluators. It is important to keep

separate the public participant’s scores from those produced by representatives of the
BLM and its design consultants. The written doéumenfoﬁon of “local/regiona” plus
“national” standards for visual impact is a requirement. Should the resulis of the
Preference Tests of both user and professional groups be similar, mesh the two together;
should results be significantly different, use for the impact analyses the group’s scores
which will ultimately more greatly protect or enhance the visual resources of the
Project Study Area. Using the Proposed Visual Features Overlay (see lllustration 7),
develop a List of Preference Scores for each Proposed Action and record (see Il | ustra-
tion 6). Using the Visual Qua lity Ranges established on Page 49, determine the Proposed
Visual Quality Category for each of the proposed actions (see Illustration 23). Aggre-
gating homogeneous areas, delineate and label on an overlay to the Project Base Map
and Existing Visua Quality Overlay, the relative level of Proposed Visual Quality
determined by the Preference Testing procedure (see lllustration 24), Using the Change
in Visua Quality Matrix, shown on the next page, delineate and label on an overlay

to the Project Base Map, the Change in Visual Quality (see Illustration 25).
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Proposed Visual Quality

A B C

ACEC " v v
A i - Iv

Existing Visual Qualify B | H Il
c P 1 Il

Rehab 1 | I

Proposed Preference scores must be within .25 points of existing visual feature scores

for unqualified approval.

The accompanying matrices are used fo define the level of visual impact of the proposed
actions in Project Study Area. Maps are overlayed as required by the matrices. De-
1 ineate and label on an overlay to the Project Base Map the relative levels and

corresponding zones as defined by the analyses (see Il lustration 26).

Visual Impact Matrices

Distance Zones

For Change in Visual Quality FG MG BG SS
Category | H I i i i
Area Sensitivity M TET

L | I 1 i

For Change in Visua Quality FG MG BG SS
Category Il H oo
Area Sensitivity M HILH

L 1o I
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imber of Evaluators _35

Score
- - - —_—
Proposed Visual Feature +2 | +1 0 -1 -2 A;ir;ge Category
1. Barge Termina 3 32 -1.74 | C
2. Employee Housing 5 22 2 6 - .26 | B
3. Pipe Storage 26 0 74 B
4. Lease Areas/Dril | Pad 0 0 B
5. Lease Areas/Dril | Pad 29 | 6 1.17 C
6. Lease Areas/Dril | Pad 8 |- 27 -1.54 C
7. Lease Areas/Drill Pad 3 9 23 -1.57 | C
8. Lease Areas/Dri | | Pad 19 10 6 37 B
PREFERENCE SCORES/

PROPOSED VISUAL FEATURES

D
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For Change in Visual Quality FG MG BG SS
Category i H o iv o uon
A:rea Sensitivity M lli ] Hr I

Lom m Hr

For Change in Visual Quality FG, MG BG SS
Category IV H v lv v v
Area Sensitivity M IV IV v 1V

L w lv v

To determine Fina Visua Impact of the Proposed Actions, use the fol lowing matrix.

Special Use Area

Yes No
: l ! !
Visua Impact Category
(Determined from above I || I
analysis) m VAT
v v IV
Visual Impact Category Definitions
Category J - The visual impact of the proposed activity is positive in nature.
The visual resource would be enhanced by the addition of the
proposed action.
Category Il - The visual impact of the proposed actions is neither positive or

negative. The proposed actions are compatible with the visual

resource,
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Category | I1- The visua impact of the proposed action is moderately negative
in nature. The proposed actions would eause a noticeable and
negative change in the visual resource.

Category |1V -  The visua impact of the proposed action is severely negative in
nature. The proposed actions would cause a very. influential and

severely negative change in the visual resource,

Visual Mitigation Measures

The determination of mitigating measures is made from the Preference Testing procedure
and from design decisions made by representatives of the BLM and its design consulf-
anis. Sum the Preference Scores for each mitigation measure and divide the sum

by the number of evaluators. Determine scores of each visual feature within which
proposed actions are located to identify target scores for mitigation measures. Proposed
mitigation related Preference Scores must be within .25 points of that al lowable for the
appropriate impact category for successful mitigation. If not, redesign. Use of
Hustration 8 is made to assist in the determination of Form, Line, Color, and

Texture mitigation measures. This il lusiration permits the identification of adjacent

design criteria
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IV. REVIEW & TESTING OF THE

PROPOSED V R M METHODOLOGY
As part of the OCS Visual Resource Management Methodology Study, it was considered
necessary fo initially test the proposed system through in-the-field implementation.
Although it is recognized that results of such testing are not conclu§ive, advantages
and disadvantages can be evaluated and recommendations for improvement incorporated
early in the development stages. To conduct the Case Study, HOH asked 58 students
of Colorado State University’s Landscape Architecture Program to review the method-
o0 logy and conduct the necessary steps to determine the visual impact of three hypothetical
power plants; selection of the plant with the least visual impact was also a requirement.
Students, whose backgrounds included landscape architecture, forestry, range sciences,
outdoor recreation, and natura | resource management, were under the guidance of
Merlyn J. Paulson, co-author of this report, and instructor of the Visual Landscape
Management course at CSU. The study site, located south of Fort Col | ins, Colorado,
was selected based on the immediate availability of data, accessibility, and similarity
in visual characteristics (edge of foothi | Is) to the Alaskan OCS environment. Student
participants were instructed in the purpose of the study, the procedures to be used,
methods for slide simulations, and other factors necessary to adequately evaluate the
proposed system! The students were familiar with the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau
of Land Management’s visual resource evaluation methods through previous course
work undertaken during the preceding eight week period; the OCS Case Study was
conducted over a four week period, with final products and reports prepared by each
of ten study teams. Each team followed the recommended procedures’, including
sl ide simulations, mapping, user preference testingz, and other requirements necessary

to complete the methodology.
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Theinitial results of the testing indicated that the OCS Methodology presented an

improved system for evaluating visua | impact. One major indication is the fact that
al | teams selected the same power plant location as contributing the least visual
impact. With other systems “implemented previously by the same group, no unanimous
selection for least impacted area had been made, emphasizing the more subjective
approach of other systems. Other indications are summarized in the following list of
advantages presented by the group members; disadvantages are alse summarized,

The Final Report has addressed some of these shortcomings, as appropriate; other

comments are explained accordingly.

1 - At the time of initiation, the proposed methodology had Not been completely
developed. Handwritten copy, therefore was provided, and without the benefit

of graphici | lustrations.

2 - To conduct user preference tests, students asked the League of Women Voters,
church groups, hospital patients, the Chamber of Commerce, @d other local
citizens to participate in this part of the methodology.

Advantages

. Less time required to conduct” the study

. Increased public participation

. More valid determinants for use volumes, KOPS selection, distance zones, and

area sensitivity

. Easi | y understood, straightforward approach (once immersed in it)
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. Directly applicable tosite specific studies
. increased accuracy/more detailed °

. More realistic system

° Easily implemented

. Allows for flexibility to conduct large or small scaled projects in any environment

. Less bias in decision making

Disadvantages

. Costs involved for slide simulation were higher

. Large number of maps required (though not more inapping time)

. Difficulty in slide simulations

. Potential for misrepresentation of Existing Visua| Features/Proposed Visual
Features

The advantages and disadvantages stated above were in no way unanimous, but were
the views of the majority of participants. The significance of the advantages, and
the potential for mitigation or explanation of the disadvantages indicates what the
authors consider an initial success of the proposed OCS Methodology. For example,
students considered costs based on their personal expenditures necessary for photo-
graphy and slide simulations. The majority of the feams, however, felt that the
system could be implemented over a shorter period of time than other systems, resulting
in fewer man-hours to complete the study. The reference to the large. number of map

products is somewhat balanced by other comments indicating the ease in implementation
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and straightforward approach due to the logical mapping information and sequences.
Slide simulation comments might have been avoided if graphic illustrations were
available to the students prior to initiation of the study. The potential for misrepre-
senting existing and proposed visual features can be mitigated by increasing the
number of photographs of each visual feature to insure that a | obvious angles of view

are shown, and a | aspects of the proposed features are indicated.

Recommendations as a result of the Case Study included the inclusion of a glossary

of terms, a list of goals and objectives, clarification of use volume mairices, and

a requirement to increase the number of slides to insure valid representation of visual
features. The contractor feels that these are al valid comments and has incorporated
them into the final product (the glossary of terms has not been specifical | y provided,
since most terms are consistent with the existing BLM VRM system; new terms are

explained as necessary in the text of the report).
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APPENDIX A. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT MANUAL 8411 (DRAFT)
UPLAND VISUAL RESOURCE INVENTORY AND EVALUATION

(camera-ready copy to be provided by BLM)



APPENDIX B. SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE AND DEFICIENT COMPONENTS

OF BLM MANUAL 8411 (DRAFT) UPLAND VISUAL
RESOURCE INVENTORY AND EVALUATION

Applicable Elements:

Evaluation of Scenic Quality

Documentation of Scenic Quality and Cultural Modifications through photography
and mapping

Identification of Cultural Modifications and “Visual Significance” of each
Consideration of key factors in evauation of Scenic Quality

Use of Scenic Qua | ity ratings to influence future master planning
Identification of Areas of Critica Environmental Concern for Scenic Value
(ACEC)

Delineation of Visual Sensitivity Areas

Identification of Key Observation Points

Preparation of Seen Areas

High level of public involvement to determine Sensitivity Levels

Analysis of user's attitude toward change through use of ratings

Mapping user reaction to change

Preparation of Distance Zones Map

Label ing areas and assigning VRM classes

Outlining Visual Management Units

Material storage

Delineation of VRM cl asses



Deficiencies:

e Potential size of Scenery Quality Rating Units
® Scale requirements
® Use of narratives to describe general landscape characteristics
® Genera use of design professionals to evaluate:

Scenic Quality

Cultural Modifications

Visual sign ificance of Cultural Modifications
e Criteria for Use Volumes and Overall Sensitivity
® Seen Area Determination;
e Lack of user attitudes/evaluations for Scenic Qual ii-y ratings
® General ization of VRM classes and associated uses permitted
e Equa weighting of Scenic Quality, Sensitivity Level, and Distance Zones

to determine VRM class

e Notiebetween Sensitivity and Mitigation Measures
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APPENDIX C. SLIDE SIMULATION PROCEDURES

Several methods for simulating proposed activities within the existing environment
have been explored and tested by both governmental and private planning sectors.
These methods vary in applicability, preparation costs, equipment, and required
expertise. The U.S. Forest Service utilizes a rear projection simulafor for many of
its recreational planning needs. Techniques and appli cations of this method are

discussed in “FSH 2309.17 Landscape Management VisualDisplay Techniques Handbook;

the Bureau of Land Management is currently testing asimilar technique with some
success. Jones and Jones et al. describe a method of slide simulation in their pre-

sentation of “A Method for the Quantification of Aesthetic Va! ues for Environmental

Decision Making”, in the April, 1975 Issue of Nuclear Technology. One aternative

color photographic technique considered by Jones is described as fol lows:

« “Two colorsl ides of each viewscape -- a before and an after sl ide -- mounted
together with an additional transparent image of the facility combined into one
slide. The additional transparency of the facility would be one of a series made
available to the visual quality evaluator, These standard transparent facility
images would illustrate the facility and plume from one-half-mile-distant
intervals at various vertical observer positions. They would illustrate different “ -
directions relative to the direction of sunlight and represent hourly intervals
from 9:00 t0 11:00 am. and 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. The appropriate facility image
would be mounted within the frame of a second before sl ide to depict the after
visual image of a facility in that location. The dide dternative has the advan-
tage of being quickly and directly prepared and is capable of being projected

as a large image that more closely resembles actual viewing conditions. ”
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Jones goes on to discuss the need to accurately locate the proposed visua | features
with the existing viewscape, atask most easily accomplished by locating the horizon
in the viewscape and determining the elevation of the viewpoint in relation to the

elevation of the facility.

The sl ide simulation method developed as part of the VRM Methodology proposed
specifically for the Alaska OCS Office and itsfield representatives, incorporates

the principals of each of these techniques. The following section gives a step~by~

step description, with illustrative examples of final products.

o« Step 1 - Determine Existing Visual Features within the Project Study Area

o Step 2 - Determine Proposed Visua Features anticipated for the Project Study
Area.

e Step 3 - Photograph representative examples of each existing and proposed
use type, using Kodak Vericolor Il Type S film. if examples of proposed
actions do not exist in the Project Area, photograph simi lar features elsewhere
or use line drawings to portray them. Produce a variety of proposed designs
for three distance zones and/or design modifications, as appropriate.

e Step 4 - Process film (include contact sheet).

o Step 5 - Select photographs from contact sheet to be made into 8 x 10
color prints. (Use magnifying glass to select photographs. Only clear and
sharp negatives make good quality en largements, ) If examples are photographed
on dlide film, make Type C prints (of enlargements). Ektacolor Type C prints
are recommended, since an internegative is required, giving correct color

balance and good control over sizing images to be superimposed.
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Step 6 - On the 8" x 10" C print draw with a grease pencil on a tracing
paper overlay the outline of the size and the placement of the image you want
superimposed.
Step 7 - Using an enlarger make color prints of the images to be superimposed
to the sizes drawn.
Step 8 - Using autilii-y knife cut out images fo be superimposed; in order
to obtain as much realism as possible, images should be cut very careful ly.
Step 9 - Using a copystand with a 35 mm camera and color dlide film, photo-
graph backgrounds to be used.
Step10 - Position image to be superimposed with spray adhesive to cover
C print of background and photograph. To make color changes of the image
to be superimposed, black and white prints to size should be made from the
color internegatives. Color can then be added to the black and white print

by using watercolor-color dyes, color film, or zip-a-tones.
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