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ABSTRACT

Title: Alabama Trustee Implementation Group Restoration Plan | and Environmental Impact Statement:
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (RP/EIS)

Lead Agency and Cooperating Agencies: The Alabama Trustee Implementation Group (AL TIG) includes
two state trustee agencies and four federal trustee agencies: the Alabama Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources; the Geological Survey of Alabama; the United States Department of Commerce,
represented by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); the United States
Department of the Interior, represented by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and National Park
Service; the United States Department of Agriculture; and the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (collectively the AL TIG). NOAA serves as the lead federal agency for National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) compliance. Each of the other federal and state co-Trustees are participating as a
cooperating agency pursuant to NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1508.5). There are no other
cooperating federal, state, or local entities or Indian tribes.

Summary: The AL TIG has undertaken this restoration planning effort to meet the purpose of restoring
those natural resources and services injured as a result of the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) oil spill. For the
purpose of restoring natural resources and services injured as a result of the DWH oil spill, the AL TIG
needs to address the associated loss of recreational shoreline uses in Alabama. Specifically, the Trustees
propose to implement compensatory restoration projects that would provide the public with additional
and enhanced recreational shoreline use services in Alabama. This RP/EIS considers alternatives to
restore recreational use services injured or lost along the Alabama shoreline as a result of the DWH oil
spill incident and is consistent with findings presented in the Final Programmatic Damage Assessment
and Restoration Plan and Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The RP/EIS was
prepared as part of the natural resource damage assessment process and presents restoration planning
efforts to the public in the wake of the DWH oil spill. These efforts include the evaluation of 10
restoration alternatives (including the no action alternative) under the Qil Pollution Act. The RP/EIS also
evaluates the environmental consequences of the 10 restoration alternatives under NEPA. The AL TIG
proposes to undertake further restoration planning and project implementation of the six projects
identified as preferred alternatives in this RP/EIS as part of a comprehensive approach to best address
the shoreline recreational loss injuries that were incurred in Alabama from the DWH oil spill. The
discussed preferred restoration alternatives take place in Baldwin and Mobile counties in southern
Alabama.

For Further Information Contact:
NOAA—Dan Van Nostrand, altig.recuseplancomments@noaa.gov.

AL—Amy Hunter, amy.hunter@dcnr.alabama.gov.


https://dwh.nmfs.noaa.gov/al/pl/WA_pl/RecUse1/02_RPEISDrafting/Clearance_Docs/amy.hunter@dcnr.alabama.gov.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On April 20, 2010, the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and
eventually sank in the Gulf of Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil and other substances from
British Petroleum’s (BP) Macondo well and causing loss of life and extensive natural resource injuries.
Initial efforts to cap the well following the explosion were unsuccessful, and for 87 days after the
explosion, the well continuously and uncontrollably discharged oil and natural gas into the northern Gulf
of Mexico. Approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil were released into the ocean
(U.S. v. BP et al., 2015). QOil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore environment from
Texas to Florida. The oil came into contact with and injured natural resources as diverse as deep-sea
coral, fish and shellfish, productive wetland habitats, sandy beaches, birds, endangered sea turtles, and
protected marine life. The oil spill prevented people from fishing, going to the beach, and enjoying
typical recreational activities along the Gulf of Mexico. Extensive response actions, including cleanup
activities and actions to try to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources, were undertaken to try
to reduce harm to people and the environment. However, many of these response actions had collateral
impacts on the environment and on natural resource services. The oil and other substances released
from the well in combination with the extensive response actions together make up the DWH oil spill.

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH oil spill was subject to the provisions of the Qil Pollution Act (OPA)
of 1990, which addresses preventing, responding to, and paying for oil pollution incidents in navigable
waters, adjoining shorelines, and the exclusive economic zone of the United States. Under the authority
of OPA, a council of federal and state “Trustees” was established on behalf of the public to assess
natural resource injuries resulting from the incident and work to make the environment and public
whole for those injuries. As required under OPA, the Trustees conducted a natural resource damage
assessment (NRDA) and prepared the Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration
Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Final PDARP/PEIS).

The primary goal of OPA is to make the environment and public whole for injuries to natural resources
and services resulting from an incident involving an oil discharge (or substantial threat of an oil
discharge). Under OPA regulations, the natural resource injuries for which responsible parties are liable
include injuries resulting from the oil discharge and those resulting from response actions or substantial
threat of a discharge. OPA specifies that Trustees responsible for representing the public’s interest (in
this case, state and federal agencies) must be designated to act on behalf of the public to assess the
injuries and to address those injuries. The DWH oil spill Trustees (the DWH Trustees) for the affected
natural resources conducted a NRDA to:

= Assess the impacts of the DWH oil spill on natural resources in the Gulf of Mexico and the
services those resources provide.

= Determine the type and amount of restoration needed to compensate the public for these
impacts.

Following the assessment, the DWH Trustees determined that the injuries caused by the DWH oil spill
could not be fully described at the level of a single species, a single habitat type, or a single region.
Rather, the injuries affected such a wide array of linked resources over such an enormous area that the
effects of the DWH oil spill must be described as constituting an ecosystem-level injury. Consequently,
the DWH Trustees’ preferred alternative for restoration planning employs a comprehensive, integrated
ecosystem approach to best address these ecosystem-level injuries.
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Given the broad ecological scope of the injuries, restoration planning requires a broad ecosystem
perspective to restore the vast array of resources and services injured by the DWH oil spill. Thus, the
DWH Trustees proposed a comprehensive, integrated ecosystem restoration plan with a portfolio of
Restoration Types that addresses the diverse suite of injuries that occurred at both regional and local
scales. The DWH Trustees identified the need for a comprehensive restoration plan at a programmatic
level to guide and direct the massive restoration effort, based on the following five overarching goals:

= Restore and conserve habitat.

=  Restore water quality.

= Replenish and protect living coastal and marine resources.
= Provide and enhance recreational opportunities.

=  Provide for monitoring, adaptive management, and administrative oversight to support
restoration implementation.

These five goals work both independently and together to restore injured resources and services.

Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

This document, the “Alabama Trustee Implementation Group Restoration Plan | and Environmental
Impact Statement: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities” (RP/EIS), was prepared by the
Alabama Trustee Implementation Group (AL TIG) pursuant to OPA and is consistent with the DWH
Trustees’ findings in the Final PDARP/PEIS. The AL TIG includes two state trustee agencies and four
federal trustee agencies: the Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (ADCNR); the
Geological Survey of Alabama; the United States Department of Commerce, represented by the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); the United States Department of the Interior (USDOI),
represented by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Park Service (NPS); the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA); and the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) (collectively the AL TIG).

The AL TIG prepared this RP/EIS to inform the public about DWH NRDA restoration planning efforts and
to seek public comment on the six preferred alternatives (five preferred restoration alternatives
proposed for implementation and one preferred restoration alternative proposed for engineering and
design [E&D]).

In identifying proposed projects for this RP/EIS, the AL TIG considered the OPA screening criteria, the
Restoration Goals and other criteria identified by the DWH Trustees in the Final PDARP/PEIS, input from
the public, and the current and future availability of funds under the DWH oil spill NRDA settlement
payment schedule.

Under the Consent Decree discussed in Section 1.1 of this RP/EIS, the majority of NRDA funds that will
be made available to the AL TIG for restoration in the Alabama Restoration Area —over $110 million—
are to be used for the “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type. Because of
the significant injury to recreational use services as a result of the oil spill, the AL TIG chose to prioritize
restoration projects under this Restoration Type in this RP/EIS. In particular, the RP/EIS focuses on
implementation of projects to compensate for lost shoreline recreational use because, overall, the
majority of the recreational use loss in Alabama affected shoreline use.

This restoration planning activity is occurring, in part, in accordance with the February 16, 2016, decision
in Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell et al., Case 1:15-cv-00191-CB-C (S.D. Ala.). In that decision, the
court prohibited the use of $58.5 million in early restoration funds until additional analysis was

ES-2



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

completed under NEPA and OPA. This RP/EIS fulfills the federal and state natural resources trustees'
responsibilities under this court order. It also looks more broadly at the potential to provide restoration
for lost recreational use within Alabama by evaluating nine project alternatives that are intended to
compensate for a part of Alabama's shoreline recreational use injury. Out of those nine projects, the AL
TIG proposes moving forward with the following recreational use projects within the “Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type:

Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project — $56,300,000
Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation — $3,075,000

Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection — $4,400,000

Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement (E&D only) — $1,000,000

Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area — $4,000,000

Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C) — $1,900,000

The total funding proposed in this RP/EIS is $70,675,000.
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DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This document is organized as follows:

Chapter 1: Introduction—describes why this RP/EIS was written and under what authorities. It
also discusses the purpose and need for action, provides a brief description of the alternatives
being considered, and details the public involvement in the planning process and opportunities
for public comment.

Chapter 2: Project Screening and Alternatives—provides an overview of the screening process
for potential alternatives, and the alternatives both carried forward for detailed analysis and
those considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis.

Chapter 3: OPA Evaluation of Recreational Use Alternatives—provides the OPA evaluation of the
recreational use restoration alternatives.

Chapter 4: NEPA Affected Environment—provides an overview of the Alabama coastal
ecosystem and its diverse natural resources and associated services to provide context for the
environmental consequences. Resources are considered at the county as well as site-specific
level.

Chapter 5: Environmental Consequences—pursuant to NEPA, provides the environmental
consequences of the proposed projects, including cumulative impacts.

Chapter 6: Compliance with Other Laws and Regulations—summarizes the body of laws,
regulations, executive orders, and other applicable laws that the DWH Trustees considered in
the Final PDARP/PEIS and that the AL TIG reviewed for applicability to this plan.

Chapter 7: Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan—describes how a robust monitoring and
adaptive management plan was developed for each project in the final RP/EIS. Each of these
plans is provided as an appendix to the RP/EIS (Appendix C).

Chapter 8: Additional Considerations in Planning—addresses NEPA required analyses that apply
to all alternatives considered in an EIS, including the Relationship Between Short-term Use of
the Human Environment and Long-term Productivity; Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment
of Resources; Unavoidable Adverse Impacts; and Consideration of Incomplete or Unavailable
Information.

Chapter 9: Response to Public Comments—provides a summary of the comments received on
the draft RP/EIS and responses to these comments from the AL TIG. Copies of all
correspondence received are provided in Appendix B.

Chapter 10: List of Repositories
Chapter 11: List of Preparers, Agencies, and Persons Consulted

Chapter 12: Literature Cited

xiii
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Alabama Trustee Implementation Group (AL TIG) has prepared this Alabama Trustee
Implementation Group Restoration Plan | and Environmental Impact Statement: Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities (RP/EIS) to address the restoration of lost recreational use in the State of
Alabama as a result of the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) oil spill. The AL TIG is responsible for restoring the
natural resources and services within the Alabama Restoration Area that were injured by the DWH oil
spill. The purpose of restoration, as discussed in this document and detailed more fully in the Final
Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(Final PDARP/PEISY), is to make the environment and the public whole for injuries resulting from the
incident by implementing restoration actions that return injured natural resources and services to
baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses, in accordance with the Qil Pollution Act of 1990
(OPA) and associated natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) regulations. This section describes the
oil spill incident, as well as the recreational use injury and the purpose and need for the restoration
actions proposed in this RP/EIS.

On April 20, 2010, the DWH mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and eventually sank in the Gulf of
Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil and other substances from British Petroleum’s (BP)
Macondo well and causing loss of life and extensive natural resource injuries. Initial efforts to cap the
well following the explosion were unsuccessful and, for 87 days after the explosion, the well
continuously and uncontrollably discharged oil and natural gas into the northern Gulf of Mexico.
Approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil were released into the ocean (U.S. v. BP et
al., 2015). Oil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore environment from Texas to
Florida. The oil came into contact with and injured natural resources as diverse as deep-sea coral, fish
and shellfish, productive wetland habitats, sandy beaches, birds, endangered sea turtles, and protected
marine life. The oil spill prevented people from fishing, going to the beach, and enjoying typical
recreational activities along the Gulf of Mexico. Extensive response actions, including cleanup activities
and actions to try to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources, were undertaken to try to reduce
harm to people and the environment. However, many of these response actions had collateral impacts
on the environment and on natural resource services. The oil and other substances released from the
well in combination with the extensive response actions together make up the DWH oil spill (DWH
Trustees, 2016a).

The Alabama TIG includes two state trustee agencies and four federal trustee agencies: the Alabama
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (ADCNR); the Geological Survey of Alabama; the
United States Department of Commerce (USDOC), represented by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA); the United States Department of the Interior (USDOI), represented by the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Park Service (NPS); the United States Department
of Agriculture (USDA); and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) (collectively the
ALTIG). NOAA serves as the lead federal agency for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
compliance. Each of the other federal and state co-Trustees are participating as a cooperating agency
pursuant to NEPA (40 CFR § 1508.5). There are no other cooperating federal, state, or local entities

or Indian tribes.

NEPA authorizes a federal agency to adopt another agency’s EIS provided that the statement meets the
standards for an adequate statement under the NEPA regulations (40 CFR § 1506.3). Further, a federal

1 The Final PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision (ROD) can be found at
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
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agency participating in the NEPA process as a cooperating agency may adopt the EIS of a lead agency
without recirculating the statement when, after an independent review of the statement, the
cooperating agency concludes that its comments and suggestions have been satisfied. USDOI, USDA, and
USEPA are participating in the development of the RP/EIS as cooperating federal agencies for purposes
of NEPA. Upon completion of the final RP/EIS, each agency intends to independently determine if the EIS
component of the RP/EIS is sufficient for the purposes of informing that agency’s decision and hence
adopt the EIS in accordance with 40 CFR § 1506.3 and its agency-specific NEPA procedures. USDOI,
USDA, and USEPA may adopt this EIS in a Record of Decision (ROD) for this EIS.

1.1 BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF THE SETTLEMENT

On April 4, 2016, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana entered a Consent
Decree resolving civil claims by the DWH oil spill Trustees (DWH Trustees) against BP Exploration and
Production Inc. arising out of the DWH oil spill. (See United States v. BPXP et al., Civ. No. 10-4536,
centralized in MDL 2179, In re: Oil Spill by the Oil Rig “Deepwater Horizon” in the Gulf of Mexico, on April
20, 2010 (E.D. La.)). This historic settlement resolves the DWH Trustees’ claims against BP for natural
resources damages under OPA.

Under the Consent Decree, BP agreed to pay over a 15-year period a total of $8.1 billion in natural
resource damages (which includes $1 billion that BP previously committed to pay for early restoration
projects), and up to an additional $700 million (some of which will be in the form of accrued interest) for
adaptive management or to address injuries to natural resources that are presently unknown but may
come to light in the future. As part of the settlement, the settlement proceeds are allocated to the DWH
Trustees to conduct restoration within specific Restoration Areas and for specific Restoration Types
(DWH Trustees, 2016b; USDOJ, 2016).

Table 1-1 below? outlines the settlement of NRDA claims, including the final allocation for the AL TIG
under NRDA. The total NRD funding for the Alabama Restoration Area is $295,589,305, with a total
remaining NRDA allocation (including the $58.5 million in early restoration funds enjoined by the court
in Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell et al.) of $234,800,000.2 Of these funds, $25 million was allocated
to the Alabama Restoration Area for the “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration
Type. This is in addition to the $85,505,305 allocated for that purpose during early restoration.

More details on the background of the DWH oil spill, the impact of the spill on the Gulf of Mexico
ecosystem, and additional context for the settlement and allocation of funds can be found in Chapter 2 of
the Final PDARP/PEIS.

2 Table 1-1 is a modified version of Table 5.10-1 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.

352,216,388 of the $58.5 million was spent on lodge design, engineering, and construction management fees prior
to the Court’s injunction (for more information on Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell et al. see Section 1.6.1). The
remaining approximately $56.3 million is being considered for expenditure, alongside the additional $25 million
allocated to the “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type pursuant to the Consent
Decree, in this RP/EIS.
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Table 1-1: Settlement of NRDA Claims; NRDA Final Allocation

Restoration Categories Alabama

1. Restore and Conserve Habitat

Wetlands, Coastal and Nearshore Habitats $65,000,000

Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands $3,000,000

Early Restoration (through Phase 1V) $28,110,000

2. Restore Water Quality

Nutrient Reduction (nonpoint source) $5,000,000

3. Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and Marine Resources

Sea Turtles $5,500,000

Marine Mammals $5,000,000

Birds $30,000,000

Early Restoration Birds $145,000

Oysters $10,000,000

Early Restoration Oysters $3,329,000

4. Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities $25,000,000

Early Restoration of Recreational Loss $85,505,305

5. Monitoring, Adaptive Management, Administrative Oversight

Monitoring and Adaptive Management $10,000,000

Administrative Oversight and Comprehensive Planning $20,000,000

TOTAL NRD FUNDING $295,589,305

1.2 DWH OIL SPILL TRUSTEES

The DWH Trustees are the government entities authorized under OPA to act as trustees on behalf of the
public to assess the natural resource injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill and develop and implement
a restoration plan to compensate for those injuries. Collectively, these Trustees comprise the DWH
Trustee Council. The following federal and state agencies are the designated DWH Trustees under OPA
for the DWH oil spill:

= NOAA
= USDOI
= USEPA
= USDA

= ADCNR and the Geological Survey of Alabama

= The State of Florida’s Department of Environmental Protection and Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission
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= The State of Louisiana’s Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority, Oil Spill Coordinator’s
Office, Department of Environmental Quality, Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, and
Department of Natural Resources

= The State of Mississippi’s Department of Environmental Quality

= The State of Texas’ Parks and Wildlife Department, General Land Office, and Commission on
Environmental Quality

For purposes of discussion, the following definitions are helpful:

= Trustees: As specified in OPA, natural resource trustees are designated to act on behalf of the
public to assess and recover damages, develop implementation plans, and implement
restoration plans (see Section 7.1 of the Final PDARP/PEIS for further detail).

Trustees fulfill these responsibilities by developing restoration plans, providing the public with
meaningful opportunities to review and comment on proposed plans (including the information
that supports that purpose), implementing and monitoring restoration projects, managing
natural resource damage funds, documenting trustee decisions through a public Administrative
Record (including those that involve the use of recovered damages), and providing for public
involvement and transparency in keeping with the public responsibilities with which they have
each been entrusted under OPA.

= Trustee Implementation Groups (TIGs): Are established by the DWH Settlement agreement and
are composed of Individual Trustee Agency representatives. The TIGs develop plans for, choose,
and implement specific restoration actions under the Final PDARP/PEIS. Each TIG makes all
restoration decisions for the funding allocated to its Restoration Area, and ensures its actions
are fully consistent with the Final PDARP/PEIS and Standard Operating Procedures.

1.3  AUTHORITIES AND REGULATIONS
1.3.1 OPA and NEPA Compliance

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH oil spill is subject to the provisions of OPA, 33 United States Code
[U.S.C.] § 2701 et seq. A primary goal of OPA is to make the environment and public whole for injuries to
natural resources and services resulting from an incident involving an oil discharge or substantial threat
of an oil discharge. Under OPA, each party responsible for a vessel or facility from which oil is
discharged, or which poses the substantial threat of a discharge, is liable for, among other things,
removal costs and damages for injury to, destruction of, loss, or loss of use of natural resources,
including the reasonable cost of assessing the damage.

This process of injury assessment and restoration planning is referred to as NRDA. Under the authority
of OPA, a council of federal and state trustees was established to assess natural resource injuries
resulting from the incident and to work to make the environment and public whole for those injuries.
NRDA is described under Section 1006 of OPA (33 U.S.C. § 2706). Under the OPA NRDA regulations (15
CFR Part 990), the NRDA process consists of three phases: (1) Preassessment; (2) Assessment and
Restoration Planning; and (3) Restoration Implementation. The DWH Trustees are currently in the
Restoration Implementation phase of the NRDA. As part of the initiation of restoration implementation,
this RP/EIS identifies a reasonable range of restoration alternatives, evaluates those alternatives under
various criteria, and proposes a suite of preferred alternatives.

Restoration activities under OPA are intended to return injured natural resources and services to their
baseline condition (primary restoration) and to compensate the public for interim losses from the time
of the incident until the time resources and services recover to baseline conditions (compensatory
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restoration). To meet these goals, the restoration activities need to produce benefits that are related to
or have a nexus (connection) to natural resource injuries and service losses resulting from the spill.

Under the OPA regulations, federal trustees must comply with NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., and its
regulations, 40 CFR § 1500 et seq., when planning restoration projects. NEPA requires federal agencies
to consider the potential environmental impacts of planned actions. NEPA provides a mandate and
framework for federal agencies to determine if their proposed actions have significant environmental
effects and related social and economic effects, consider these effects when choosing between
alternative approaches, and inform and involve the public in the environmental analysis and decision-
making process.*

More information about OPA and NEPA, as well as their application to DWH oil spill restoration
planning, can be found in Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.?

1.3.2 Final PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision

Given the potential magnitude and breadth of restoration for injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill,
the DWH Trustees prepared a PDARP/PEIS under OPA and NEPA to analyze alternative approaches to
implementing restoration and to consistently guide restoration decisions. Based on the DWH Trustees’
thorough assessment of impacts to the Gulf’s natural resources, a comprehensive, integrated ecosystem
restoration approach for restoration implementation was proposed. On February 19, 2016, the DWH
Trustee Council issued a Final PDARP/PEIS detailing a specific proposed plan to fund and implement
restoration projects across the Gulf of Mexico region over the next 15 years. On March 29, 2016, in
accordance with OPA and NEPA, the DWH Trustees published a Notice of Availability of a ROD for the
Final PDARP/PEIS in the Federal Register [FR] (81 FR 17438). Based on the DWH Trustees’ injury
determination established in the Final PDARP/PEIS, the ROD set forth the basis for the DWH Trustees’
decision to select Alternative A: Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative. The DWH Trustees’
selection of Alternative A includes the funding allocations established in the Final PDARP/PEIS.

More information about Alternative A can be found in Sections 5.5 and 5.10 of the Final PDARP/PEIS.

The Final PDARP/PEIS also sets forth the process for subsequent restoration planning to select specific
projects for implementation, based on the DWH Trustee governance structure detailed in Chapter 7. The
Final PDARP/PEIS establishes a distributed governance structure that assigns a TIG for each of the eight
Restoration Areas described in Chapter 5. Each TIG makes all restoration decisions for the funding
allocated to its Restoration Area.

4 Under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, USEPA reviews and comments publicly on federal proposals subject to
NEPA’s EIS requirement. USEPA provided a review of the draft RP/EIS, and in a letter dated January 30, 2017,
stated that it had a Lack of Objections and that USEPA does not anticipate any significant environmental impacts
associated with implementation of any of the preferred alternatives. This correspondence is appended to the Final
RP/EIS.

5 Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final PDARP/PEIS are available at
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/Chapter-5_Restoring-Natural-
Resources_508.pdf and http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/Chapter-
6_Environmental-Consequences_508.pdf.
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1.3.3 Relationship of this Restoration Plan to the Final PDARP/PEIS

As a programmatic restoration plan, the Final PDARP/PEIS provides direction and guidance for
identifying, evaluating, and selecting future restoration projects to be carried out by the TIGs (Section
5.10.4 and Chapter 7 of the Final PDARP/PEIS). The DWH Trustees elected to prepare a PEIS to support
analysis of the environmental consequences of the selected Restoration Types, to consider the multiple
related actions that may occur because of restoration planning efforts, and to allow for a better analysis
of cumulative impacts of potential actions. The programmatic approach was taken to assist the TIGs in
their development and evaluation and to assist the public in its review of future restoration projects.

For the Final PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees developed a set of Restoration Types for inclusion in
programmatic alternatives, consistent with the desire to seek a diverse set of projects providing benefits
to a broad array of injured resources and services. Ultimately, this process resulted in the inclusion of 13
Restoration Types in the 5 major Restoration Goals evaluated for restoration, including:

1. Wetlands, Coastal, and Nearshore Habitats

2. Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands

3. Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source)

4. Water Quality (e.g., Stormwater Treatments, Hydrologic Restoration, Reduction of
Sedimentation)

5. Fish and Water Column Invertebrates

6. Sturgeon

7. Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV)

8. Oysters

9. Sea Turtles

10. Marine Mammals

11. Birds

12. Mesophotic and Deep Benthic Communities

13. Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities

For this RP/EIS, the AL TIG used the direction and the guidance of the Final PDARP/PEIS when evaluating
proposed projects. The AL TIG considered and evaluated projects within the “Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type.

Chapter 5 of the Final PDARP/PEIS analyzes different restoration approaches to address resource injuries
for each Restoration Type. The alternatives included in this RP/EIS are consistent with the following
restoration approaches described for the “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration
Type, as described in Section 5.5.14.2 of the Final PDARP/PEIS:

= Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use. This restoration approach
focuses on creating new or improved access to natural resources for recreational purposes by
enhancing existing or constructing new infrastructure. Providing or improving water access in
publicly owned areas through the construction and operation of boat ramps, piers, or other
infrastructure could also improve public access. Larger-scale infrastructure improvements such
as a ferry service or the construction or improvement of roads and bridges could also serve to
improve access to natural resources. Enhancing public access would include targeted acquisition
of land parcels to serve as public access points.
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= Enhance recreational experiences. This restoration approach focuses on enhancing the public’s
recreational experiences. The quality of activities such as swimming, boating, diving, bird
watching, beach-going, and fishing can vary depending on the appearance and functional
condition of the surrounding environment in which they occur. A variety of restoration
techniques could be used individually or in combination as potential restoration projects.

= Promote environmental stewardship, education, and outreach. This restoration approach
involves providing and enhancing recreational opportunities through environmental
stewardship, education, and outreach activities. Multiple restoration techniques could be used
individually, or in combination, as potential restoration projects.

Chapter 2 of this RP/EIS summarizes the screening process used to develop a reasonable range of
alternatives, which is consistent with the DWH Trustees’ selected programmatic alternative in the Final
PDARP/PEIS, the Consent Decree and OPA. The AL TIG also prepared a NEPA environmental
consequences analysis for the reasonable range of alternatives (Chapter 5 of this document) which “tiers”
from the Final PDARP/PEIS programmatic NEPA analysis.

One of the objectives of the Final PDARP/PEIS was the ability to use it to “tier” the NEPA analysis in the
subsequent restoration plans prepared by the TIGs (40 CFR 1502.20 and Final PDARP/EIS, Chapter 6). A
tiered environmental analysis is a project-specific analysis that focuses on project-specific issues and
summarizes or references (rather than repeats) the broader issues discussed in the PEIS. This RP/EIS is
consistent with the Final PDARP/PEIS and ROD and provides NEPA analysis for each proposed project,
tiering from the PEIS where applicable. For this RP/EIS, the DWH Trustees considered the extent to
which additional NEPA analyses may be necessary for the proposed projects that tier their NEPA
analyses from the Final PDARP/PEIS. These considerations include whether the analyses of relevant
conditions and environmental effects described in the Final PDARP/PEIS are still valid and whether
project impacts have already been fully analyzed in the Final PDARP/PEIS.

The applicable sections of the Final PDARP/PEIS are incorporated by reference into this plan
(40 CFR § 1502.21). The Final PDARP/PEIS can be found at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov
(DWH Trustees, 2016a).

1.3.4 Summary of Injuries Addressed in this RP/EIS

The DWH NRDA evaluated injury to natural resources and their services as a result of the DWH oil spill. A
number of different resource categories were evaluated, including losses to recreational users. Impacts
to recreational users occur when oil degrades the quality of a natural resource and impairs an
individual's ability to interact with it. During the DWH oil spill, some beaches were closed due to oiling or
cleanup activities while others remained open with posted advisories. The oil spill affected recreation in
the Gulf of Mexico as a result of people cancelling recreational trips; choosing alternate sites for
recreation; modifying planned activities; and experiencing a reduction in the quality of their recreational
activities (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.10.1). Both direct oiling and the expectation of oiling caused
individuals to cancel planned trips to coastal areas.

The DWH NRDA explicitly measured the lost value to recreational users as a result of the oil spill by
combining information on the number of lost trips with economic models that measure the value of lost
and affected trips. The assessment was structured to only measure lost value to trips whose primary
purpose was coastal recreation. There are other economic damages associated with reductions in
recreational trips to the coast such as declines in business profit or lost wages, however, those losses are
outside the scope of the NRDA and this restoration plan.
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The DWH lost recreational use injury assessment covered two broad categories of recreation: shoreline
use and boating. Shoreline use refers to recreational activities conducted by individuals at locations near
beaches and other shoreline areas and includes swimming, sunbathing, surfing, walking, kayaking, and
fishing from the shore or shoreline structures (i.e., piers). It also includes fishing at sites that are
considered coastal but are not directly on the beach. Specifically excluded from the shoreline use
assessment are recreational boating, commercial activities, and oil spill response.

The second broad category, boating, includes individuals engaged in recreational boating activities that
begin at sites providing access to salt water near the Gulf Coast. The term “sites” encompasses a wide
variety of locations providing boat access to coastal waters, including marinas, unimproved launches,
and private residences. Excluded from this category are non-recreational boating activities, including
commercial fishing, law enforcement/safety, and oil spill response.

The DWH Trustees considered all aspects of the lost recreational use injury assessment in restoration
planning to offset the losses, including:

= Spill impacts for shoreline activities in the North Gulf lasted for many months, starting in May
2010 and continuing through November 2011.

= Recreational losses as a result of the spill affected sites in Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama,
and Florida. Residents throughout the contiguous United States were included as part of the
affected public.

= The DWH Trustees conducted a number of studies to measure the lost recreational value to the
public as a result of the spill. The DWH Trustees estimated that 16,857,116 boating, fishing, and
other shoreline activity user days were lost throughout the five affected states. Total
recreational use damages because of the spill are estimated to be $693.2 million, with
uncertainty ranging from $527.6 million to $858.9 million (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.10).

= Asaresult of the spill, the public lost over 16 million user days of boating, fishing, and
beach-going experiences (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.10).

Overall, the majority of recreational use loss in Alabama affected shoreline use. Therefore, this RP/EIS
focuses on restoring shoreline recreational losses, and the two goals for the “Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type have been refined, as follows, to provide a more direct
focus on recreational projects designed to replace lost shoreline use:

= increase recreational opportunities such as shore fishing, beach-going, camping, and near-shore
boating with a combination of ecological restoration and creation of infrastructure, access, and
use opportunities, and

= use education and outreach to promote engagement in restoration and stewardship of natural
resources, which could include education programs, social media, and print materials.

A subsequent restoration plan focused on recreational use may address additional losses, such as those
related to boating (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.10).

14 PURPOSE AND NEED

The AL TIG has undertaken this restoration planning effort to meet the purpose of restoring those
natural resources and services injured as a result of the DWH oil spill. This RP/EIS is consistent with the
Final PDARP/PEIS (2016), which identifies extensive and complex injuries to natural resources and
services across the Gulf of Mexico, as well as a need and plan for comprehensive restoration consistent
with OPA. This RP/EIS focuses on the restoration of injuries to Alabama’s natural resources and
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services—in particular to Restoration Type: “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities,” using
funds made available through the DWH Consent Decree (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Chapter 4) and in Early
Restoration.

For the purpose of restoring natural resources and services injured as a result of the DWH oil spill, the
DWH Trustees need to address the associated loss of recreational shoreline uses in Alabama.
Specifically, the DWH Trustees propose to implement compensatory restoration projects that would
provide the public with additional and enhanced recreational shoreline use services in Alabama in a
manner consistent with the Final PDARP/PEIS.

1.5 PROPOSED ACTION: ALABAMA RECREATIONAL USE PLAN

To address the programmatic and Restoration Type goals described above, the DWH Trustees propose
to undertake the restoration planning and project implementation of the six projects identified as
preferred alternatives in this RP/EIS to provide compensatory restoration of lost recreational shoreline
use in Alabama, using funds made available in the DWH Consent Decree as well as funds enjoined as
part of the Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell et al. lawsuit (described in Section 1.6.1). Alternatives for
consideration in this plan are described briefly below and detailed in Chapter 2. The AL TIG will continue
to propose additional recreational use projects in Alabama, as well as projects to address Alabama’s
other injury categories and Restoration Types, in subsequent restoration plans.

1.5.1 Alternatives Considered in the Plan

Projects incorporated in the range of alternatives considered in this RP/EIS were developed through
review of public comment, including all public comments on the DWH restoration planning process since
initiating restoration planning in 2010. Alternatives were further refined based on the comments
received on the draft RP/EIS. The DWH Trustees have considered public involvement to be an important
component of restoration planning from the beginning (Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 1.7). Public
involvement for this plan and how it was used to develop alternatives is discussed in Section 1.7.

The AL TIG may select alternatives included in this plan for a phased approach, meaning that a project in
this plan may appear to be viable but requires additional information and therefore is proposed only for
engineering and design (E&D) activities in this plan. Alternatives that include only E&D activities may
require additional NEPA analyses in the future. Other alternatives are proposed for all phases of work,
including E&D, planning, implementation, maintenance, and monitoring. Below is a brief description of
each alternative. A more detailed description of each alternative is provided in Chapter 2. The location
of these proposed alternatives is shown in Figure 1-1.
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1.5.2 Baldwin County Projects

1.

Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project. This alternative would
provide funding to (1) use toward partial construction of the Gulf State Park Lodge in Baldwin
County, Alabama, and (2) develop a host of public access amenities including an
educational/interpretive lobby, public education programs, expansive viewing porches, public
beach access, public restrooms and post-beach shower facilities, a bike share program, and a
public tram system at Gulf State Park. These public access amenities would connect the lodge to
other aspects of the park, and thus create and enhance public use and enjoyment of the beach
areas at Gulf State Park for visitors not staying at the lodge, and increase access to the non-
beach areas within Gulf State Park to all visitors. Building design and construction at Gulf State
Park have been undertaken with the goal of certification under the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) Gold and Sustainable Sites Initiative (SITES) Platinum programs.
Further, the lodge would offer access to public lands and amenities similar to that provided at
existing National Park System lodges. The lobby and other public spaces in and around the lodge
would serve as focal points for environmental education, with exhibits and programs addressing
coastal Alabama ecosystems and sustainable development practices in the coastal zone. In
addition, the lobby and other public spaces would provide amenities that would facilitate
extended daily access to the Gulf State Park beaches. The lodge rooms would further provide
the opportunity for on-site, overnight access at the beach at Gulf State Park, thus giving visitors
a unique way to experience that public resource. A park tram will connect visitors from the
lodge to other areas of Gulf State Park. Overall, the project is designed to be an integral part of
the restoration and public utilization of Gulf State Park, furthering the restoration efforts
conducted as part of the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project during Phase Il of Early
Restoration (see Section 1.6.1).

Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation. This alternative would fund the rehabilitation of a fishing pier
located on Fort Morgan Peninsula in extreme southwestern Baldwin County, Alabama. The
existing pier is approximately 500 feet long and is located at the Fort Morgan State Historic Site.
Until recently, the Fort Morgan fishing pier was heavily used by recreational fisherman.
However, the pier, which is over 40 years old, fell into disrepair, and in 2014 the Alabama
Historical Commission closed the pier for safety reasons. The proposed project would
rehabilitate the pier on its existing foundations, increasing publicly available opportunities for
pier-based fishing in Baldwin County.

Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements. This alternative would fund Gulf beach
access improvements on the Fort Morgan Peninsula in southwest Baldwin County, Alabama. The
proposed alternative would construct a mix of parking lots, restrooms, showers, and dune
walkovers at 11 existing Baldwin County- and state-owned sites. These sites mainly consist of
narrow (50 to 100 feet wide) county-owned parcels at the end of county-owned rights-of-way
(ROWSs). The sites are currently accessible by the public but lack amenities that would enhance
existing public use and/or promote additional use of the sites. Educational signage focused on
coastal natural resources would also be placed at the sites to promote environmental awareness
and stewardship.

Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements. This proposed alternative would fund the
acquisition and transfer of the Gulf Highlands parcel located in southwest Baldwin County to the
ADCNR State Parks Division. The property is approximately 113 acres with more than 2,700 feet
of undeveloped Gulf-fronting beach. Once acquired, a parking lot for 40 cars and boardwalk
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(approximately 1,280 feet long) would be constructed, and educational and interpretive signage
would be added. This alternative would increase recreational access to this area, while
protecting the area’s sensitive resources. This alternative is also being evaluated under the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund (GEBF). The
acquisition has been awarded NFWF GEBF funding, although that funding has not yet been
received.

Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection. This alternative involves the
acquisition of two undeveloped tracts of land, totaling approximately 53 acres near Little Lagoon
in Gulf Shores, Alabama, by the City of Gulf Shores. The tracts contain coastal wetlands and
include portions of shoreline along Little Lagoon. In addition to land acquisition, several
improvements are proposed to provide recreational access to the site, including a boardwalk,
kayak launch, parking, and restrooms. Educational signage focused on coastal resources would
be placed around the site to promote environmental awareness and stewardship. Once
acquired, the land would be managed by the City of Gulf Shores.

Mobile County Projects

Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement. This alternative evaluates E&D activities to
examine restoring Bayfront Park and providing additional improvements to the park. Bayfront
Park is located in Mobile County, on Dauphin Island Parkway near the Alabama Port community.
The proposed E&D work would evaluate the construction of a living shoreline and/or a sandy
beach along Bayfront Park’s currently armored shoreline along Mobile Bay and the development
of additional recreational amenities at the park. The new amenities could include improved
restroom and playground facilities, a renovated wetland boardwalk and nature trail, expanded
birdwatching opportunities, and a geocaching nature trail. In addition, the E&D work would
include developing a plan for the addition of signage and interpretive materials promoting
environmental education and stewardship. If this project were selected for implementation,
additional NEPA analysis to address project implementation (construction and operation of the
project) would occur at that time.

Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area. Approximately 100 acres of
land would be acquired and managed by the Town of Dauphin Island. The alternative would
include developing a parking area and visitor amenities, including a bicycle path, boardwalks, a
fishing pier, gazebos, and public restrooms. Boardwalks would be placed above wetland habitat
to allow visitors access to these habitats while minimizing environmental impacts. Educational
signage would be placed at strategic locations to improve public awareness of environmental
resources and enhance learning opportunities. This alternative would increase public access to
wetland habitats adjacent to Aloe Bay, where very little public access currently exists.

Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels A, B, and C). This alternative
involves the acquisition of a total of approximately 10 acres and construction of access
improvements on three separate parcels of land that would collectively offer visitors to Dauphin
Island passive recreational opportunities including access to an expanded public beach area,
improved access to the existing beach, additional public parking, and restroom facilities. Once
acquired, the Town of Dauphin Island would manage the land. These acquisitions and
improvements would create new passive recreational opportunities and public access to the
Alabama shoreline, as well as enhance the quality of the experiences for visitors who currently
use Dauphin Island’s public beaches, through the development of new visitor use amenities,
including added parking, restroom facilities, and other passive recreational amenities. A portion
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of this project (acquisition of Parcel A) is also being considered for funding under NFWF. As
further described in Chapter 2, this alternative was refined based on public comment on the
RP/EIS.

4. Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C). This alternative involves
the acquisition and construction of access improvements on two separate parcels of property,
which total approximately 2 acres, to collectively offer passive recreational opportunities, public
parking, and restroom facilities at Dauphin Island. Once acquired, the Town of Dauphin Island
would manage the land. This project is designed to enhance access to the Alabama shoreline,
including Gulf-facing beaches. Added parking, restroom facilities, and other passive recreational
amenities would increase public access and enhance the quality of visitor experiences. As
further described in Chapter 2, this alternative was refined based on public comment on the
RP/EIS.

Additional details on each of these projects, as well as all projects considered as part of this RP/EIS
process, are discussed in Chapter 2.

The AL TIG will evaluate additional alternatives that provide and enhance recreational opportunities for
implementation in the Alabama Restoration Area, including, as feasible, projects screened in this RP/EIS
but not selected as within the reasonable range of alternatives at this time, in subsequent

restoration plans.

1.6 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS, POLICIES, OR ACTIONS
1.6.1 Relationship of the RP/EIS to Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell et al.

Due to the magnitude of the DWH oil spill, the DWH Trustees began planning for and implementing
Early Restoration projects with funding from BP before the oil spill’s injury assessment was complete
and prior to the entry of the Consent Decree. Early Restoration occurred in 5 separate phases, during
which Early Restoration plans were prepared and associated NEPA compliance was completed. These
actions are a subset of the extensive, continuing effort needed to address complete restoration of
injuries to natural resources resulting from the DWH oil spill.

During Early Restoration, in June 2014, the DWH Trustees issued the Final Programmatic and Phase lI
Early Restoration Plan and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement® (Phase 1Il ERP/PEIS),
selecting, among a variety of other projects, the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project (Phase Il
ERP/PEIS, Chapter 11, Section 11.6). This project contains five elements: (1) rebuilding the Gulf State
Park Lodge and Conference Center; (2) building an interpretive center; (3) building a research and
education center; (4) enhancing visitor amenities, including trail improvements and extensions,
overlooks, interpretive kiosks and signage, rest areas, bike racks, bird-watching blinds, or other visitor
enhancements; and (5) restoring and enhancing degraded dune habitat. The Gulf State Park Lodge and
Conference Center component of the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project provided partial funding
(558.5 million) for the lodge and conference center construction with DWH Early Restoration funds. The
remaining elements (items 2—5) of the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project were to be fully funded
with DWH Early Restoration funds. The additional funding to complete the lodge and conference center
at Gulf State Park was to come from non-NRDA sources.

The Phase Il decision to fund a portion of the Gulf State Park Lodge and Conference Center using NRDA
funds was challenged in court. Specifically, on October 23, 2014, the Gulf Restoration Network filed a

5 The Phase Ill ERP/PEIS can be found at https://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/nrda/phase-iii-plan.
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lawsuit arguing that the DWH Trustees did not properly consider all reasonable alternatives to the lodge
and conference center portion of the project’ (see Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell et al., Case No.
1:15-cv-00191-CB-C (S.D. Ala.)). The Court ultimately entered an order directing the DWH Trustees to
subject the lodge and conference center component of the Early Restoration project to a broader
analysis of alternatives under OPA and NEPA to ensure the project is compliant with these laws before
NRDA funds could be used on that portion of the project. In the meantime, construction and
implementation of the remaining project elements (items 2-5) are proceeding as originally approved
and are funded by DWH Early Restoration funds.?

This RP/EIS fulfills the DWH Trustees’ responsibilities under the court order in the Gulf Restoration
Network litigation, while also looking more broadly at the potential to provide restoration for lost
recreational shoreline use in Alabama. Accordingly, this initial recreational use restoration planning
activity proposes a number of restoration alternatives for restoring Alabama’s recreational use injury
caused by the DWH oil spill.

1.6.2 Coordination with Other Gulf Restoration Programs

As discussed in Section 1.5.6 of the Final PDARP/PEIS, the AL TIG is committed to coordination with
other Gulf of Mexico restoration programs to maximize the overall ecosystem impact of DWH NRDA
restoration efforts. This coordination will ensure that funds are allocated for critical restoration projects
across the affected regions of the Gulf of Mexico and within Alabama.

During the course of the restoration planning process, the AL TIG has coordinated and will continue to
coordinate with other DWH oil spill and Gulf of Mexico restoration programs, including the Resources
and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and Revived Economies of the Gulf Coast States
(RESTORE) programs and the NFWF GEBF. In so doing, the AL TIG has reviewed the implementation of
projects in other coastal restoration programs and is striving to develop synergies with those programs
to ensure the most effective use of available funds for the maximum coastal benefit.

In November 2016, two projects proposed in this RP/EIS were approved for funding through NFWF
GEBF—Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements and the acquisition of Parcel A of Mid Island
Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels A, B, and C). Funding for both of these projects through
NFWF GEBF is still pending; therefore, these projects were retained in the final RP/EIS.

1.7 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Beginning in 2010, the DWH Trustees established websites to provide the public with information about
injury and restoration processes® and to solicit ideas for restoration projects. The DWH Trustees have
received hundreds of proposals, all of which can be viewed at several web pages.

For this RP/EIS, ideas submitted to the DWH Trustee Council website, known as the DWH public
comment portal, and Alabama project portals were reviewed.'® These comments and ideas include

7 Gulf Restoration Network did not challenge the other components (items 2-5) of the Gulf State Park
Enhancement Project.

8 Construction of a portion of the lodge and conference center component is also currently underway using non-
NRDA funds (see No Action Alternative in Section 2.1.3).

9 http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan.

10 Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, NRDA Projects, available at
http://www.alabamacoastalrestoration.org, NOAA portal at:
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration/give-us-your-ideas/.
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those gathered during all phases of Early Restoration, the development of the Final PDARP/PEIS, and the
public scoping conducted for this document.

On July 6, 2016, the AL TIG published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an RP/EIS and conduct public
scoping (81 FR 44007). Publication of the NOI initiated a 30-day public scoping period during which
members of the public were invited to submit restoration project ideas and other comments regarding
the scope, content, and any significant issues that should be considered in the RP/EIS via mail or
internet. These ideas and comments were also considered as part of this restoration planning process.

1.7.1 Summary of Scoping Input

Members of the public were asked to provide their thoughts on project ideas to address lost
recreational use in Alabama and submit public comments regarding the scope and content of a
restoration plan and environmental impact statement, and any other significant issues the AL TIG should
consider. The AL TIG requested members of the public to submit scoping comments between July 6 and
August 5, 2016, through a variety of means, including electronically through the USDOI’s Planning,
Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) online system, by email, or by letter. In total, 49
correspondences were received during the comment period containing multiple comments in each
correspondence. Correspondence and comments are defined as follows:

= Correspondence: The entire document received from a commenter. It can be in the form of a
PEPC submission, letter, or email.

= Comment: A portion of the text within a correspondence that addresses a single subject. It
could include such information as an expression of support or opposition to a specific project or
project type, issues that should be considered in the EIS process, or other elements the public
felt should be considered in the process.

Comments received during scoping ranged from presenting new project ideas to suggesting issues and
impacts that should be considered in the development of the RP/EIS. Recommendations included
projects to acquire lands for conservation and recreation; improve water quality; improve recreational
fisheries; improve/expand coastal experiences; create artificial reefs; and provide new/additional
lodging, living shorelines, and educational opportunities. With these suggestions, commenters also
voiced support or opposition to these types of projects. Commenters requested that projects serve
multiple purposes, including providing for recreation and ecological restoration. Commenters also
requested that the RP/EIS detail how a project would be evaluated under OPA, how it would show nexus
to the injury, and how project financing and monitoring would occur. Regarding the impacts of the
proposed projects, commenters noted that cumulative impacts should be considered, including how the
proposed projects would interact with those being implemented under Early Restoration, and suggested
that comparable metrics/measures be used across alternatives. Some commenters noted the
importance of a robust and frequent public outreach process during the RP/EIS planning, and requested
that environmental justice be considered. The AL TIG considered all comments in the development of
the RP/EIS. For those comments that suggested projects for consideration, those project and the
reasons why they were or were not carried forward for detailed analysis are presented in Chapter 2 of
this RP/EIS. Comments regarding nexus are addressed by the OPA analysis in Chapter 3. Comments
regarding the affected environment and potential impacts are addressed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5,
respectively.

Topics/ideas noted by the public are included in Table 1-2. The full scoping report is included as
Appendix A.
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Table 1-2: Summary of Public Comment Distribution

% of Total
Topic/ldea Comments?®
Project Recommendation: New/additional lodging 33%
Project Recommendation: Improved/expanded coastal experiences 11%
Project Recommendation: Land acquisition 9%
Miscellaneous Topics: General comments 6%
Project Selection: Multiple/dual purpose projects 6%
Impact Analysis: Adequacy of environmental analysis 5%
Project Recommendation: Water quality 5%
Nexus to injury 4%
Project Recommendation: Recreational fisheries 4%
Impact Analysis: Long-term project monitoring and financing 2%
Environmental justice-related concerns 2%
Project Recommendation: Living shorelines 2%
Public engagement in the plan development process 2%
Impact Analysis: Adequacy against NRDA criteria 2%
Project Selection: Streamlining the process 1%
Impact Analysis: Distribution of restoration across ecosystem 1%
setting/affected area
Project Selection: Project metrics/utilizing comparable measures 1%
across alternatives
Project Selection: Importance of leveraging opportunities 1%
Project Recommendation: Educational opportunities 1%
Project Recommendation: Artificial reefs 1%
Total 100%
Note: 2The definition of “comment” is provided before the table.

1.7.2 Public Review Process for this RP/EIS

In accordance with NEPA and OPA, the draft RP/EIS was made available for public review and comment
for 45 days. The public was encouraged to review and comment on the draft plan and proposed
alternatives. The AL TIG held two public meetings to facilitate the public review and comment process.
At the close of the public comment period, the AL TIG considered all relevant comments received during
the comment period and revised the RP/EIS as appropriate. A summary of comments received and the
Trustees’ responses are included in Chapter 9 of this final document and all correspondence received

are provided in Appendix B.
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1.7.3 Next Steps

Following appropriate OPA and NEPA regulatory procedures and timing, after public release of this final
RP/EIS, the AL TIG intends to prepare a ROD that formally selects one or more alternatives for
implementation.

1.7.4 Administrative Record

The DWH Trustees opened a publicly available Administrative Record for the NRDA for the DWH oil spill,
including restoration planning activities, concurrently with publication of the 2010 NOI (pursuant to 15
CFR § 990.45). USDOI is the lead federal Trustee for maintaining the Administrative Record, which can
be found at http://www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/adminrecord. This administrative record site is also
used by the AL TIG for DWH restoration planning.

Information about restoration project implementation is being provided to the public through the
Administrative Record and other outreach efforts, including at
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov.

1.8  OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RP/EIS AND KEY CHANGES IN THE
FINAL RP/EIS

The AL TIG provided opportunities for the public to comment as described in Section 1.7. During the
comment period, the AL TIG received a total of 91 individual submissions from private citizens;
businesses; federal, state, and local agencies; nongovernmental organizations; and others. The AL TIG
received comments via public meetings, web-based submissions, email, and mailed-in submissions.

1.8.1 Overview of Public Comments on the Draft RP/EIS

The AL TIG received general comments on the draft RP/EIS and comments on specific proposed projects.
With respect to the NEPA analysis, no issues of significant environmental controversy were identified in
the public comments. Comments received generally fell into categories that followed the proposed
projects.

Chapters 1, 2 and 3—Purpose and Need, Alternatives, and OPA Analysis
= General comments
— Support for the RP/EIS.
— Recommendations to incorporate sustainability elements in the infrastructure projects.

— Recommendations for restoration to be coordinated, synergistic, and have multiple
benefits.

— Recommendations for restoration project to be implemented with minimal impacts and a
do no harm approach, and, where impacts would occur, for mitigation to be identified,
planned for, and funded.

— Recommendation that all costs for a project be known prior to project approval.
— Comments regarding the public involvement and engagement process.
— Requests for technical corrections and clarifications.

— Suggestions that the final RP/EIS clarify how public scoping comments were considered in
the plan.
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= Range of Restoration Alternatives

— Requests to consider additional projects to those considered in the AL RP/EIS, which were
suggested through public comments and the project portals.

— Comments regarding the lack of clarity in the methodology used to develop the range of
alternatives and requests for clarification.

— Suggestions that the range of alternatives focus on ecological restoration.
=  Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation

— General support for the proposed project.

— Recommendations to use sea turtle-friendly lighting.

— Requests for clarification on the costs for the project.
=  Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements

— General support for the proposed project.
= Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection

— General support for the proposed project.

— Requests for additional parking on the south side of Highway 182.
= Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement

— General support for the proposed project.

— Questions about the need for additional studies at Bayfront Park as well as the need for the
project under NRDA.

= Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area
— General support for the proposed project, including the land acquisition component.
— Questions on the design features.

— Recommendations that the site be purchased for preservation rather than recreational
development.

=  Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels A, B, and C)

— General opposition to the proposed project because of potential traffic and parking issues,
with specific concerns related to the development of a boat ramp on Parcel C.

— Support for the acquisition of Parcel A.
— Suggestions to add educational elements.

— Recommendations that Parcel A not be developed due to the potential impacts on natural
resources.

= Alternatives: Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C)

— General opposition to the proposed project because of the potential traffic and parking
issues.

— Concerns with the establishment of a boat ramp on Parcel C and the associated potential
impacts. Suggestions that a kayak launch is more appropriate.
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Recommendations to reconsider the number of parking spaces.

Suggestions that the funds allocated to the project be used for other purposes.

= Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project

General support and opposition for the proposed project.
Comments that the proposed project does not have a nexus to the DWH oil spill.
Comments that the project is pre-decisional.

Recommendations for an alternative that considers the construction of the public access
amenities only and does not include the lodge component of the project.

Recommendations that, if no other projects are determined to be suitable for restoration,
the no action alternative be selected rather than the proposed project.

Suggestions that other funds could be used for the proposed project and that NRDA funds
not be used.

Comments that impacts from the proposed project would cause harm and would not
restore natural resources to the public, and that the project is a means to compensate for
economic, not natural resource, impacts.

Comments that the RP/EIS does not provide an analysis of revenues and how they would be
allocated for the proposed project.

Recommendations that the TIG examines other means to create revenues that do not
involve the lodge and conference center.

Requests for clarification on how the conference center would be funded.
Comments on the lack of a contract with an operator of the lodge.

Comments that that the visitation numbers provided by the Trustees do not support the
statement that the proposed project would increase recreational use access and that other
projects would better serve this need.

Suggestions that the project should have LEED certification and generate power to provide
back to the City of Gulf Shores.

Comments that several projects and suites of projects suggested by the public could provide
the same or broader benefits.

Observations regarding the need for a comparative analysis to establish clear, data-driven
metrics for evaluating project proposals.

Recommendations that coordination continue between other DWH and Gulf of Mexico
restoration programs, including updates on the progress of restoration at public meetings.

Chapter 4 and 5—Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

=  General

Requests for technical corrections and clarifications.

Suggestion that that scientific information generated from restoration projects be publicly
available.
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= Alternatives: Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C)

— Concerns regarding stormwater runoff impacts; pedestrian and bike safety; economic
impacts, including lower property values; quality of life issues, including impacts on
residents' privacy; and increase in crime and trash.

— Comments about natural resource impacts that are not accounted for in the analysis,
including impacts on shorebirds.

=  Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project

— Concerns regarding impacts on a variety of resources such as wildlife, beach habitat, and
traffic, and requests for clarification on how the impacts will be addressed.

— Concerns that the project creates barriers to public access.
Chapter 6—Compliance with Other Laws and Regulations

= Comments that the NEPA analysis for the Gulf State Park and Associated Public Access
Amenities Project is not sufficient, and does not take a "hard look" at the range of alternatives
considered.

Chapter 7—Draft Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan

= Recommendations to ensure that local, state, and federal agencies are responsible for
environmental protection measures and have the resources and capacity to carry them out.

1.8.2 Key Changes in the Final RP/EIS

The AL TIG revised the draft RP/EIS to prepare this final RP/EIS, after considering the public comments
received. Revisions to the RP/EIS also included those needed to address minor editorial and technical
revisions. None of the revisions affected the AL TIG’s conclusions about the impacts of the proposed
projects or the identification of the preferred alternatives. An overview of the changes made to the draft
RP/EIS in this final RP/EIS is included below. The AL TIG added Chapter 9 to this final RP/EIS, which
includes statements of concern summarizing the comments received and the AL TIG’s response to those
comments.

Overview of Revisions to Chapter 1:

=  The majority of the changes to Chapter 1 were editorial to improve clarity and flow of the
chapter.

= The AL TIG made minor revisions reflecting that this document is now a final document (instead
of a draft) and to indicate that the public comment process has been completed.

= |n Chapter 1, Section 1.8 was added to provide an overview of the comments received on the
draft RP/EIS and to summarize the revisions made between the draft RP/EIS and final RP/EIS.

= The ALTIG concludes that no issues of significant controversy related to environmental
consequences were raised.
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Overview of Revisions to Chapter 2:

= The majority of the changes to this chapter were editorial text changes to improve clarity and
flow.

= The total number of projects screened was incorrectly stated in the draft RP/EIS as 558, and the
final RP/EIS has been corrected to reflect that the actual number of projects screened was 474.
This change has been made wherever 558 occurred in the draft RP/EIS.

= Additional project detail was added to some of the project descriptions to respond to public
comments.

= (Clarifications were made to some of the project location maps to improve readability.

=  For the Dauphin Island Mid-Islands Parks and Public Beach Improvements Project, these
alternatives were refined based on public comment on the RP/EIS, and text was added to clarify
that the NRDA project does not include a boat ramp and the deed restriction for the acquired
property would not allow a boat ramp without further review and approval by the TIG, including
public comment. The project description was further amended to allow for certain passive, land-
based recreational opportunities at Parcel C, including the use of an existing sandy beach area
on the parcel as a primitive kayak launch.

Overview of Revisions to Chapter 3:
= Mainly editorial text changes were made to this chapter to improve clarity and flow.

= Text was added regarding the scale of benefits to the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated
Public Access Amenities Project to provide clarification and respond to public comments.

Overview of Revisions to Chapter 4:

= The majority of the changes to this chapter were editorial text changes to improve clarity and
flow.

= Based on public comments, the description of the location of utilities at the Laguna Cove Little
Lagoon site was clarified.

Overview of Revisions to Chapter 5:

= The majority of the changes to this chapter were editorial text changes to improve clarity and
flow.

= The cumulative impacts section was edited to remove the potential for a boat ramp at the
Dauphin Island Mid-Island Parks site and to include actions related to implementation of the
Gulf State Park Master Plan.

Overview of Revisions to Chapter 6:

= The majority of the changes to this chapter were editorial text changes to improve clarity and
flow.

= Chapter 6 was updated to reflect the current compliance status for each of the proposed
projects.

Overview of Revisions to Chapter 7:

= Updates were provided on the development of the monitoring plans. Working draft monitoring
plans were added to the RP/EIS as Appendix C.
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Overview of Revisions to Chapter 8:
= Only editorial text changes were made to this chapter to improve clarity and flow.
Overview of Revisions to Chapter 9:

= Chapter 9 was added to provide a summary of and response to public comments on the draft
RP/EIS.

1.9 DECISIONS TO BE MADE

This document is intended to provide the public and decision makers with information and analysis on
the AL TIG’s proposal to proceed with the selection and implementation (which may include selection
for E&D only or selection for construction) of one or more of the alternatives proposed in this RP/PEIS.!

1.10 PROJECT SELECTION/PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE(S)

In this RP/EIS, the AL TIG proposes to select six specific restoration alternatives for either E&D only or for
full implementation. The alternatives selected in this plan are expected to cost approximately
$70,675,000. As discussed in more detail in Section 2.1.4, the proposed restoration projects presented

in this RP/EIS are independent of each other and may be selected independently by the AL TIG. A
decision not to select one or more of the proposed projects in the RP/EIS should not affect the AL TIG's
selection of the remaining projects.

The public, governmental agencies and other entities have identified and continue to identify a large number of
potential restoration projects for consideration during the DWH restoration planning process. Projects not
identified for inclusion in the final RP/EIS may continue to be considered for inclusion in future AL TIG restoration
plans.

1-22



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

2.0 PROJECT SCREENING AND ALTERNATIVES

As described in Chapter 1, this RP/EIS continues the restoration planning process begun prior to the
settlement of the DWH oil spill litigation. Previous steps in this process included assessing the injury
from the DWH oil spill, developing pre-settlement restoration projects as part of the Early Restoration
program undertaken jointly by the DWH Trustees and BP, and planning for programmatic restoration as
part of the Final PDARP/PEIS (DWH Trustees, 2016a). Upon completion of the settlement with BP, the
DWH Trustees created the AL TIG to implement comprehensive DWH restoration planning in Alabama.
This RP/EIS is the first AL TIG restoration plan.

As detailed in Section 1.2, the AL TIG is focusing this initial phase of its restoration planning process on
lost shoreline recreational use. Shoreline recreational loss is a very large component of the overall injury
from the DWH oil spill, and in particular a large component of Alabama’s overall injury. The DWH
Trustees conducted a number of studies to measure the lost recreational value resulting from the spill,
and these studies found that 16,857,116 boating, fishing, and other shoreline activity user-days were
lost across the five affected Gulf states. Total recreational use injuries attributable to the DWH oil spill
are estimated to have been $693.2 million (with an uncertainty range of from $527.6 million to $858.9
million). The assessment results further suggest that the vast majority of the lost recreational value was
attributable to reductions in general shoreline recreational use. Specifically, approximately 98 percent of
lost recreational user days Gulf-wide were general shoreline user days, with the remaining recreational
injury attributed to lost boating days. In Alabama, recreational losses predominantly affected visitors to
the state’s sandy beaches fronting the Gulf of Mexico (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 4.10).

The AL TIG has implemented a restoration planning process for this RP/EIS designed to identify and
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives for compensating the public for the lost shoreline
recreational uses caused by the DWH oil spill. This RP/EIS tiers off of the Final PDARP/PEIS, and the
process outlined in this EIS is fully consistent with the goal set out in the Final PDARP/PEIS of providing
and enhancing recreational opportunities Gulf-wide, including by increasing beach-going through a
combination of ecological restoration and the creation of infrastructure, access, and use opportunities
(Final PDARP/PEIS, Section 5.5.14.2). The AL TIG’s restoration planning process, which is described in this
plan, includes (1) comprehensive screening under OPA and NEPA to identify a reasonable range of
alternatives, (2) a detailed evaluation of these alternatives under OPA and NEPA, and finally (3) selection
of preferred alternative(s) recommended for implementation or for additional E&D by the AL TIG. This
chapter provides a discussion of the screening process the AL TIG used between July and December
2016 to develop the reasonable range of alternatives analyzed in this plan, followed by detailed
descriptions of the alternatives selected for more complete analysis under OPA and NEPA. Subsequent
chapters of the RP/EIS discuss the detailed analysis under OPA (Chapter 3) and NEPA (Chapter 5), as well
as the selection of the preferred alternative(s).

2.1 SCREENING FOR POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES

The goal of the AL TIG’s screening process was to identify a set of alternatives that provides a reasonable
range of options for compensating the public for Alabama’s lost shoreline recreational use caused by the
DWH oil spill. The screening process was designed to identify recreational restoration projects with a
reasonable likelihood of satisfying the OPA criteria and with no obvious major negative environmental
impacts under NEPA, recognizing that this cannot be assured until more thorough OPA/NEPA
evaluations are completed. The phased and sequential screening process included the following steps:

1. Initial OPA eligibility screen,
2. Removal of duplicate projects,
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3. Removal of previously funded projects, and
4. Final screening based on AL TIG review of additional project information.

Each of these steps and its outcome is discussed below in greater detail, and the outcome shown in
Figure 2-1.

2.1.1 Initial OPA Eligibility Screen

The intent of the initial eligibility screen was to identify those alternatives that could reasonably be
expected to provide substantial recreational benefits and that have a strong nexus to the shoreline
injury that occurred in Alabama. In effect, the initial eligibility screen looked only at one of the OPA
criteria—the extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the Trustees’ goals and objectives in
returning the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.*?
Under OPA, alternatives should demonstrate a clear relationship to the resources and services injured,
in this case lost recreational use. Alternatives located in the area affected by the DWH spill were
identified and, due to the magnitude of the shoreline use loss in Alabama, projects focusing on that
specific component of the injury were highlighted.

To begin the screening process, the AL TIG assembled a master database of potential restoration
projects for the range of alternatives and applied a basic eligibility screening process to the full set of
474 projects included in the database (provided in Appendix D). Projects were compiled from

four sources.

=  The DWH public comment portal established soon after the spill to allow the public to submit
projects for the DWH Trustees’ consideration (DWH Trustees, n.d.),*®

= Asimilar web-based portal created in 2014 by the State of Alabama (Alabama Project Portal)
(ADCNR, 2016a),14

= Projects developed by the DWH Trustees for possible inclusion in the Early Restoration program
that were never implemented, and

= The set of projects submitted in response to the NOI issued at the beginning of the AL TIG's
restoration planning process in July 2016 (see Section 1.6.1).

The initial eligibility screen was based on classification by the AL TIG of the projects in the master
database. Based on the descriptions provided by the project proponents, each submitted project was
classified into one of the following six categories:

1. Recreation major objective,

Ecological projects with substantial recreational benefits,
Primarily ecological,

Economic development,

Planning/research and development/monitoring, and
Non-recreational infrastructure.

oukwnN

12 The full set of OPA criteria is discussed in detail in Chapter 3, which describes the detailed OPA evaluation
process for the alternatives.

13 http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration/give-us-your-ideas/.

14 http://www.alabamacoastalrestoration.org.
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Step 1: 474 Projects

Step 2: 48 Projects

Step 3: 33 Projects

Step 4: 25 Projects

1. Initial OPA eligibility screen,

2. Removal of duplicate projects,

3. Removal of previously funded projects, and

4. Final screening based on AL TIG review of additional
project information.

Result: 8 Projects

Figure 2-1: Graphical Summary of Alabama Trustee Implementation Group Recreation Project
Screening

Projects that mentioned recreational benefits as primary objectives were included in the first category.
Ecological projects that might be expected to generate substantial recreational benefits, such as certain
marsh protection or land acquisition proposals, were included in the second category. These two
categories of projects were then moved forward for further consideration during the eligibility screening
phase, as described below.

All recreational projects—either those with recreation as a primary objective or ecological projects
expected to provide substantial recreational benefits—were classified in terms of the type of
recreational benefits they would provide: (1) shoreline use, including activities such as beach use,
shore-fishing, hiking, biking, kayaking, and birding; (2) boating; (3) boat fishing; (4) education and/or
stewardship; (5) public parks without substantial sandy beach recreation, including upper bay urban
parks; (6) historical; and (7) tourism promotion. Projects were also coded to denote whether they
represented a site-specific initiative or a project proposal that was more general in nature

(e.g., proposals for broad scale land acquisition).

Finally, all recreational projects were categorized based on their geographic nexus to the shoreline injury
caused by the DWH oil spill. As noted above, the Final PDARP/PEIS assessment of lost shoreline use in
Alabama identified most of the recreational injury as occurring along the barrier island and ocean-facing
beaches of Alabama (i.e., Dauphin Island, Fort Morgan, Orange Beach, and Gulf Shores). All recreational
projects proposed in these areas or very close to them were categorized as having a strong nexus to the
DWH oil spill since restoration would occur in the locations where shoreline visits were lost or impaired.

The initial eligibility screen was implemented by sorting the database to identify the set of site-specific
projects that were expected to (1) provide recreational benefits—either as a primary objective or as a
substantial outcome of a project with ecological objectives; (2) focus primarily on shoreline use benefits;
and (3) have a strong geographic nexus to the DWH oil spill. Table 2-1, which summarizes the results for
all four steps of the screening process, indicates that for this first step, 48 of the 474 projects met all 3 of
these criteria. The 48 projects are broken out below in Tables 2-2 through 2-5, based on their final
screening determination.
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2.1.2 Recreational Considerations for Projects Primarily Designed to Produce Ecological
Services

The AL TIG conducted a further review of all projects in category 3 above (Primarily Ecological) to
determine whether there might be sufficient indirect benefits to recreational use to warrant their
inclusion in category 2 (Ecological Projects with Substantial Recreational Benefits). Projects were
candidates for reclassification in situations where it could be determined that (1) they would provide
substantial ecological service uplift in a manner that benefits recreation, or (2) where minor
modifications to the project plan would provide meaningful recreational benefits.

The first subset (1) included projects such as living shoreline construction, water quality improvements,
or marsh creation. These projects have the potential to benefit recreational use by improving water
quality (measured either through improved water clarity or a reduction in bacteria or contaminants that
affect human health such as fecal coliform), improving recreational angling catch rates, or
improving/preserving land that has notable aesthetic quality, among other options. Each of these
benefits and their relationship to recreational use are known and acknowledged by the DWH Trustees.
The second subset (2) included land preservation or marsh creation projects that could be augmented to
provide increased recreational use access, through the addition of parking areas, boardwalks, or other
recreational-use features.

In many cases, the AL TIG chose not to carry these types of projects forward because it became
apparent that modifications to the proposals to improve recreational use were inconsistent with the
original project’s ecological restoration goals. However, if a project could be successfully modified to
augment recreational use, it was re-categorized under category 2.

In addition, in deciding whether projects in category 3 should be re-categorized and carried forward for
further evaluation, the AL TIG considered the magnitude of recreational benefits associated with each
proposal. This measure was determined by a combination of anticipated utilization and the degree that
users would benefit from the project. For instance, a marsh creation project that serves as nursery fish
habitat can generate substantial recreational use benefits if it is expected to cause a demonstrable
increase in catch rates to a suitably large population of recreational anglers. Additionally, from a
shoreline recreational use perspective, projects to improve water quality can convey substantial
recreational use benefits, if they reduce the number of days where water quality is sufficiently impaired
to generate human-health warnings.

Applying these considerations, the AL TIG gave further consideration to projects initially categorized as
“Primarily Ecological” to assess whether they could be reclassified or modified in a way to produce
measurable lost recreational use benefits. Many projects did not merit further evaluation because the
recreational use benefits were either uncertain, of limited magnitude, or inappropriate given the
project’s primary goals. Specifically, projects to improve water quality (ADEM, n.d.), which were
categorized as “Primarily Ecological,” were not moved through the eligibility screen because water
quality is not generally impaired in the areas identified in the Final PDARP/PEIS assessment where most
of Alabama’s recreational use injury occurred (i.e., Dauphin Island, Fort Morgan, Orange Beach, and Gulf
Shores). Thus, there is not sufficient need for this type of restoration.

In sum, the TIG's exclusion of “Primarily Ecological” projects during the eligibility screening phase of this
plan was based on those projects’ inability to sufficiently compensate for the DWH lost recreational use
injury. The eligibility screening phase of this plan is not an evaluation of these projects’ ability to provide
substantial ecological benefits. As a result, these projects may best be considered in forthcoming
restoration plans developed by the AL TIG, which will focus on compensating for the ecological injuries
caused by the DWH oil spill within the state.
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2.1.3 Removal of Duplicate Projects

Because the screening process started with the Trustee Council and State of Alabama project submission
databases and because submissions occurred over an extended timeframe, there were many duplicate
and similar projects when the submittals from each database were combined. Therefore, after the initial
eligibility screen, the AL TIG eliminated projects that were identical or largely duplicative. When projects
were largely duplicative, the project deemed to best represent the recreational restoration concept was
retained on the screening list, and similar potentially duplicative or substantially overlapping proposals
were removed. This resulted in the removal of 15 projects from the 48 that met the initial eligibility
criteria—see Table 2-1. The duplicate projects are identified in Table 2-2 along with the primary project
that was retained.

2.1.4 Removal of Previously Funded Projects

Because a number of years have passed since many projects were submitted to the public databases, a
number of the eligible projects have already received funding. These projects were removed from
further consideration. This resulted in the elimination of eight additional projects—see Table 2-1. These
projects are listed in Table 2-3 below, along with some additional documentation on their

completion status.

2.1.5 Final Screening Based on TIG Review of Additional Project Information

For the remaining 25 projects, the AL TIG conducted a more detailed evaluation of the extent to which
each project was likely to meet the goals and objectives of this RP/EIS. In most cases, this analysis
required the AL TIG to collect or develop additional information on the projects. The AL TIG carefully
reviewed each project, and where decisions were made to not include a project in the range of
reasonable alternatives for further OPA/NEPA evaluation, the rationale for that decision is provided in
Table 2-4 below. Seventeen of the 25 projects that (1) passed the basic eligibility screen, (2) were not
duplicative, and (3) had not already been funded were not moved on to the final reasonable range of
alternatives evaluated in this RP/EIS. As a general rule, the reasons for not moving projects forward
were project-specific and site-specific (e.g., additional information frequently indicated that a project
would not provide significant benefits to the types of shoreline users directly injured by the DWH

oil spill).
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Table 2-1: Summary of Alabama Trustee Implementation Group Recreation Project Screening
# of # of
Projects # of Projects Projects
Process Step Screened Eliminated remaining Notes

Factors considered: Potential for recreational benefits, geographic nexus to the
DWH oil spill

Step 1: OPA Kept: All projects with potential for more than minor recreational benefits and

Appropriateness Evaluation 474 426 48 strong geographic nexus to the DWH oil spill

(PDARP 5D) Eliminated: Primarily ecological projects, monitoring, research and
development, planning-only projects, non-recreational infrastructure projects
(e.g., wastewater treatment plants), and economic development projects
Factors considered: Regional connectivity, leveraging, multiple trustee

Step 2: Screening to engagement, and PDARP consistency

Remove Duplicates and 48 15 33 Kept: The set of unique proiects

Similar Projects pt: que proj
Eliminated: Projects that are direct duplicates or essentially similar
Factors considered: Current project status

Step 3: Removal of . . .

Completed Projects 33 8 25 Kept: All projects that are either not completed or not already funded
Eliminated: Completed projects and those already funded

Step 4: Screening for . . . . . .

hed Table 2-4 | f
Trustee Goals and 25 17 3 See attached Table discussing selection decisions for projects not meeting

Objectives

the AL TIG’s objectives

Notes:

The preliminary reasonable range of alternatives includes: Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities, Dauphin Island Eco-

Tourism and Environmental Education Area, Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements, Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements,
Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation, Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements, Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection, and
Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement.
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Table 2-2: Duplicate Projects
Project Name Project ID? Organization Project Cost Notes / Identification of Projects Retained on Screening List (Table 2-4)
Cedar Point Fed-431 NA NA Overlap with Fed-660: Cedar Point Restoration and Enhancement Project
Alabama
R Tract
Our Road Trac AL-205 Coastal $7,498,000 | Duplicate of AL-170: BLM Fort Morgan "Our Road" Acquisition
Acquisition .
Heritage Trust
Mississippi-
Dauphin Island Causeway Als:ts)salrsnsgpséa
Habitation Restoration Fed-5107 Grant $9,000,000 | Will create new beach areas--several others duplicate projects
and Public Access .
Consortium
Repairs to the Fort Alabama Overlap with DCNR-3: Fort Morgan Fishing Pier and Boat Ram
paifs to the ror AL-151 Historical $1,000,000 P ' 8 & P
Morgan Fishing Pier . Improvements
Commission
Dauphin Island . . . .
Restore Our East End Overlap with AL-82: Dauphin Island Audubon Bird Sanctuary Shoreline
Fed-10051 Park and NA .
Beaches Restoration and Management
Beach Board
Habitat Acquisition and
Conservation for Pelican Coast Overlap with Fed-11223: Habitat Acquisition and Conservation of
. . AL-104 $891,217 . . .
Neotropical Migratory Conservancy Neotropical Migratory Birds
Birds
Gulf Highlands/Gulf Gulf Highlands . ) .
Shores AL Public Beach Fed-4053 LLC $35,000,000 | Duplicate of AL-132: Gulf Highlands
Restoration Barrier Island Fed-11619 Property NA Overlap thh FeFi-11503: Town of Dauphin Island Beach and Barrier Island
Owner Restoration Project Alternative 3
South ?horellne of Fed-11500 NA NA Overlap leth Fe.cl-11503: Toyvn of Dauphin Island Beach and Barrier Island
Dauphin Island Restoration Project Alternative 3
Dauphin Isl Park
S:IE:T\/IIa:s; aFni:fisira\r:IZy Overlap with AL-199: Bayfront Park. This proposed project is focused
’ Fed-206 Volkert, Inc. $10,800,000 | primarily on erosion protection for the Dauphin Island Parkway, with

Shellfish Habitat
Restoration

limited recreational benefits.
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Project Name Project ID? Organization Project Cost Notes / Identification of Projects Retained on Screening List (Table 2-4)
Dauphin Island Parkway,
Bayfront Park, and Heron
Bay Cut-Off Shoreline and Mobile County . .
Habitat Restoration and Fed-701 Commission $5,000,000 | Overlap with AL-199: Bayfront Park
Public Access
Enhancements
Wes.t End Beach and . Town of Overlap with Fed-11503: Town of Dauphin Island Beach and Barrier Island
Barrier Island Restoration AL-92 ) $58,601,000 ) ) .

. Dauphin Island Restoration Project Alternative 3
Project
Dauphin
Dauphin Island Acquisition AL-224 Management, $2,400,000 | Overlap with AL-295: Mid-Island Parks
LLC
Aloe Bay Harbour Town AL-79 Town of $14,346,382 Overlap with Fed-879: Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental
Dauphin Island Education Area

Town of Dauphin Island . . : .
Beach and Barrier Island AL-594 Town of 468,000,000 Overlap with Fed-11503: Town of Dauphin Island Beach and Barrier Island

Restoration Project

Dauphin Island

Restoration Project Alternative 3

Notes:

NA — Not available

2 Project ID numbers represent a unique identifier each project was given when they were entered by the public into the DWH Public Comment
Portal and the Alabama Project Portal. Projects with a DCNR identifier are not part of either portal and were projects developed by the AL TIG for
early restoration that were carried over for consideration.
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Restoration

Table 2-3:  Previously Funded Projects
Project Name Project ID? Organization Project Cost Notes
Nearshore and Snorkelin State of ADCNR Marine Resources Division is carrying this out as part of artificial
. & Fed-396 Alabama/City of $500,000 ying P
Reef Project reefs NFWF grant.
Orange Beach
Project Title: Dauphin Island Bird Sanctuary — Dauphin Island Park and
Dauphin Island Park and Dauphin Island Beach Board (DIPBB)
Beach Board (Audubon Fed-10168 Park and Beach NA NOAA Award: 12NOA4190173
Bird Sanctuary) Board Project Cost: $55,000 ($27,500 federal / $27,500 match by DIPBB)
Completed: September 2014
Dauphin Island Dauphin Island Additional camping spots (pads) are not needed at this time due to
P . Fed-11050 | Park and Beach NA MPINg SpOts P
Campground Expansion space and utility constraints.
Board
Lagoon Pass Parking Fed-704 City of Gulf Shores $1,600,000 Completed by City of Gulf Shores
Project Title: West 10th Street Public Access — City of Gulf Shores
NOAA Award: 14N0S4190124
10th Street Access Fed-728 City of Gulf Shores NA Project Cost: $100,000 ($50,000 federal / $50,000 match by Gulf
Shores)
Completed: March 2016
Project Title: Dauphin Island Public Beach Site Improvements — Dauphin
Dauphin Island Park and Dauphin Island Island Park and Beach Board (DIPBB)
Beach Board (Public Fed-11051 Park and Beach NOAA Award: 13N0S4190116
Beach Parking) Board Project Cost: $27,000 ($13,500 federal / $13,500 match by DIPBB)
Completed: September 2014
The 16.3-mile-long engineered beach across three jurisdictions (Gulf
Shores, Orange Beach, and Gulf State Park) is treated as one project
Orange Beach/Gulf State City of Orange \;/ri:)?ett::ze:aszrtzr;z;s.c:)nntdhuecizzt lﬂ‘?‘tﬁal-zz'rrt‘ihc;eneejtl)\iga tl): 5;‘;:)2 0: rrlzgg? f "
B -11 1 : ’
Park/Gulf Shores Beach Fed-11509 Beach 14,700,000 project was conducted. In 2005/2006 after an active hurricane season

(Arlene, Cindy, Dennis, Katrina, and the effects of Rita and Wilma),
nourishment was conducted. The third and most recent project was
conducted in 2013/2014 (City of Orange Beach, 2016).
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Project Name Project ID? Organization Project Cost Notes

Dauphin Island Audubon Project Title: Dauphin Island Shoreline Stabilization Project (AL-28) was
Bird Sanctuary Shoreline CIAP Grant: F12AF00751

AL-82 Park & Beach 2
Restoration and ar Boarjac 29,525,000 | o ot Cost: $7.500,000 ($5,200,000 CIAP/ $2,300,000 GOMESA)

Management Completed: Spring 2016

Dauphin Island

Notes: NA — Not available
2 Project ID numbers represent a unique identifier each project was given when they were entered by the public into the DWH Public Comment
Portal and the Alabama Project Portal. Projects with a DCNR identifier are not part of either portal and were projects developed by the AL TIG for
early restoration that were carried over for consideration.

Table 2-4: Projects Not Carried Forward for Further Analysis

Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis Project Description Project Cost Reason Not Carried Forward

The City owns Wolf Creek Park, a 25-acre property
that contains coastal habitat with recreational and
educational opportunities for the community and
tourists. Wolf Creek Park is the northern boundary of
the proposed acquisition. Acquisition of this property
would expand the park, specifically expanding the
coastal bird rookery habitat along the creek and
interior cove. With this expansion, visitors could $325,000
access coastal habitats for bird watching, fishing, and
kayaking. Educational signage would inform visitors of
the natural ecosystem and native species. The City
would include the property as part of the nature parks
system for management, maintenance, restoration
(removal of invasive exotic plant species), water
quality monitoring, and eco-tourism marketing.

Not carried forward due to lack of
geographic nexus. Although this project is
in close proximity to the beaches and
barrier islands, it is not located along a
major thoroughfare leading to sand
beaches. Accordingly, it was determined
that this project would not provide
sufficient benefit to general shoreline
recreational use or the users affected by
the DWH oil spill.

Wolf Creek Park Expansion
(City of Foley)
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Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis

Project Description

Project Cost

Reason Not Carried Forward

Wolf Bay Wetland Nature
Preserve: A Coastal Resource

This project is a fee simple resource recovery land
acquisition project. The 569 acre Wolf Bay Nature
Preserve Tract is within the Alabama Coastal Area. The
Wolf Bay Coastal Area has been designated as a
Geographic Area of Particular Concern in the Alabama
Coastal Area Management Plan. This tract is
recognized as a Gulf Ecological Management Site (Gulf

Not carried forward because of a lack of
geographic nexus. Although this project is
in close proximity to the beaches and
barrier islands, it is not located along a
major thoroughfare leading to sand

Department of Transportation)

access areas. The reconstruction project would consist
of installing a new seawall immediately behind the
existing seawall. The existing tiebacks would be used.
Once the new sheets are installed, the existing sheets
would be removed. A new concrete cap would be
placed on top of the new wall.

Recovery Land Acquisition of Mexico Program). In 2007, the Alabama $3,000,000 . . .
. . beaches. Accordingly, it was determined
Project (Alabama Forest Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) . . .
. . that this project would not provide
Resource Center) and USEPA designated Wolf Bay as an Outstanding . . .
. sufficient benefit to general shoreline
Alabama Water. The parcel consists of 458 acres of .
recreational use or the users affected by
wetlands and 111 acres of upland property. The 111 .
the DWH oil spill.
acres of uplands would allow for a large development
to occur on this site. The tract has been nominated to
Forever Wild.
The proposed project would replace a severely
damaged seawall along Perdido Pass, at Alabama This project was considered because the
Point in Orange Beach, Alabama. The seawall and work would open a shoreline access point
attendant parking area serves as a fishing access and that is currently closed to the public for
sight-seeing location. Access to the pass from this safety reasons and could potentially
Perdido Pass Seawall location is currently closed because of the unstable provide for limited shoreline fishing
Replacement (Alabama asphalt surface of the parking lot and walking/fishing $7,359,816 opportunities. Opening this access would

not provide significant restoration for lost
shoreline uses because the primary use at
this location is parking and boat ramp
access for water-dependent recreational
uses.
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Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis

Project Description

Project Cost

Reason Not Carried Forward

Gulf Place Development (City

In an effort to improve access for the public to a beach
area at the intersection of State Highway 59 and State
Highway 182, eyebrow parking along State Highway
182 would be developed. This would allow the existing
public parking areas in the vicinity of The Hangout to
be developed into open space and provide the general
public use of this area while enjoying the beaches. The

The City of Gulf Shores is currently
implementing Phase 1A of this project. The
remainder of the project could be
considered for future rounds of

Migratory Birds (Dauphin
Island Bird Sanctuaries, Inc.)

Mexico. These tracts are critical resting and foraging
habitat for migratory songbirds. The number of
acres and tracts acquired would depend on the
existence of willing sellers and market appraisals.

. . ” 2,500,000 recreational use restoration funding by the
of Gulf Shores) project would also include construction of dune ? &by
. AL TIG; however, the AL TIG would have to
walkovers from the new parking over the vegetated . L . .
. consider significant public safety and traffic
dunes to the beach, allowing access to the beaches . . el .
. . . considerations if this project were
without destroying the vegetation and dunes roposed in the future
established along State Highway 182. New restroom prop ’
facilities at this site for the general public would also
be constructed.
This project entails acquiring more than 15
parcels scattered throughout residential
areas to conserve stop-over habitat for
neotropical migratory birds. Because these
parcels are not contiguous with any
. . . existing publicly accessible lands, no public
This project would acquire many (15) small tracts of ep ¥ j P
. . . access features (e.g., parking areas to
land for bird conservation on Dauphin Island, rovide human access) currently exist
. _ Mobile County, Alabama. Dauphin Island has been P . . Y i
Habitat Acquisition and . . . Further, constructing public access features
Conservation for Neotropical recognized as one of the most important migratory on the acquired tracts would diminish their
P songbird stopover locations on the northern Gulf of $1,560,000 q

ecological value to neotropical migratory
birds and would not be technically feasible
within the residential areas. Without public
access features that would enable broader
public access, the recreational use of these
sites would be limited to users who could
walk or bicycle to these sites. Acquisition of
these parcels may be considered by the AL
TIG in future, ecologically focused
restoration planning.
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Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis

Project Description

Project Cost

Reason Not Carried Forward

Cotton Bayou — Perdido Islands
Beneficial Use Restoration

This project would address habitat deterioration and
associated ecological and recreational impacts in
Perdido Bay. The project would have two main
objects: (1) restore eroded beach habitat on Robinson
and Bird Islands and (2) restore Cotton Bayou’s
channel and basin for boating access. The United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in
cooperation with partners would dredge Cotton Bayou
to its historic depth and use the dredged material for

Recreational benefits of this project would
only be boat accessible in this location. The

(Weeks Bay Foundation)

maintain the conservation value of the property and
prohibit any future development. In addition, the
Weeks Bay Foundation would work with the Weeks
Bay Reserve to create a management plan and
prioritize restoration needs, including restoration of
longleaf pine savannas, pitcher plant bogs, and marsh
and swamp habitat (where appropriate).

(Alabama Cooperative ben.eficial use t'o create I’OL:Ighly 33 acre§ of b(?ach . $1,247,334 beacb nourishment propc?sal may be
Extension System) habitat on Robinson and Bird Islands. This project will considered by the AL TIG in future,

benefit the ecosystem by creating essential beach ecologically focused restoration planning.

habitat that is used by animal species affected by the

DWH oil spill. The project would also benefit

Alabama’s boating community, attract birders to the

Gulf Coast, improve the access of fishermen to

Perdido Bay, generally increase the use of Cotton

Bayou channel, and in turn, offset impacts of the DWH

oil spill on this area.

The Weeks Bay Foundation would acquire property to This project was not carried forward

(1) protect it in perpetuity, and (2) address restoration because of a lack of geographic nexus.

needs to ensure that it provides the best habitat for Although this project is in close proximity

native and endemic species. Property would be to the beaches and barrier islands, it is not

purchased from a willing seller at the Yellow Book located along a major thoroughfare leading

. . appraised value and held by the Weeks Bay to sand beaches. Accordingly, it was

Magnolia River Preservation Foundation who, as an accredited land trust, would determined that this project would not
Project — Holmes Property ! ! $3,233,500

provide sufficient benefit to general
shoreline recreational use or the users
affected by the DWH oil spill. Additionally,
the benefits associated with management
of this project are primarily ecological with
few recreational benefits. Accordingly, this
project may be considered by the ALTIG in
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Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis

Project Description

Project Cost

Reason Not Carried Forward

future, ecologically focused restoration
planning.

Town of Dauphin Island Beach
and Barrier Island Restoration

This project would involve an engineered shoreline
restoration project for the approximately 7 miles of
Gulf-fronting beach on Dauphin Island. The town
contracted with South Coast Engineering, Inc., to

The AL TIG's preference is to not move
forward with a major structural restoration
project on Dauphin Island until the Dauphin
Island Barrier Island Restoration
Assessment is complete, which has been

(Town of Perdido Beach)

town public access points. This project would provide
benefits to residents and create a unique ecosystem
that will provide direct benefits to Perdido Bay's
aquatic productivity through the restoration of highly
productive ecosystems, including oyster reefs,
submerged aquatic grass, emergent saltmarsh
systems, and tidal channels.

. . . 28,506,000 .

Project Alternative 3 (Town of develop templates to rehabilitate and strengthen > made clear to the public at many recent

Dauphin Island) Dauphin Island as a natural barrier and provide a "first public meetings (NFWF, 2016). This
line of defense" to protect critical economic and proposal may be considered by the AL TIG
environmental resources in Mobile County. in future, ecologically focused restoration

planning.
.. The project would construct a Visitors’ Center at Bon
Visitors Center at Bon Secour . - . . . .
. - Secour National Wildlife Refuge. It would provide an USFWS is not currently interested in

National Wildlife Refuge . . . . L,
educational experience related to understanding of $3,500,000 committing refuge land to a visitor’s

(Alabama Gulf Coast .

. . the importance of the refuge as well as what types of center.

Convention & Visitors Bureau) s . . .
wildlife and habitats it contains.
The proposed habitat restoration projects would be This living shoreline project was considered
located within Perdido Bay, which historically has through this round of project screening
suffered from habitat degradation through the loss of because it is within the area of geographic
coastal wetlands and associated sea grasses. The nexus and because it protects shoreline
proposed project is aimed at the enhancement of accessible salt marsh habitats and

. coastal aquatic resources through the implementation recreational boating access infrastructure
Town of Perdido Beach of a 14-acre living shoreline within waters adjacent to (i.e., boat ramps and associated parking)
Shoreline Restoration Project g J $6,000,000 Y P P gl

However, as discussed above related to
primarily ecological project types, this
project provides limited benefits to general
shoreline use (the predominant
recreational use injury in Alabama).
Instead, it primarily benefits water
dependent recreational uses with limited
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Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis

Project Description

Project Cost

Reason Not Carried Forward

benefits to shoreline uses such as shore
based fishing opportunity.

Pilot Town Acquisition and

Pilot Town is an important part of Alabama history.
Pilot Town was destroyed in a 1906 hurricane, but
traces of the settlement, including an old graveyard,
can still be found there. Erosion of the protective
peninsula that was a signature of Navy Cove is almost
completely lost to erosion. The shoreline in the project

USFWS is not currently interested in
acquiring additional lands to include within
the Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge for

Inc.)

proposed project would include shoreline
supplementation to restore marsh habitat and sand
beach. Additionally, as a protection measure against
continued shoreline erosion, specifically designed
wave attenuation devices would be placed to reduce
wave action on the shoreline, which is expected to
provide some stabilization to the shoreline in the
vicinity of the boat ramp.

Finfish and Shellfish Habitat 8,100,000 the purposes of recreation. Acquisition of
. area has eroded approximately 600 feet since 1940 28,100, . purp . q. .

Restoration (Volkert, Inc.) . . . . this land would not provide additional

with the loss of approximately 25 acres of high quality .

. . access to shoreline resources and would
wetlands and uplands. Purchase of the Little Point . . .
. only provide ecological benefits.

Clear unit would extend the refuge lands further west

to include the western shore of St. Andrews Bay and

encompass Pilot Town.

Dixie Graves Highway (County Road 180) in Baldwin

County is the northern coast road along the Fort e . . .

. . . This living shoreline project was considered
Morgan Peninsula in Baldwin County, Alabama. For . . .
. . through this round of project screening
much of the distance of this road, the northern el .
. . . . . because it is within the area of geographic
shoreline is sufficiently wide that there is housing . .
. . nexus and because it protects shoreline
along the shoreline of Bon Secour Bay. In the vicinity . . .
. . . accessible recreational boating access
of the boat ramp that is labeled Pine Public Access, . .
. . . . . . infrastructure (i.e., boat ramps and

Shoreline Restoration on Ft. near the intersection with Plantation Road, the associated parking) and general access
Morgan Peninsula (Volkert, roadway is very close to the waters of the bay. The $13,500,000 P & &

infrastructure (i.e., coastal roadways that
are needed for access to shoreline
resources). However, this project provides
limited benefits to general shoreline use
(the predominant recreational use injury in
Alabama). Instead, it primarily benefits
water-dependent recreational uses.
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Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis

Project Description

Project Cost

Reason Not Carried Forward

Cedar Point Restoration and

This project would restore shoreline and provide
critical public access to Mobile Bay and the Mississippi
Sound by enhancing County-owned property in the
Cedar Point area. The Commission proposes to
enhance the existing facilities, restore natural habitat
lost, and provide a high profile venue for public access

Since this project was submitted to the
database, some of the proposed work has
already been completed. Furthermore, the

Improvements (ADCNR)

and enhance public recreational use. A breakwater
and salt marsh would be constructed to stabilize the
eroding shoreline of the site. Finally, a small remnant
parcel located along the southern shoreline would be
acquired to facilitate the shoreline protection
activities. Educational signage concerning fishing
regulations, coastal resources and related information
would be placed at the site.

Enh t Project (Mobil 10,000,000 ty h h hi dth
nhancemen . rgjec (Mobile to local waters. A master plan developed by the »10,000, pr.o.per y has changed owners |p,.an €
County Commission) . . . willingness of the potential seller is
Commission for the Cedar Point area includes . -
. . unknown. Accordingly, the likelihood of
elements designed to reclaim and restore the . .
. . . successful implementation unknown.
shoreline and associated habitats and to construct
public access facilities along the Bay and Sound
shorelines of the Point.
This project would fund recreational improvements to
the existing Lightning Point Boat Ramp and Park This project is not carried forward because
located in Bayou la Batre in south Mobile County, of lack of geographic nexus. Although this
Alabama. The current site includes a concrete boat project is in close proximity to the beaches
ramp, an unimproved gravel boat ramp, and and barrier islands, it is not located along a
unimproved parking. The proposed project would major thoroughfare leading to sand
improve the existing boat ramp and the gravel parking beaches. Accordingly, it was determined
Lichtning Point Public Access areas at the boat ramp. Additionally, boardwalks, that this project would not provide
& & gazebos, and a fishing pier would be added to improve $456,500 sufficient benefit to general shoreline

recreational use or the users affected by
the DWH oil spill. Portions of this project
(i.e., land acquisition) may be funded under
NFWF GEBF; however, other components
of this project may be considered by the AL
TIG in future, recreational use restoration
planning.
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Projects Not Carried Forward
for Alternatives Analysis

Project Description

Project Cost

Reason Not Carried Forward

Bureau of Land Management

This project would acquire 5.89 acres of property on
Our Road, Fort Morgan, Alabama, to protect the
acquired acreage that provides beach and dune
habitat for species such as the Alabama beach mouse,
nesting sea turtles, and migratory birds and

This site currently comprises minimally
disturbed beach mouse and sea turtle
nesting critical habitat. Adding recreational
use infrastructure to this site would affect
these habitats. Therefore, the AL TIG may

Phase Il and Il

include upgrading technology systems; improving the
visitor experience with service standards and

physical guidelines; expanding support for human
resources and events; and strengthening reinvestment
in the park.

Fort Morgan Our Road shorebirds. Additionally, this acquisition would $7,498,000 . . .
. consider this proposal in future,
Acquisition connect 26.32 acres of Bureau of Land Management- . . .
. . S ecologically focused restoration planning
administered land and Bon Secour National Wildlife . L -
. . that would involve acquisition of this site
Refuge. There are few available properties for . .

. . for preservation and management without
purchase left on Fort Morgan Peninsula that provide development of infrastructure
connectivity to other protected lands on Fort Morgan. P ’

The project proposes permanently protecting lands for

long-term management by the Bon Secour National ) . .

.g . 8 Y . The benefits associated with management
S Wildlife Refuge. It would add approximately 250 acres . . . . . .
Bon Secour Wildlife Refuge, L . . . of this project are primarily ecological with
. . . of sensitive coastal lands to the Little Point Clear Unit ; . :
Little Point Clear Unit . . . $11,000,000 few recreational benefits. Accordingly, the
I at this refuge, including frontage along St. Andrews . . s

Acquisition (two parcels) AL TIG may consider this project in future,

Bay and more than 100 acres of salt and freshwater . . .

. . ecologically focused restoration planning.

wetlands, as well as several tidal sloughs, and adjacent

upland areas.

The Gulf State Park Master Plan lays out a series of

improvements that could be implemented in and

around the park. The master plan considers .. . .

. . Originally considered as an independent
operational recommendations to support the >
hysical enhancements, ensuring long-term project, many of these elements were

Gulf State Park Master Plan Phy U g long . incorporated into the Gulf State Park Lodge

enhancement sustainability. Key recommendations Unknown

and Associated Public Access Amenities
Project; therefore, it was not considered as
a stand-alone alternative.
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2.1.6 Range of Restoration Alternatives

The screening process identified nine alternatives located in Baldwin and Mobile counties for detailed
OPA/NEPA analysis. These are listed in Table 2-5 below. The remainder of this chapter provides in-depth

descriptions of each of these alternatives.

Table 2-5: Alternatives Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis
Projects for Alternatives Analysis
Consideration County Project ID Organization Project Cost

Gulf.State Park Lodg'e' and Associated Baldwin DCNR-1 DCNR 456,300,000
Public Access Amenities
Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation Baldwin DCNR-3 DCNR $3,075,000
Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Baldwin DCNR-4 DCNR $2.522.500
Improvements

If Highl L Acquisiti
Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Baldwin AL-132 Gulf Highlands, LLC | $35,000,000
Improvements
Laguna Cove thtlc'a Lagoon Natural Baldwin AL-110 Pelican Coast $4.400,000
Resource Protection Conservancy
Bayfront Park Resto.ratlor.1 and . Mobile AL-199 Mobile 'Co'unty $1,000,000
Improvement — Engineering and Design Commission
Dau.phln Island Eco-To-urlsm and Mobile Fed-879 The T.own of $4,000,000
Environmental Education Area Dauphin Island
Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach . Town of Dauphin
Improvements (Parcels A, B, and C) Mobile AL-295 Island »4,200,000
Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach i

id-Island Parks and Public ea: Mobile AL-295 Town of Dauphin $1,900,000
Improvements (Parcels B and C) Island

Notes

2This project is a variation of Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels A, B, and C).
While shown as two projects in this table, the description of the screening process considered this as
one project so as not to double count it.

2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS

Alternatives that were carried forward for detailed analysis are described below. For all alternatives
except Bayfront Park, this RP/EIS proposes project planning and implementation. In the case of Bayfront
Park, only funding of E&D is proposed at this time to provide more information to fully evaluate the
alternative at a later date. Bayfront Park is described in detail below and is analyzed for the purpose of
OPA (Chapter 3), but is not carried through the affected environment (Chapter 4) or environmental
consequences (Chapter 5) sections because only E&D are being considered at this time. The NEPA
analysis appropriate for projects considered only for E&D is addressed in the Final PDARP/PEIS

(Section 6.4.1.4) and in Chapter 5 of this RP/EIS. A description of the no action alternative is also
included in this section.
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2.2.1 Baldwin County
Alternative 1: Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project

Project Summary/Background. The proposed alternative is located in the city of Gulf Shores in Baldwin
County, Alabama. The 6,150-acre state park is adjacent to the Gulf of Mexico and includes both white
sand beaches and backcountry areas. Orange Beach is located to the east. Access to the park is provided
by Alabama State Highways 182 and 135. This alternative would (1) partially rebuild the Gulf State Park
Lodge, which was destroyed in 2004 by Hurricane lvan, and (2) develop a host of public access
amenities, which would connect the lodge to other aspects of the park, create and enhance public use
and enjoyment of the beach areas at Gulf State Park for visitors not staying at the lodge, and increase
access to the non-beach areas within the park to all visitors (see Figure 2-2). The allocation of NRDA
funds for partial construction of the Gulf State Park Lodge was previously part of the Gulf State Park
Enhancement Project, which was funded with early restoration natural resource damages funds from
BP. A court decision in Gulf Restoration Network v. Jewell, Case 1:15-cv-00191-CB-C (S.D. Ala.) stayed the
use of the $58.5 million budgeted for the lodge and conference center component of that project,
pending the completion of additional analysis under OPA and NEPA. A portion of these funds was
expended on E&D and permitting of the lodge prior to the Court’s stay, leaving approximately $56.3
million for consideration in this plan (see Appendix F). Since its original approval as part of a Phase Il
Early Restoration project and the subsequent court order staying the use of the funds for the lodge
pending further analysis, the design of the lodge, along with the associated conference center, has been
further developed by ADCNR (see Gulf State Park Master Plan®®) (Sasaki, 2016). Also, additional funding
for work at Gulf State Park, consistent with the Gulf State Park Master Plan, was secured by Alabama as
a result of (1) the settlement of the State’s economic damages claims against BP*® ($50 million allocated
to the lodge and conference center at Gulf State Park), and (2) an award of $5 million in BP grant funds
to the State, which were allocated toward work at Gulf State Park. Construction of the lodge and
conference center has already begun with the use of these non-NRDA funds, but additional funds of
$56.3 million are needed to complete the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities
Project as described below'” (see Appendix F). Using NRDA funds for finalizing lodge construction and
constructing the public access amenities proposed in this plan would not commence until a Final Plan
that meets the requirements of OPA and NEPA is complete, and the Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access Amenities Project alternative is selected in a ROD. As part of this project the AL
TIG is not funding and is not proposing to fund the conference center at Gulf State Park. Additionally,
the AL TIG is not proposing to reimburse the State for any non-NRDA funds currently being spent on the
planning or construction of the lodge at Gulf State Park (see Appendix F).

15 http://mygulfstatepark.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/160823_GSP_MasterPlan_Final_lowres.pdf.

16 Settlement Agreement between the Gulf States and the BP Entities with Respect to Economic and Other Claims
Arising from the Deepwater Horizon Incident [Doc. 15435-2]:
http://www.laed.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/QilSpill/Orders/10052015Motion(DismissalofStates%2015435).p
df.

17 The need for additional funding to complete construction of a lodge and conference center at Gulf State Park
was acknowledged in the Phase Il Early Restoration Plan, which explained that the NRDA funds allocated during
Early Restoration would only provide partial funding for that component of the Phase Il project.
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Figure 2-2: Proposed Recreational Enhancements at Gulf State Park
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The Gulf State Park Lodge and the majority of the proposed public access amenities are being built on
the site of the original lodge complex (Sasaki, 2016). The lodge and public access amenities are designed
as “green" facilities to provide accommodations and ecologically based amenities in a natural
environment. There would be approximately 350 rooms at the lodge. The rooms would create the
opportunity for on-site, overnight access to the beach at Gulf State Park, thus providing visitors a unique
way to experience that public resource. The rebuilt lodge would also serve to assist Gulf State Park in
providing additional interpretive services addressed by other project elements. A conference center
with meeting space capable of accommodating up to approximately 1,500 people would be built
adjacent to the lodge with the non-NRDA funding sources described above.

The lodge and conference center were proposed as part of the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project in
Phase Il Early Restoration, during which the DWH Trustees approved funding a portion of the entire
lodge and conference center facility. Because the project underwent further development after Phase llI
was finalized, the AL TIG is now able to give more specific detail on the public access amenities
associated with this alternative. The AL TIG believes that the lodge and the associated public access
amenities would provide a more effective vehicle to increase and enhance recreational opportunities at
Gulf State Park (and thus to compensate the public for lost recreational use) compared to the
conference center component of the early restoration project. As a result, the AL TIG is proposing and
evaluating whether to implement the lodge and associated public access amenities with NRDA funds.
Under this proposal, the State of Alabama would continue construction of the conference center
without using NRDA funding from the AL TIG, as stated above. Furthermore, as part of this project, a
portion of the revenue from the lodge would be retained and spent in Gulf State Park to support the
public access amenities developed through this project and to enhance the operation and maintenance
of the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project components from early restoration (see Appendix F).

The lodge is modeled after lodges found in the National Park System and is designed to be an integral
part of the restoration and public utilization of Gulf State Park, furthering the restoration efforts
conducted as part of the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project during Phase Ill Early Restoration. The
lodge would provide beach-front lodging and recreational opportunities and support a wide array of
other recreational enhancements at Gulf State Park. Thus, the lodge itself and the public access
amenities proposed in this RP are projected to result in a major enhancement of the recreational
experiences at Gulf State Park.

The public access amenities that would be fully funded through this RP are an important component of
the restoration action. First, the lodge would be open to all park visitors, not only those staying there. It
would offer public access and amenities similar to those at existing National Park System lodges. The
lobby and other public spaces in and around the lodge would serve as focal points for environmental
education, with exhibits and programs addressing coastal Alabama ecosystems and sustainable
development practices in the coastal zone. In addition, the lobby and other public spaces would provide
amenities that would facilitate extended daily access to Gulf State Park beaches for visitors not staying
at the lodge. It is further expected that many of the lodge guests would use the amenities, such as the
tram and bicycle share program, which would increase access to the non-beach areas within Gulf State
Park to visitors who would not come to the park absent the lodge. The goal of the AL TIG would be to
make the public spaces and amenities broadly available to all visitors regardless of their income.
Accordingly, signage identifying the lodge as open to the public and providing information on its public
features, and means to access those features, would be prominently provided at the lodge (both from
the street and the beach) and throughout the park.
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The following public access amenities that are proposed to be provided through this planning effort
would be free and available to all park visitors, and specifically designed to enhance access to and
enjoyment of natural resources:

= interpretive lobby,

=  public education programs,

= public restrooms and post-beach showers,

= public beach access from the lodge area,

* tram system for access to the remainder of the park,!®
= pedestrian path from the pier,

=  Dbicycle share stations/program, and

=  meeting space viewing area.

The AL TIG is proposing to fund the estimated costs of the public access amenities, which are
approximately $8.7 million. The actual costs of these amenities (and other project elements) will depend
on bids obtained through Alabama’s public bidding process. The actual costs of funding these amenities
could vary by as much as 30 percent above or below the $8.7 million cost estimate. In the event that the
costs of these elements exceed $8.7 million, additional funds will be taken from the remaining
approximately $47.6 million allocated to the lodge component of this project so that all public access
amenities are fully funded. Alternatively, in the event that the costs of these elements are less than

$8.7 million, the additional funds remaining could be applied toward the lodge, but only after and as
long as the public access amenities are fully funded.

With these public access features in place, visitors not staying at the lodge would enjoy the same access
to the unique beach area in front of the lodge as those enjoying overnight stays. This would create a
special opportunity for the public, because the 2.2 miles of white sand beaches at Gulf State Park
represent 7 percent of the total sand beach areas in Baldwin County, Alabama, much of which is
privately developed and not publicly accessible. Accordingly, not only would the increased and
enhanced beach access at the lodge site provide public access in an area where beach use is largely
limited to privately owned and/or operated facilities, but the beach area at Gulf State Park provides an
atypical beach experience in Alabama because of the surrounding open space available at the park and
associated natural resources.

The proposed alternative also incorporates a number of the Gulf State Park Master Plan
recommendations aimed at getting visitors out of their cars and onto the trails and walking paths
throughout the park. Parking would be available at a variety of locations in and around the perimeter of
the park. From a mobility perspective, parking would be fully integrated with a tram system, bicycles,
and walking paths to minimize reliance on private cars in the park itself and reduce the environmental
impact of park visitors. The tram system would be free for all visitors to the park. The main road through
the center of the park has already been permanently closed in anticipation of full implementation of the

18 The Park Tram map in the Gulf State Park Master Plan depicts the initial proposed tram routes for the park
(http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration/early-restoration/phase-iii and
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan). These include a primary and secondary
park route. The local link possibilities shown in the master plan are not included as part of the public access
amenities proposed in this RP. This project would focus on construction of the primary park route, which would be
operational when the lodge opens.
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transportation infrastructure and services linked to the lodge and public access amenities project

(e.g., the tram, rental bicycles). In addition, two pedestrian/bicycle bridges—one near the lodge and the
other at the interpretive center—will be constructed to ensure safe access across the main highway to
and from the beach, education pier, interpretive center, and lodge. These pedestrian/bicycle bridges are
not proposed to be funded with this RP because construction of these bridges is scheduled to occur
prior to the final decision of the AL TIG on this RP.

Building design and construction at Gulf State Park have been undertaken with the goal of certification
under the LEED Gold and SITES Platinum programs. This project would also incorporate sea turtle-
friendly lighting that would be reviewed and approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies. This will
minimize the alternative’s impact on the environment and establish it as a model for regionally
appropriate, ecologically sensitive coastal design. Overall, green design of all facilities would serve as a
centerpiece for explaining sustainable siting and construction in the coastal environment.

Construction Methodology (or Implementation Methodology) and Timing. The lodge is being built
entirely within the footprint of the original lodge with a smaller footprint than the original lodge
allowing for the setback from the coastal construction line.!® Building design and construction would be
undertaken with the goal of certification under the LEED Gold and SITES Platinum programs. The lodge
would be built to achieve LEED Gold certification and be a pilot project for the Fortified Commercial
program to demonstrate its commitment to resiliency against natural events. The lodge and associated
public access amenities proposed under this project would also be one of the first facilities in the world
to pursue SITES Platinum certification as a demonstration of the importance of the unique landscape
surrounding the facility. This would minimize the project’s impact on the environment and establish it as
a model for regionally appropriate, ecologically sensitive coastal design.

The Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project would be scheduled for
completion in 2018, if selected for implementation by the AL TIG. Alabama is currently funding the
construction of the Gulf State Park Lodge and Conference Center with state-controlled, non-NRDA funds
(see Appendix F).

Maintenance Requirements. Upon completion of the lodge, net revenue from the lodge’s operations
would be used in Gulf State Park to support (1) operation and maintenance of the public access
amenities associated with the proposed project, and (2) operation and maintenance of the public access
and education components of the Gulf State Park Enhancement Project, funded in Phase Il of Early
Restoration, including the dune restoration, Interpretive Center, Learning Campus, and trail and visitor
enhancements. To accomplish the restoration described for this alternative, annual operation and
maintenance of these public features would be supported by lodge revenues for a period anticipated to
be 15 years. It is likely that the operation and maintenance of these components would utilize all net
revenue from the lodge (not merely the portion of lodge revenue commensurate with the NRDA
investment in the total lodge cost) (see Appendix E and Appendix G). However, if there is remaining
lodge revenue, then—consistent with the net revenue from the conference center and other amenities
currently available at the Gulf State Park site (such as campgrounds and cabins)—those excess funds
may flow to ADCNR for general use within the Alabama State Park System. Ongoing funds to support the
operation and maintenance of all aspects of the lodge, except for the public access amenities specifically
described herein, are not included in the net revenues described above.

19 Up to date design documents for Gulf State Park can be found at http://mygulfstatepark.com/.
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Should the AL TIG not select to fund this alternative, then a separate source of funding would need to be
identified to provide for any public access amenities that may be developed associated with the lodge
and their operation and maintenance (see Appendix F).

Project Monitoring Summary. The objective of the alternative is to compensate for lost recreational use
along the Alabama shoreline, and it is designed to improve the public’s accessibility and enjoyment of
Alabama’s coastal resources. The performance criteria focus on monitoring to ensure the Gulf State Park
Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project is constructed according to plans and permitting
requirements and to identify future increases in visitation attributable to the new facilities and
amenities. To document the increase in recreational usage, the park would make available annual
information on total number of visitors to the rebuilt lodge, lodge occupancy rates, average length of
stay, and the state of origin for visitors. In addition, information would be assembled each year for at
least five years on the number of visitors attending meetings at the facility and, to the extent practical,
their use and enjoyment of the park’s natural resources.

As a broader measure of the impact on visitation of park enhancements, park managers also plan to
assemble annual data on the total number of visitors to the park. This type of information has been
collected extending back as far as the early 1990s and would provide a basis for long-term comparisons
of park visitation, including comparisons to the time when the previous lodge was operating. For the
improvements to the quality of the visitor experience, the park would use existing Gulf State Park
protocols for the gathering and evaluating visitor feedback.

Monitoring would also be conducted during construction of the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated
Public Access Amenities Project to ensure that construction activities comply with the full set of
environmental permit conditions, including conditions relating to endangered species like the Alabama
beach mouse. The specific monitoring requirements have been defined in conjunction with the final
permits for work at the site, which were received as part of the Phase Il ERP/EIS, and can be found in
the administrative record for that process.

Cost. Estimated project cost is $56,300,000 and would include funds for planning, construction,
monitoring, and Trustee supervision. No funds are included for operations and maintenance because
these would be funded through the revenue generated from the lodge.

Alternative 2: Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation

Project Summary/Background. This project would fund the rehabilitation of a fishing pier located on
Fort Morgan Peninsula in extreme southwestern Baldwin County, Alabama. The existing pier is
approximately 500 feet long and is located at the Fort Morgan State Historic Site. See Figure 2-3. Until
recently, the Fort Morgan fishing pier was heavily used by recreational fisherman. However, the pier,
which is more than 40 years old, fell into disrepair, and in 2014 the Alabama Historical Commission
closed it for safety reasons. The proposed project would rehabilitate the pier on its existing foundations,
increasing publicly available opportunities for pier-based fishing in Baldwin County. This rehabilitated
pier would meet current building code requirements, comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
accessible fishing guidelines, and add proper lighting and other features and amenities. Educational
signage on fishing regulations, stewardship of coastal resources, and related information would be
placed at the site. No parking lot improvements would be needed because adequate parking is already
available at the site.
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Figure 2-3: Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation
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The pier would continue to operate under the same conditions as previously. It would be open from
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. daily. The admission fees already in place for other amenities at the Fort Morgan
State Historic Site, which cover the costs of operations, would be applied:

»  Adult—S$7

= Senior—S5 (ages 65 and over)

»  Child—S$4 (ages 6—-12,(children under 6 are free)

*  Family—S$18 (Two adults and two children 6-12 years)

Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements). The proposed project would include
the following:

= |nstall an anchored vinyl sheet pile as support and protection.

= Back fill the area between the sheet pile and pier for support.

= Remove and dispose of the current wooden decking.

= Replace the current pier decking with new concrete decking.

= Construct a concrete sidewalk connecting the pier and the shore.

No new infrastructure would be required or added at the site. The site includes an existing parking lot
with space for 30 to 40 vehicles. Restrooms are available at the site’s ferry dock, and portable toilets are
available at the pier. These existing amenities would be available for fishing pier visitors. This project
would also incorporate sea turtle-friendly lighting that would be reviewed and approved by the
appropriate regulatory agencies. Other best management practices (BMPs) would be employed to
minimize operational effects on sea turtles. These measures could include such things as
improved/enhanced signage, monofilament line and hook disposal bins, unused bait disposal bins, and
fish cleaning stations located off the pier.

Additional restoration efforts are underway in the immediate area. Permits are currently being sought
by ADCNR Marine Resources Division to restore the boat ramp and jetty that are adjacent to Fort
Morgan Pier. This restoration project would be carried out with funds from the USFWS’ Sport Fisherman
Restoration Fund rather than funds from the DWH NRDA settlement.

Construction Methodology (and Implementation Methodology) and Timing. Planning, E&D, and
permitting/consultations with applicable agencies such as the USACE, NOAA, and USFWS would take
approximately one year; six months would be needed for construction activities. All construction
activities would be designed and implemented in accordance with the existing regulations and permits.
Additional permits and consultations would be applied and initiated as required.

Sheet Pile Installation: Currently an aluminum sheet pile exists along the “inside” or boat basin side of
the pier. This structure, which has been in place for more than 10 years, would be left intact, and a vinyl
sheet pile would be installed on the outside the existing aluminum structure. An additional vinyl sheet
pile would also be installed along the outside or waterward side of the pier. Approximately 1,080 linear
feet of vinyl sheet pile would be installed around the pier. The sheet pile would be approximately

30 feet long and would be placed to a depth of approximately 20 to 22 feet, thereby creating a pier
elevation of approximately 8 feet. A pile cap would be placed along the top of the sheet pile. The sheet
pile would likely be installed by crane from a barge and is estimated to take one to two months.

2-26



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Backfilling: After successful installation of the sheet pile, the area between the sheet pile and the pier
would be backfilled with sand to provide additional structural strength and stability. The area to be filled
is approximately 24,451 square feet and would require approximately 5,000 to 6,000 cubic yards of fill.
The sand used as fill material would be acquired from dredging of the adjacent boat basin and from an
onsite spoil area of sand previously dredged from the adjacent boat basin. Fill material would be
installed using a long reach track hoe, dump truck, and bulldozer. This construction would occur from
the existing pier.

Installation of Tie Rods: 50-foot-long tie rods would be installed connecting one side of the newly
installed sheet pile to the other side. These square metal tie rods would measure approximately 1 inch
by 1 inch by 50 feet. Wooden walers (1 square foot) would be used to further hold the tie rods in place.
These tie rods would be installed along the sheet pile approximately every 3 to 4 feet.

Deck replacement: The support structure underneath the current pier consists of decommissioned
barges and wooden pilings. This support structure would be left in place, undisturbed. The current
wooden deck area of the existing pier (approximately 17,000 square feet) would be removed. Decking
would be removed by track hoe from a barge and would take approximately two weeks. Decking would
be replaced with concrete 4 to 6 inches thick installed by pump truck from land. Construction of
concrete decking could take up to a month. ADA-compliant wooden railing would be installed. All
construction activities would be designed and implemented in accordance with the existing regulations
and permits.

Maintenance Requirements. The Alabama Historical Commission would provide short- and long-term
maintenance for all project infrastructure. These activities would be funded with site entrance fees.
Over time, the entrance fees may be adjusted to reflect changes in the ongoing operating and
maintenance costs.

Project Monitoring Summary. The restoration objective of this project is to restore a portion of the lost
recreational use caused by the spill. This would be accomplished by repairing and replacing existing
infrastructure that is no longer accessible to the public in order to improve the public’s enjoyment of
Alabama’s coastal resources. The project would be deemed successful when the pier has been
rehabilitated. As such, performance criteria for this project are the satisfactory construction of the pier.
Additional monitoring criteria are described in detail in Appendix C.

Cost. Estimated project costs are $3,075,000. This includes funds for planning, construction, monitoring,
and Trustee supervision. No funds are included for operations and maintenance because these activities
would be funded through entrance fees for the Fort Morgan State Historic Site.

Alternative 3: Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements

Project Summary/Background. This project would fund Gulf beach access improvements on the Fort
Morgan Peninsula in southwest Baldwin County, Alabama.

The proposed project would construct parking and dune walkovers at 11 existing Baldwin County- and
state-owned sites (Figure 2-4). These publicly accessible sites mainly consist of narrow (50 to 100-foot
wide) parcels at the end of county-owned ROWs. Adding the proposed amenities would improve and
enhance public access to the beach. Educational signage concerning coastal resources would be placed
at the sites. This would establish “pocket parks” similar to the one shown in Figure 2-5. Details of each
site and the associated infrastructure are discussed below.
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Figure 2-4: Fort Morgan Peninsula Access Site Locations
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RETTLLLLAAL

Figure 2-5: Example of a “Pocket Park” in Walton County, Florida

Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements). This project would construct parking and dune
walkovers at existing Gulf-fronting public access points. Dune walkovers would vary in length depending
on individual site conditions. At Sites 1 and 9, permanent restrooms and showers would be constructed.
At these sites, electrical service and water and sewer lines would be installed, and utilities would be
placed underground. The utility trench would be excavated, the utility lines would be placed, and then
the trenches would be refilled and regraded. Portable toilets and permanent showers would be placed
at all other sites except site 2 where the ROW is too small to support parking, bathroom, and shower
facilities. Any lighting installed would include certified sea turtle-friendly fixtures placed in accordance
with appropriate BMPs.

Table 2-6 details the improvements that would occur at each of the 11 sites. Figure 2-6 provides an
example of these sites and their current conditions.
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Table 2-6:

Site-specific Improvements

State of
. abars 15 140 60 933 70 Stall
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R County 3 45 30 150 150 ;

Baldwin 9 90 50 500 110 Portable
3 County

Baldwin 9 90 50 500 100 Portable
4 County

Baldwin 9 90 52 520 95 Portable
5 County

Baldwin 9 90 50 500 110 Portable
6 County

Baldwin 9 90 50 500 60 Portable
7 County

Baldwin 9 90 50 500 110 Portable
8 County

Baldwin 30 20 285 633 385 Stall
9 County

Baldwin
10 County 9 90 50 500 130 Portable

Baldwin 9 90 50 500 85 Portable
11 County
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Site #1 Site #3

Site #5 Site #8

Figure 2-6: Example of Proposed Pocket Park Sites

Construction Methodology (and Implementation Methodology) and Timing. Planning and E&D would
take approximately six months; permitting and consultations would require approximately four months;
and construction activities would require another six months.

At each site, a pile-supported dune walkover would be constructed from the seaward edge of the
parking area to the approximate seaward vegetation line. Construction would begin at the edge of the
parking area and progress seaward. Pilings would be jetted to appropriate depth, then the supporting
framing would be installed, followed by the installation of decking and railings. Dune walkovers would
vary in length depending on individual site conditions. Parking areas would be graded, a layer of
foundation material placed and topped with permeable materials (e.g., crushed aggregate or parking
pavers). At Sites 1 and 9, a pile-supported bathrooms would be constructed. At other sites, portable
toilets would be placed and maintained. All construction activities would be designed and implemented
in accordance with the existing Alabama Beach Mouse Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and ADEM
Division 8 Coastal Program rules pertaining to construction on Gulf-fronting beaches and dunes.
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Maintenance Requirements. Periodic maintenance of the project components would occur, including
trash collection, restroom maintenance, and infrastructure maintenance as needed. Maintenance would
be the responsibility of Baldwin County.

Project Monitoring Summary. The restoration objective of this project is to restore a portion of the lost
recreational use caused by the DWH oil spill by using land currently owned by the state and county to
improve the public’s access to and enjoyment of Alabama’s coastal resources. The project would be
deemed successful when access improvements have been implemented, including parking, boardwalks,
and restrooms, where applicable. As such, performance criteria for this project would be the satisfactory
construction of the desired parking, boardwalks, restrooms, and showers at each of the 11 sites.

Cost. Estimated project costs are $2,522,500 and would include funds for planning, construction,
operation and maintenance, monitoring, and Trustee supervision.

Alternative 4: Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements

Project Summary/Background. Gulf Highlands, located in southwest Baldwin County, is part of the Gulf
Barrier Island and Coastal Marsh Ecoregion within the larger Southern Coastal Plain Ecoregion. The
property consists of approximately 113 acres. Habitat types associated with Gulf Highlands include wet
beach (8.2 acres), frontal dunes (37.7 acres), tertiary dunes (18.7 acres), interior scrub (45.5 acres), and
wetlands (1.9 acres). These habitats support a wide range of plant and animal life reflecting the diversity
of the habitat itself. The proposed project would entail land acquisition, protection, and management by
ADCNR State Parks Division.

The Gulf Highlands parcel is the largest remaining privately owned Gulf-fronting parcel on Alabama's
coast with approximately 2,700 linear feet of undeveloped beachfront. This beach and dune habitat is
typical of coastal Alabama and consists primarily of grasses, forbs, and low shrubs. The grasses found in
this habitat include sea oats (Uniola paniculata), panic grasses (Panicum spp.), coastal bluestem
(Schizachyrium maritimum), cordgrass (Spartina patens), and knotgrass (Paspalum distichum). Ground
cover plants, such as sea purslane (Sesuvium portulacastrum), beach elder (Iva imbricata), white
morning glories, and railroad vine are also dominant species (USFWS, 2005).

Habitats on the Gulf Highlands site serve as important nesting, foraging, and sheltering environments for
hundreds of migratory and non-migratory bird species. As an open tract among developed parcels along
the Fort Morgan Peninsula, Gulf Highlands also provides an important corridor for butterflies and birds
migrating across the Gulf in the Mississippi Flyway.

In addition to birds and butterflies, sea turtles nest on Alabama beaches. Federally listed as a threatened
species in 1978, the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) is the most prominent species in Alabama
(NMFS and USFWS, 1991), but the endangered Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) and green sea turtles
(Chelonia mydas) also nest occasionally on the Alabama coast (Share the Beach, 2015). Over the last

five years, the Alabama coastline has supported more than 500 sea turtle nests holding up to

13,300 eggs annually and accounting for more than 30,000 hatchlings entering the Gulf of Mexico

(Share the Beach, 2015). Threatened and endangered species associated with this project are discussed
further in Chapter 4.

This site is facing imminent development pressure. Gulf Highlands is privately owned and has all the
permits necessary to move ahead with high density residential development of the parcel. The property
is zoned to allow the development of a 612-unit condominium. USACE and the ADEM have issued the
necessary permit (SAM-2009-00094-JEB) and Coastal Area Management Program Variance (2010-289-
NIP) to allow filling of wetlands on the property. USFWS has also issued a Biological Opinion and
Incidental Take Permit for the Alabama beach mouse.
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Acquisition of this parcel would help prevent the loss of remaining natural resources and habitats from
proposed development of the site. In addition to acquisition of the parcel, ADCNR would design, permit,
and construct controlled access point(s) with a raised dune walkover, perimeter fencing, boundary signs,
educational/interpretive signage, and managed access. Acquisition of the parcel with controlled access
would allow greater protection of ecologically sensitive areas and the ability to strategically manage
passive recreational access. The site location and proposed improvements are shown in Figure 2-7.

The acquisition of this property would include an appropriate land protection instrument (i.e., deed
restriction or conservation easement) to ensure that the purpose of compensating for lost recreational
use as described in this plan is maintained over time. The final land protection instrument would state
that this property may not be disposed of in any manner or used for purposes other than conservation
and restoration of natural resources and/or for passive public outdoor recreation of the type described
for this property in the final RP/EIS.

Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements). The Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and
Improvements alternative would include the following components:

=  Acquire an estimated 113 acres of Gulf-front habitat on the Fort Morgan Peninsula to help
protect beach, dune, wetland, and scrub habitats.

= Design, permit, and construct controlled access point(s) with a raised dune walkover, perimeter
fencing, boundary signs, educational/interpretive signage, and managed access.

— The parking lot would be approximately 15,000 square feet (approximately 40 parking
spaces) including 4 to 5 ADA-compliant spaces with a 38,000 square foot driveway.

— The boardwalk would be approximately 1,280 feet long. This would extend from the
northern peripheral parking area to the beach. This design would be modeled after similar
systems presently in place on nearby Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge. This feature
would be sited on the periphery of the tract, such that it would not bisect critical habitat
within the interior portions of the parcel. Exact placement would consider key habitat
features and other related ecological processes. The boardwalk would be ADA-compliant
and satisfy ADEM Division 8 Coastal Program rules pertaining to construction on Gulf-
fronting beaches and dunes.

— Interpretive signage would be installed to emphasize the importance of the unique wildlife
habitats and signage/enforcement provisions for public use.

Construction Methodology (or Implementation Methodology) and Timing. Planning, including
development of a management plan (or strategy) and E&D, would take approximately six months,
permitting and consultations would take approximately four months, and construction activities would
require six months. Controlled access points would be identified as part of the management
plan/strategy in an effort to minimize impacts on habitat and/or wildlife. Potential access points include
Gulfway Street and/or an easement just west of Gulfway Street (Figure 2-8).

Parking areas would be graded, and consist of a foundation layer topped with permeable materials, such
as crushed aggregate or parking pavers.

All construction activities would be designed and implemented in accordance with the existing Alabama
Beach Mouse HCP and the ADEM Division 8 Coastal Program rules pertaining to construction on Gulf-
fronting beaches and dunes.
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Figure 2-7: Proposed Gulf Highlands Acquisition Site
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Maintenance Requirements. ADCNR State Parks Division would conduct general site maintenance. In
addition to maintaining the infrastructure, invasive plant removal and predator management would
occur as necessary and as funding allows.

Project Monitoring Summary. The restoration objective of this project is to restore a portion of the lost
recreational use on lands affected by the DWH oil spill by acquiring lands currently facing imminent
development pressure and developing ecologically sensitive recreational access to the site that would
improve the public’s access to and enjoyment of Alabama’s coastal resources. The project would be
deemed successful when land is acquired and access improvements (parking and walkovers) have been
established. As such, performance criteria for this project are the satisfactory acquisition of the property
and construction of the site access improvements.

Cost. Estimated project costs are $35,000,000 and would include funds for planning, construction,
operation and maintenance, monitoring, and Trustee supervision.

Alternative 5: Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection

Project Summary/Background. This project would fund the acquisition of and development of
recreational amenities on two undeveloped tracts of land, totaling approximately 53 acres near Little
Lagoon in Gulf Shores, Southwest Baldwin County, Alabama. ADCNR State Parks Division would purchase
the property from the Erie Meyer Foundation and transfer the property to the City of Gulf Shores. The
two tracts are bordered by Little Lagoon to the north and West Beach Boulevard (State Highway 182) to
the south. The acquisition of these two tracts would provide additional public access to Little Lagoon.
The project site is near the boundaries of the Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge.

The parcels contain low elevation dune habitat, large areas of coastal wetlands, and include
approximately 6,100 linear feet of shoreline on Little Lagoon. This site was previously approved for a
subdivision and a large-scale marina (69 slips) and is at risk of future development. To support the
planned development, USACE Section 404 and Section 10 permits and a biological opinion containing
beach mouse restrictions have been issued. An ADCNR Riparian Easement was also obtained in support
of the marina and subdivision development. Portions of the property are considered Alabama beach
mouse critical habitat, and any infrastructure development would occur in coordination with USFWS to
minimize impacts on this habitat.

Prior to transfer of the property to the City of Gulf Shores, ADCNR State Parks Division would record a
deed restriction in the deed to ensure that the purpose of compensating for lost recreational use, as
described in this plan, is maintained over time. The deed restriction would state that the property may
not be disposed of in any manner or used for purposes other than conservation and restoration of
natural resources and/or for passive public outdoor recreation of the type described for this property in
the final RP/EIS.

Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements). Once the land is acquired, multiple proposed
access improvements would be implemented (see Figure 2-8).

= Atotal of 60 parking spaces are proposed on the upland portion of the property. Twenty of
these parking spaces would be on the eastern side of the property allowing access to the
proposed fishing pier and 40 spaces would be located on the western side of the property near
the proposed kayak launch. Each space would be approximately 10 by 25 feet, for a total of
approximately 15,000 square feet of parking area.

= Five additional asphalt ADA-accessible parking spaces would be constructed. Each space
would be approximately 12 feet by 20 feet for a total of approximately 1,200 square feet of
ADA-accessible parking.
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= The proposed fishing pier on the eastern side of the property would be approximately 8 feet by
600 feet and include a 15-foot by 250-foot ‘T* at the end of the pier. The pier would include a
ramp for ADA-compliant accessibility. This ramp would be 10 feet wide with a hand rail on each
side. There would be a 20 foot by 30-foot deck base at the end of the ramp. The pile-supported
pier would be elevated in compliance with required permits (e.g., the Clean Water Act [CWA]
Section 404 and the Coastal Zone Management Act [CZMA]).

=  An ADA-compliant accessible 20-foot by 40-foot bathhouse would be located next to the
landward end of the fishing pier and would be connected to the City of Gulf Shores
Public Utilities.

= A boardwalk would be established on the west side of the property, approximately 8 feet by 600
feet that would provide area for viewing or fishing. This structure would be pile supported and
elevated in compliance with required permits (e.g., the CWA Section 404, Rivers and Harbors Act
[RHA] Section 10, and the CZMA).

= A 10-foot by 20-foot kayak launch is proposed at the waterward edge of the boardwalk in
compliance with required permits (e.g., the CWA Section 404, RHA Section 10, and the CZMA).

=  ADA-accessible restrooms (approximately 20 feet by 30 feet) would be located on uplands near
the boardwalk/kayak launch area.

= This project would also incorporate sea turtle-friendly lighting that would be reviewed and
approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

Construction Methodology and Timing. Planning and E&D would take approximately six months,
permitting and consultation would take approximately a year, and construction activities would require
6 months. Parking areas would be graded, and a layer of foundation material would be placed and
topped with permeable materials, such as crushed aggregate or parking pavers. The fishing pier and
boardwalk would include ramps for accessibility. Utilities serving these amenities would require up to
600 feet of utility lines to service the restrooms and lighting. Areas where utilities lines would be placed
would be evaluated to minimize resource impacts.

Establishment of infrastructure, including the kayak launch would avoid known areas of shoal grass
(Haloduli wrightii). All construction activities would be designed and implemented in accordance with
the existing Alabama Beach Mouse HCP and other relevant permits and compliance guidelines.

Maintenance Requirements. Periodic maintenance of the project components would occur, which
would include trash collection, restroom maintenance, and infrastructure maintenance, as needed.
Maintenance would be the responsibility of the City of Gulf Shores and is included in the project budget.

Project Monitoring Summary. The restoration objective of this project is to restore a portion of the lost
recreational use caused by the DWH oil spill by acquiring land and preserving Alabama shoreline from
future development, while improving the public’s access to and enjoyment of Alabama’s coastal
resources. The project would be deemed successful when the land has been acquired and access
improvements (pier, boardwalk, kayak launch, restrooms, and parking spaces) are in place. As such,
performance criteria for this project are the satisfactory construction of the desired pier, boardwalk,
kayak launch, restrooms, and parking spaces, as well as associated infrastructure and completion of the
public use monitoring. Additional monitoring criteria are described in detail in Appendix C.

Cost. Estimated project cost is $4,400,000 and would include funds for planning, construction, operation
and maintenance, monitoring, and Trustee supervision.

2-37



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

2.2.2 Mobile County
Alternative 6: Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvements

Project Summary/Background. Mobile County's Bayfront Park is located on Dauphin Island Parkway
near the Alabama Port community. The park encompasses approximately 20 acres, about 50 percent of
which is classified as estuarine marine wetland, and provides playground, picnic, and restroom facilities
along with limited public access to Mobile Bay. The County Commission provides full-time staffing and
maintenance of the grounds. Currently, the park receives more than 300 visitors on the weekends and
more than 1,200 per week during the peak summer months. Recreational activities include covered
picnicking, fishing, kayaking, bird watching, and wildlife observation. This project would provide
enhanced public access, salt marsh restoration, and infrastructure protection at Bayfront Park (see
Figure 2-9).

Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements). At this time, the AL TIG is considering this
project for E&D funding only. The proposed E&D work would evaluate constructing a living shoreline
and/or sandy beach along the Bayfront Park’s currently armored Mobile Bay shoreline and developing
additional recreational amenities at the park. These new amenities could include improved restroom
and playground facilities, a renovated wetland boardwalk and nature trail, expanded birdwatching
opportunities, and a geocaching trail. In addition, the E&D work would include development of a plan
for the addition of signage and interpretive materials promoting environmental education

and stewardship.

Construction Methodology (or Implementation Methodology) and Timing. Project planning, associated
compliance, and construction would take up to two years. A phased approach would begin with
planning and design tasks that focus on defining specific goals and objectives, quantifiable performance
criteria, specific habitat conditions in the park, the scope of wetland restoration and enhancement, and
the feasibility and preliminary design for creating a living shoreline or sandy beach area along the
armored section of the Mobile Bay shoreline. This design phase would include planning to obtain any
required permits and conducting any necessary field work (e.g., wetland delineations, cultural resource
surveys, sediment core collection). The second phase would include construction and monitoring. It
would also focus on assessing project performance and implementing a long-term monitoring program.
This future phase would be fully evaluated in a future restoration plan.

Maintenance Requirements. Periodic maintenance of the project components would occur, including
trash collection, restroom maintenance, and infrastructure maintenance as needed. The City of Mobile
(property owner) would be responsible for maintenance.

Project Monitoring Summary. The E&D phase proposed in this RP/EIS will be successful once the
planning and development of the project is complete.

While only E&D is being considered at this time, the restoration objective of the overall project would be
to restore a portion of the lost recreational use caused by the DWH oil spill by establishing infrastructure
to improve the public’s access to and enjoyment of Alabama’s coastal resources. The project would be
deemed successful when the proposed improvements at Bayfront Park (i.e., construction of a living
shoreline and/or a sandy beach area along the armored section of the Mobile Bay shoreline) have been
established. As such, performance criteria for the overall project are the satisfactory construction of the
proposed improvements and public use monitoring.

Cost. Estimated project costs for E&D activities are $1,000,000.
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Alternative 7: Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area

Project Summary/Background. The proposed Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education
Area would be located on Dauphin Island in south Mobile County, Alabama. Dauphin Island is a barrier
island that sits at the mouth of Mobile Bay where it joins the Gulf of Mexico. With its east-west
orientation, the approximately 14-mile long island has Gulf-fronting beaches on its southern side.
Mississippi Sound borders Dauphin Island to the north. The proposed project is in the geographic middle
of the island. Under the proposed project, the Town of Dauphin Island would acquire approximately

100 acres of privately held land and water bottom that are currently for sale. The State of Alabama does
not currently own the water bottom in this area. If sold to another private landowner, the property
could be permitted and developed. Approximately 90 acres of the property are coastal salt marsh and
water bottom and 10 acres are upland. The dominant macrophyte in the marsh is black needlerush
(Juncus roemerianus) with a waterward fringe of smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora). In addition to
protecting the land from development, the project would enhance recreational use of the coastal
habitat by providing amenities that offer recreational opportunities to the public. These proposed visitor
amenities include a fishing pier, bicycle path, parking area, boardwalks, gazebos, and public restrooms.
The fishing pier and boardwalks would allow visitors access to the marsh and water. Educational signage
would be placed at strategic locations to improve public awareness of environmental resources
associated with the site. Figure 2-10 shows the proposed project site.

By constructing a parking area and boardwalks, this project would provide public access to wetland
habitats adjacent to Aloe Bay, where no public access currently exists. Visitor experiences would be
enhanced by the addition of gazebos and restroom facilities.

The acquisition of this property would include the recording of a deed restriction in the deed to ensure
that the purpose of compensating for lost recreational use, as described in this plan, is maintained over
time. The deed restriction would state that the property may not be disposed of in any manner or used
for purposes other than conservation and restoration of natural resources and/or for passive public
outdoor recreation of the type described for this property in the final RP/EIS.

Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements). Once the land is acquired, multiple proposed
access improvements would be implemented:

= Up to 100 parking spaces are proposed for the upland on the northern side of the property.
Each space would be approximately 10 by 20 feet, for a total of approximately 20,000 square
feet of parking area, and the parking area would be a pervious surface (e.g., crushed aggregate).

= Seven additional asphalt ADA-accessible parking spaces would be constructed. Each space
would be approximately 12 feet by 20 feet for a total of approximately 1,680 square feet of
ADA-accessible parking.

= The fishing pier would be 10 feet by 530 feet and include four finger piers off of the main pier.
Each finger pier would be 10 feet by 100 feet and would include handrails. The pier would
include a ramp for accessibility. This ramp would be 10 feet wide with a hand rail on each side.
There would be a 20 foot by 30-foot deck base at the end of the ramp. The pile-supported pier
would be elevated in compliance with required permits (e.g., CWA Section 404, the CZMA, the
Endangered Species Act [ESA], and the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 [MMPA]). Water
depth in the location of the proposed pier is approximately 2 to 3 feet. USACE bathymetry data
would be reviewed, and the location adjusted if a more appropriate location is determined.
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=  Accessible restrooms totaling approximately 500 square feet would be located at the end of the
fishing pier and would be connected to Town of Dauphin Island Public Utilities.

= An elevated boardwalk above the wetlands would connect with the parking area and fishing
pier. The walk would be approximately 1,520 linear feet and 8 feet wide. This pile-supported
structure would be elevated in compliance with required permits (e.g., CWA Section 404, RHA
Section 10, the CZMA, Essential Fish Habitat [EFH], the MMPA, and the ESA).

= A 450-square-foot gazebo would be constructed of pressure-treated wood framing and exposed
beaded plywood roof decking.

= An asphalt bicycle path of approximately 2,355 linear feet and 8 feet wide would extend along
the eastern edge of the parcel, avoiding wetland areas.

= Educational displays would be provided at the site to inform visitors about the cultural and
natural resources of the area and of coastal Alabama.

= This project would also incorporate sea turtle-friendly lighting that would be reviewed and
approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

Construction Methodology (or Implementation Methodology) and Timing. Project planning, associated
compliance, and construction would take up to two years. Construction of the parking areas and bicycle
path would occur on the north and east sides of the property, respectively. Permeable aggregate
material (such as crushed shell) would be used in the parking area. The bicycle path and accessible
parking places would be constructed with asphalt.

The proposed fishing pier and boardwalk would be elevated and supported on piles driven into the
ground; however, a minimum of approximately 5 feet would be left between the base of the boardwalk
and the wetland surfaces so that emergent plants are not stunted. A minimum of 0.75 inch would be left
between boardwalk slats to allow sufficient sunlight to reach wetland plants beneath the boardwalk.

Accessible restrooms would be constructed of pressure-treated wood framing with exposed beaded
plywood roof decking.

The acquisition of this property would include the recording of a deed restriction in the deed to ensure
that the purpose of compensating for lost recreational use, as described in this plan, is maintained over
time.

Maintenance Requirements. Periodic maintenance of the project components would occur, including
trash collection, restroom maintenance, and infrastructure maintenance as needed. The Town of
Dauphin Island (as the property owner) would be responsible for maintenance. A nominal fee (S2 to $5)
would be charged for use of the fishing pier. The fees would be used to fund maintenance of the project.
Over time, the fees may be adjusted to reflect changes in ongoing operating and maintenance costs.

Project Monitoring Summary. The restoration objective of this project would be to restore a portion of
the lost recreational use caused by the DWH oil spill by acquiring land and establishing infrastructure to
improve the public’s access to and enjoyment of Alabama’s coastal resources. The project would be
deemed successful when the land has been acquired, and access improvements (i.e., pier, boardwalk,
parking, bicycle path, gazebos, and ramp) are complete. As such, performance criteria for this project
are the satisfactory construction of the desired pier, boardwalk, parking, bicycle path, gazebos, and
ramp, as well as associated infrastructure. Additional monitoring criteria are described in detail in
Appendix C.
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Cost. Estimated project costs are $4,000,000 and would include funds for planning, construction,
operation and maintenance, monitoring, and Trustee supervision.

Alternative 8: Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements

(Parcels A, B, and C)

Project Summary/Background. This project would involve the acquisition and development of
infrastructure to support shoreline recreational activities on three adjacent parcels of land, totaling
approximately 10 acres, (A, B, and C) on Dauphin Island (Figure 2-11), a barrier island in southwest
Mobile County, Alabama. Dauphin Island’s Gulf-fronting beaches were repeatedly oiled during the DWH
oil spill and were the site of response activity. This alternative would offer visitors to Dauphin Island
dune walkover access across Parcel A to the public beach area on the Gulf of Mexico, additional
shoreline access parking, adjacent restroom facilities, and other passive public outdoor recreation
opportunities, thereby increasing the public’s access to Alabama’s shoreline resources and enhancing
the quality of visitor experience. Table 2-7 provides information about the three parcels.

Table 2-7: Dauphin Island Parcels

Estimated Cost of
Parcel Size (Acres) Acquisition Improvements
A ~8 $2,300,000 Dune walkover
B ~0.94 $281,000 Parking, restrooms
C ~1.15 $431,000 Parking

Parcel A is one of the largest parcels (approximately 8 acres) of undeveloped land on Dauphin Island.
The primary barrier island provides critical nesting, loafing, stopover, and foraging habitats for a variety
of coastal birds, shorebirds, neotropical migrants, and other species. The nearly 1,200 linear feet of
beachfront is close to the center of the approximately 14-mile-long barrier island, which also provides
nesting habitat for two species of endangered sea turtles (threatened and endangered species
considerations will be discussed in Chapters 3 and 4). Parcel A is currently zoned resort-commercial,
which allows for construction of buildings up to and including condominiums. This project builds on
previous conservation work by the Town of Dauphin Island, The Nature Conservancy, and other partners
to protect critically important coastal bird, shorebird, and migratory stopover habitat along the Gulf of
Mexico, including specifically Dauphin Island. A dune walkover would be constructed on Parcel A to
provide controlled access to this shoreline and protect habitat.

Parcels B and C are approximately 0.94 and 1.15 acres, respectively. These two parcels are located to
the north of Parcel A. Parcels B and C are zoned as resort-commercial, multi-family, and commercial
general and could be developed as such. Parking is proposed for Parcels B and C; restrooms are
proposed for Parcel B; and certain passive public outdoor recreation opportunities, such as a primitive
kayak launch, are proposed for Parcel C.

The acquisition of this property would include the recording of a deed restriction in the deed to ensure
that the purpose of compensating for lost recreational use, as described in this plan, is maintained over
time. The deed restriction would state that this property may not be disposed of in any manner or used
for purposes other than conservation and restoration of natural resources and/or for passive public
outdoor recreation of the type described for this property in the final RP/EIS.
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Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements).

Parcel A: A dune walkover would be constructed on Parcel A. This walkover would be approximately
975 linear feet and approximately 6 feet wide. The walkover would extend along the western edge of
the parcel along an old street ROW from the northern edge of the parcel and extend seaward to the
approximate seaward vegetation line.

Parcel B: A public parking area and restrooms are proposed for Parcel B. Accessible restrooms totaling
approximately 500 square feet would be constructed in Parcel B and connected to Town of Dauphin
Island Public Utilities. Approximately 80 to 100 parking spaces are proposed for Parcel B. The number of
parking spaces may decrease further once factors such as optimal traffic flow, incorporation of
stormwater BMPs, and other design considerations are factored into the design of the project. The
parking area would be constructed of a permeable surface, and native vegetation plantings would be
used throughout. Appropriate stormwater management measures would be included in the parking
area. Parking on this site would provide parking needed to access Parcel A. Pedestrian connectivity
between Parcels A and B would be established through appropriate measures, such as pavement
markings, pedestrian crossing signs, and/or traffic calming devices in the area. Design of the parking
area would also consider local transportation patterns and optimize the locations on ingress/egress to
work with the existing traffic flow.

Parcel C:

Construction of approximately 80 to 100 parking spaces is proposed for Parcel C. The parking area would
be constructed of a permeable surface, and native vegetation plantings would be used throughout. The
number of parking spaces may decrease further once factors such as optimal traffic flow, incorporation
of stormwater BMPs, and other design considerations are factored into the design of the project.
Appropriate stormwater management measures would be included in the parking area. This parking
would be used to support the beach access provided by Parcel A. In addition, in the future, the Town of
Dauphin Island may develop additional amenities to support passive public outdoor recreation at the
site, such as a land-based boardwalk, gazebo, benches, shade structures, and/or a primitive kayak
launch on the site’s existing sandy beach area.

Construction Methodology (or Implementation Methodology) and Timing. Planning and E&D would
take approximately six months, permitting and consultation would take approximately four months, and
construction activities would take six months.

At Parcel A, a pile-supported dune walkover would be constructed. The walkover would extend along
the western edge of the parcel along an old street ROW. From the northern edge of the parcel, the
walkover would extend seaward to the approximate seaward vegetation line. Pilings would be jetted to
an appropriate depth, the supporting framing would be installed followed by the installation of decking
and railings.

Parking areas at Parcels B and C would be graded, and a layer of foundation material would be placed
and topped with permeable materials, such as crushed aggregate or parking pavers.

At Parcel B, a pile-supported bathroom would be constructed. Water and sewer lines would be installed,
and utilities would be placed underground. The utility trench would be excavated, the utility lines would
be placed, and then the trenches would be refilled and regraded.

All construction activities would be designed and implemented in accordance with the ADEM Division 8
Coastal Program rules pertaining to construction on Gulf-fronting beaches and dunes and any other
applicable regulatory requirements.
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Any lighting installed would include certified sea turtle-friendly fixtures placed in accordance with
appropriate BMPs.

Maintenance Requirements. Periodic maintenance of the project components would occur, including
trash collection, restroom maintenance, and infrastructure maintenance as needed. The property owner
(Town of Dauphin Island) would be responsible for maintenance, which would be funded by a parking
fee of approximately $5 per vehicle. Over time, this fee may be adjusted to reflect changes in ongoing
operating and maintenance costs.

Project Monitoring Summary. The restoration objective of this project is to restore a portion of the lost
recreational use on lands caused by the DWH oil spill. This would be accomplished by acquiring land and
establishing infrastructure to improve the public’s access to and enjoyment of Alabama’s coastal
resources. The project would be deemed successful when the land has been acquired and access
improvements (parking, restrooms, and dune walkover) have been established. As such, performance
criteria for this project are the satisfactory construction of the parking, restrooms, and dune walkover.
Additional monitoring criteria are described in detail in Appendix C.

Cost. Estimated project costs are $4,200,000 and would include funds for planning, construction,
monitoring, and Trustee supervision. The Town of Dauphin Island would fund operations and
maintenance through fees collected for parking. These revenues and maintenance fees are not reflected
in the project budget. The AL TIG would delay allocating funds to this project until the zoning has
undergone and completed the required review for the “Public Parks and Recreational Areas” use (see
Table 5-33).

Alternative 9: Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C)

Project Summary/Background. This project would involve the acquisition and management of two
separate parcels of property on Dauphin Island. During the DWH oil spill and associated response,
Dauphin Island was oiled and was the site of extensive response activity. Acquisition of these parcels
would protect them from future development and would offer public parking, restrooms, access to the
Gulf of Mexico, and other passive public outdoor recreation opportunities, thereby increasing the
public’s access to Alabama’s shoreline resources and enhancing the quality of visitor experience. Table
2-8 provides information about Parcels B and C and Figure 2-12 details the location of Parcels B and C.

The acquisition of this property would include the recording of a deed restriction in the deed to ensure
that the purpose of compensating for lost recreational use, as described in this plan, is maintained over
time. The deed restriction would state that this property may not be disposed of in any manner or used
for purposes other than conservation and restoration of natural resources and/or for passive public
outdoor recreation of the type described for this property in the final RP/EIS.

Table 2-8: Parcels B and C

Estimated Cost of
Parcel Size (Acres) Acquisition Improvements

Parking, restrooms,

B ~0.94 $281,000 pedestrian access
infrastructure
C ~1.15 $431,000 Parking
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Figure 2-12: Parcels B and C on Dauphin Island

2-47



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Proposed Infrastructure (or Proposed Improvements).

Parcel B: A public parking area and restrooms are proposed for Parcel B. Approximately 500 square feet
of accessible restrooms would be constructed within Parcel B that would be connected to Town of
Dauphin Island Public Utilities. Approximately 80 to 100 parking spaces are proposed for Parcel B. The
number of parking spaces may decrease further once factors such as optimal traffic flow, incorporation
of stormwater BMPs, and other design considerations are factored into the design of the project. The
parking area would be constructed of a permeable surface, and native vegetation plantings would be
used throughout. Appropriate stormwater management measures would be included in the parking
area. Parking on this site would provide parking needed to access Parcel A. Pedestrian connectivity
between Parcels A and B would be established through appropriate measures, such as pavement
markings, pedestrian crossing signs, and/or traffic calming devices in the area. Design of the parking
area would also consider local transportation patterns and optimize the locations on ingress/egress to
work with the existing traffic flow.

Parcel C: Construction of approximately 80 to 100 parking spaces is proposed for Parcel C. The parking
area would be constructed of a permeable surface, and native vegetation plantings would be used
throughout. The number of parking spaces may decrease further once factors such as optimal traffic
flow, incorporation of stormwater BMPs, and other design considerations are factored into the design of
the project. Appropriate stormwater management measures would be included in the parking area. This
parking would be used to support the beach access provided by Parcel A. In addition, in the future, the
Town of Dauphin Island may develop additional amenities to support passive public outdoor recreation
at the site, such as a land-based boardwalk, gazebo, benches, shade structures, and/or a primitive kayak
launch on the site’s existing sandy beach area.

Construction Methodology (or Implementation Methodology) and Timing. Planning and E&D would
take approximately six months, permitting and consultation would take approximately four months, and
construction activities would require six months.

Parking areas at Parcels B and C would be graded, and a layer of foundation material would be placed
and topped with permeable materials, such as crushed aggregate or parking pavers.

At Parcel B a pile-supported bathroom would be constructed. Water and sewer lines would be installed,
and utilities would be placed underground. The utility trench would be excavated, the utility lines would
be placed, and then the trenches would be refilled and regraded.

All construction activities would be designed and implemented in accordance with the ADEM Division 8
Coastal Program rules pertaining to construction on Gulf-fronting beaches and dunes and any other
relevant regulatory requirements.

Any lighting installed would include certified sea turtle-friendly fixtures placed in accordance with
appropriate BMPs.

Maintenance Requirements. Periodic maintenance of the project components would occur, including
trash collection, restroom maintenance, and infrastructure maintenance as needed. The property owner
(Town of Dauphin Island) would be responsible for maintenance, which would be funded by a parking
fee of approximately $5 per vehicle. Over time, this fee may be adjusted to reflect changes in the
ongoing operating and maintenance costs.

Project Monitoring Summary. The restoration objective of this project is to restore a portion of the lost
recreational use on lands caused by the DWH oil spill by acquiring land and establishing infrastructure to
improve the public’s access to and enjoyment of Alabama’s coastal resources. The project would be

deemed successful when the land has been acquired and access improvements (parking and restrooms)
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have been established. As such, performance criteria for this project are the satisfactory construction of
the parking and restrooms. Additional monitoring criteria are described in detail in Appendix C.

Cost. Estimated project cost would be $1,900,000 and would include funds for planning, construction,
monitoring, and Trustee supervision. Operations and maintenance would be funded by the Town of
Dauphin Island through fees collected for parking. These revenues and maintenance fees are not
reflected in the project budget. The AL TIG would delay allocating funds to this project until the zoning
has undergone and completed the required review for the “Public Parks and Recreational Areas” use
(see Table 5-33).

2.2.3 No Action Alternative

The alternatives under consideration must include the “no-action” alternative as prescribed by 40 CFR
1502.14. Under the no action alternative, the AL TIG would not, at this time, select and implement the
restoration projects in this RP to compensate for lost recreational shoreline use services resulting from
the DWH oil spill. Under the no action alternative, only recreational use projects selected and/or
implemented during early restoration (see the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS and Final Phase IV ERP/EA) (DWH
Trustees 2015; 2014) would compensate the public for lost recreational use in the Alabama. Providing
additional compensation to the public would be delayed pending the completion of a future RP.
Accordingly, the no action alternative would not meet the purpose and need for implementing projects
that address lost recreational use as described in Section 5.3.2 of the Final PDARP/PEIS and in Section
1.2 of this document, because it would not help meet the restoration goals of the “Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type.

The no action alternative represents no change from current management and is considered with
respect to the individual project-specific action alternatives. If this plan was not implemented, none of
the projects proposed as preferred alternatives would be selected for implementation. If the no action
alternative was selected, what represents “the continuation of current management” would be different
for each of the projects under consideration.

The no action alternative for each of the proposed action alternatives, considered by general project
type, is briefly described below for three different project types.

Access Improvement Projects on Currently Publicly Owned Lands (Fort Morgan Peninsula Public
Access Improvements, Fort Morgan Pier Replacement, and Bayfront Park E&D). Under the no action
alternative, no improvements to recreational infrastructure on these project sites would occur at

this time.

= The Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvement sites would continue to be unrestricted.
Because no parking currently exists at these sites, access is limited to users who can walk or
bicycle to these access points from nearby properties. As a result of the lack of parking
improvements under the no action alternative, public access to these sites would continue to be
limited mostly to users who live in close proximity to the sites.

= The Fort Morgan Pier Replacement would not move forward, and the pier would continue to be
closed to the public. Infrastructure would continue to deteriorate at this site, and the public
would be restricted from accessing the pier indefinitely.

= The conceptual Bayfront Park project would not move forward with NRDA-funded E&D, which
would delay future enhancements of recreational uses at the project site.
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Land Acquisition and Access Improvement Projects (Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource
Protection, Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements, Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and
Environmental Education Area, and Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements). Under the no
action alternative, without NRDA funding for acquisition and access improvements, these project sites
would be at risk of future development. While, the Gulf Highlands site and Mid-Island Parks Parcel A site
have been approved for acquisition with other DWH-related, Gulf restoration funding mechanisms
(NFWF and RESTORE), full funding is still pending. Under the no action alternative, if these properties
are not acquired with either NRDA funds or other DWH-related, Gulf Restoration funds, it is likely that
these properties would be developed. The Gulf Highlands and Laguna Cove properties have
development plans for the sites and permits for those development plans have been obtained. The
Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements and Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental
Education Area sites are adjacent to residential and commercial developments. Development of these
properties would significantly affect the natural resources on these properties, diminishing their public
benefit to lost recreational use and restricting public access to the beach, lagoon, and other
waterbodies.

= The Gulf Highlands site may be purchased with NFWF funds and, if that occurs, this alternative
would no longer be considered in this RP/EIS. Further, under the no action alternative, no
recreational use infrastructure would be constructed on this project site. If the Gulf Highlands
site is not purchased with NFWF funds, under the no action alternative, the site would remain at
risk of development.

= The Laguna Cove Little Lagoon site would not be acquired with NRDA funds and would remain at
risk of development, in accordance with permits obtained from USACE, ADEM, and ADCNR.
Additionally, no recreational amenities would be constructed on this property with NRDA funds.

= Parcel A of the Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements sites may be acquired for
preservation with funds from the NFWF GEBF and, if that occurs, the acquisition of this parcel
would no longer be considered in this RP/EIS. Parcels B and C and the proposed public access
amenities (parking lots, restrooms, and showers) may still be considered for acquisition with
NRDA funds. If Parcel A is not purchased with NFWF funds, then under the no action alternative,
Parcels A, B, and C would remain at risk of development, and no recreational use infrastructure
would be constructed on the parcels.

=  The Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area site would not be acquired
with NRDA funds and would remain at risk of development. Further, no recreational amenities
would be constructed on this property with NRDA funds.

Projects Currently Under Construction (Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities
Project). Relevant to the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project,
construction has already begun on the lodge and associated conference center at Gulf State Park
utilizing other existing non-NRDA funding (Section 2.2.1). Under the no action alternative, construction
would continue using these non-NRDA funds. However, there is not enough existing funding to
complete full construction of the lodge, and Alabama would need to obtain additional funding from non-
NRDA sources. It is expected that a portion of the lodge facility would be constructed on the site with
the funding currently available, but that the remainder of the lodge facilities, and where possible,
additional access amenities such as those proposed in this RP/ would require additional funds in order
to be completed as proposed in this RP/EIS. Thus, under the no action alternative, the state would need
to secure funds from another source(s) to complete the project (see Appendix F). Unlike other project
alternatives that are being considered for funding by the NFWF GEBF, this project is not currently being
evaluated for funding under any other restoration funding source. Accordingly, the state would likely
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need to obtain private funding. It is unknown exactly how other alternative funding options may
influence the design and schedule of the project. More specifically, it is not known if the project could
be built with the same public access amenities, or deliver the same recreational use benefits, as
proposed in this RP/EIS if the project is funded through other sources (see Appendix F).

Summary. The no action alternative is used as the baseline for comparison of the impacts expected from
the action alternatives proposed in this RP/EIS. The scenarios considered under this no action
alternative, along with their associated connected actions, will be analyzed under NEPA and OPA NRDA
regulations, with the preferred alternatives grouped into categories based on similarity (i.e., Access
Improvement Projects on Currently Publicly Owned Lands, Land Acquisition and Access Improvement
Projects, and Projects Currently Under Construction) for each of the resource types. This analysis will
provide information on any environmental impacts that would likely be caused by the no action
alternative and inform the AL TIG’s decision on whether to provide NRDA funds for each project.

2.2.4 The Preferred Alternative

The AL TIG's preferred alternative(s) is the alternative(s) that it believes best meets both the OPA
Evaluation Criteria (15 CFR § 990.54) and the DWH Trustees’ goals and objectives for the “Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities” Restoration Type (Final PDARP/EIS, Section 5.5), and that would
fulfill its mission and responsibilities, giving consideration to economic, environmental, technical, and
other factors. Section 1502.14(e) of the United States Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA
regulations requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to “identify the agency's preferred alternative
if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in the final statement.” This
means that if the agency has a preferred alternative at the draft EIS stage, the alternative must be
labeled or identified as such in the draft EIS. Additionally, the OPA NRDA regulations call for draft
restoration plans to identify the DWH Trustees’ tentative preferred alternative(s) (15 CFR § 990.55).

The AL TIG identified the same following alternatives as its preferred alternatives for the draft RP/EIS
and this final RP/EIS:

=  Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project
=  Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation

= Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection

= Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement (E&D Only)

= Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area

= Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C)

These alternatives are proposed for selection by the AL TIG at this time because they provide the most
effective vehicle to meet the RP/EIS purpose of restoring lost shoreline use in the State of Alabama.
Projects that have been approved for funding from other restoration funding sources, such as NFWF
GEBEF, (i.e., the Gulf Highlands site and Mid-Islands Parks Parcel A site) are not identified as preferred in
this RP/EIS because funding through those sources would accomplish all the restoration described in this
plan and provide similar restoration benefits. Thus, the use of NRDA funds for other efforts not yet
identified for funding would best maximize overall restoration in the Alabama Restoration Area. If the
approved funding through other restoration funding sources is not finalized, these projects could be
reconsidered in a future restoration planning process. Although a portion of the Gulf State Park Lodge
and Associated Public Access Amenities Project is being funded with Alabama’s oil spill economic
damages settlement and BP grant funding, that funding alone is not sufficient to complete the entire
project. Therefore, the project is still considered as a preferred alternative because, absent funding from
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DWH NRDA, the project would likely need to be funded privately and it is not known if the proposed
public access amenities would be completed or would be as broadly accessible to the public as is
proposed in this RP/EIS (see Appendix F). For these reasons, funding of the Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access Amenities Project is considered a preferred alternative because, unlike the Gulf
Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements and Mid-Islands Parks and Public Beach Improvements
(Parcel A) alternatives, it is not known if the restoration benefits of this project could be fully
implemented without NRDA funds. The Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements alternative
is not proposed for selection at this time because of concerns, including those raised by Baldwin County,
that the project would result in beach overcrowding and a reduction in Baldwin County’s ability to
access the beaches to address storm damage caused by hurricanes. Overcrowding and the inability to
address hurricane impacts on the beaches have the potential to reduce the long-term benefits of the
alternative.

Projects not proposed for selection as preferred alternatives (Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and
Improvements, Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements, and Mid-Island Parks and Public
Beach Improvements [Parcels A, B, and C]) do not best meet the AL TIG’s objectives at this time, but per
the OPA and NEPA analysis in this RP/EIS (Chapters 3 and 5, respectively), could be viable projects in the
future and could be revisited in a future restoration planning effort, as described above.
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3.0 OPAEVALUATION OF RESTORATION RECREATIONAL USE ALTERNATIVES

According to the NRDA regulations under OPA, trustees are responsible for identifying a reasonable
range of restoration alternatives (15 CFR § 990.53(a)(2)) that can be evaluated according to the OPA
evaluation standards (15 CFR § 990.54). Chapter 2 describes the screening and identification of a
reasonable range of alternatives for evaluation under OPA. The following section describes the
considerations the AL TIG included when performing the OPA evaluation of these alternatives. This
evaluation process is informed by the OPA criteria found in 15 CFR 990.54(a), as well as the Final
PDARP/PEIS and public comments, including those received on the NOI for this RP/EIS and those
received on the draft RP/EIS.

For each alternative, the OPA criteria are evaluated independently, and a determination is made on how
well the alternative meets that element. The AL TIG applied each of the OPA criteria to the reasonable
range of alternatives in this section to provide (1) a summary explanation of the types of questions and
analysis raised under each of the OPA criteria, and (2) a narrative summary of each alternative’s
evaluation with respect to those criteria.

i. The cost to carry out the alternative. The analysis of the AL TIG addresses the following
guestions. Is there a description of the anticipated costs of the alternative? Are the costs of the
alternative (including land acquisition, design, construction, management, monitoring, and
maintenance) reasonable, appropriate, and comparable to other equivalent restoration
alternatives?

i The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in
returning the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for
interim losses. The AL TIG’s analysis addresses the restoration alternative's nexus to the lost
recreational shoreline use injury as described in the Final PDARP/PEIS while also evaluating the
nature, magnitude, and distribution of the recreational benefits expected to be provided to the
public by each alternative. Measures of the magnitude of the recreational benefit (where
available and appropriate) can include number of acres, miles of shoreline, number of expected
user days, and a measure of the value conveyed to users. The distribution of benefits considers
the extent to which the alternative provides benefits to various subgroups within the injury
population. Each of the following components of this element are evaluated independently and
qualitatively, where appropriate:

Nexus to Injury: Alternatives are evaluated on their ability to benefit individuals who visit
Alabama coastal areas for the primary purpose of engaging in coastal shoreline recreation. An
additional focus is placed on users of natural resources accessed via sandy beach areas or in
close proximity to sandy beach areas (because this was the predominant use category described
in the Final PDARP/PEIS [see Section 4.10]).

Benefit to Injured Resources: Each of the following points capture elements necessary to
evaluate the relative benefits of the restoration alternatives:

e Component Benefits—What are the anticipated recreational benefits of the alternative?
What are the alternative attributes that are expected to increase or improve the shoreline
recreational experience? Are any of these attributes supported by peer-reviewed economics
literature? Examples of attributes that are expected to increase or improve recreational use
experiences include:

— beach width,
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reductions in marine debris,

— new or improved access points (e.g., dune walkovers, parking),

— improved water quality,

— amenities (e.g., bathrooms, bike paths, showers),

— fishing piers,

— parks and open space (e.g., land preservation with access component),
— reduced crowding, and

— environmental education and stewardship opportunities.

e Scale of Benefits—What is the scale of the anticipated recreational benefits? What
information is available on the level of current use at the alternative site and the beneficial
impacts expected after implementation of the alternative (e.g., increases in visits to a site,
number of individuals experiencing enhanced recreational values, changes in acreage of
available recreational areas, number of new access points)? What is the timing of the
anticipated benefits?

e  Public Access—How will members of the public be able to access the benefits from the
proposed alternative?

— Can users be excluded from enjoying the benefits of an alternative? Do any potential
exclusions disproportionately affect any demographic subset of the population?

— If there is a user-access fee, how is it set?
= Profit-maximizing (i.e., prices are set to capture user willingness-to-pay),
= Cost-neutral (i.e., a nominal price is set to cover on-site maintenance costs), and

= Capacity-controlling pricing schedule (i.e., prices set to encourage turnover and limit
on-site congestion).

— What are the implications on user value from this pricing schedule?

— Are there any anticipated accounting profits, and if so, are they spent on OPA-applicable
alternatives or maintenance?

o Location—Where is the alternative located? Considerations for siting restoration include:

— Availability of substitutes (e.g., if there are fewer nearby available sites that provide
similar recreational benefits, the alternative may convey a higher value)

— Uniqueness of restoration (e.g., if the recreational amenities proposed are unique it may
lead to more long-distance trips to the site and possibly result in a higher per-trip value)

o Additional Benefit Considerations—What is the magnitude of additional benefits from the
alternative in comparison to the existing state of the resource? For example:

— Will additional access lead to increased crowding?
— s it clear that alternatives are not redundant?

—  Will marginal environmental quality improvements convey benefits? (e.g., for water
quality alternatives, is there sufficiently impaired water quality in the area?).
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iii. The likelihood of success of each alternative. Does the alternative propose restoration
approaches or techniques that the AL TIG have previously executed successfully? Is the
restoration approach or technique routinely used? How did these past experiences inform the
development of the alternative so as to increase its likelihood of success? For novel or new
techniques, have the AL TIG incorporated any measures to minimize risk? Have AL TIG
considered the uncertainties influencing success and any adaptive management approaches
that would address those uncertainties?

Considerations likely leading to success are dependent on alternative types. For example, for
land acquisition alternatives, key predictors of success include whether there is a willing seller,
whether there is continuity to other conservation areas, and whether the property will be
managed to increase or improve access to resources. For infrastructure alternative types, key
predictors include whether the infrastructure provides increased access to resources, whether
there is a mechanism for long-term maintenance and management of the alternative, and
whether there are mechanisms in place to ensure that the alternative will remain publicly
accessible over the long term.

iv. The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and
avoid collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. Does the restoration
alternative have direct or indirect collateral environmental impacts (positive or negative)? Many
of these considerations are covered in the “Affected Environment” and “Environmental
Consequences” sections of this document (Chapters 4 and 5).

V. The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service.
Although each alternative is funded exclusively from one Restoration Type allocation, the AL TIG
considered the importance of multiple resource benefits by evaluating whether alternatives
convey multiple ecosystem service benefits (in addition to recreational use) that make them
more valuable to the public (e.g., non-use (ecological) values, storm-protection benefits, and
habitat/resource improvements that may benefit ecological resources injured by the DWH oil
spill).

vi. The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. The AL TIG considered whether
there are any aspects of the alternative that could negatively affect public health and safety that
cannot be mitigated.

3.1 EVALUATION OF GULF STATE PARK LODGE AND ASSOCIATED PUBLIC ACCESS
AMENITIES PROJECT

3.1.1 Project Description

This alternative would provide funding (1) for partial construction of the Gulf State Park Lodge in
Baldwin County, Alabama, and (2) to develop a host of public access amenities associated with the
lodge. The public access amenities associated with the lodge would include the interpretive lobby of the
lodge, public education programs to increase awareness and appreciation of Alabama’s coastal
resources, including the natural resources at Gulf State Park, expansive viewing porches, public beach
access points, public restrooms and beach shower facilities, a bicycle share program, and a public tram
system. The associated public access amenities would connect the lodge to other aspects of the park,
and thus both create and enhance public use and enjoyment of the beach areas at Gulf State Park for
visitors not staying at the lodge and increase access to the non-beach areas within Gulf State Park to all
visitors. The core, foundation, and shell packages are already under construction for the lodge and
associated conference center with other non-NRDA funds (see Section 2.2.1 and Appendix F).
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Building design and construction at Gulf State Park have been undertaken with the goal of certification
under the LEED Gold and SITES Platinum programs. Further, the lodge would offer access to public lands
and amenities similar to those at existing National Park System lodges. The lobby and other public
spaces in and around the lodge would serve as focal points for environmental education, with exhibits
and programs addressing coastal Alabama ecosystems and sustainable development practices in the
coastal zone. In addition, the lobby and other public spaces would provide amenities that would
facilitate extended daily access to the Gulf State Park beaches. The lodge rooms would further provide
the opportunity for on-site, overnight access at the beach at Gulf State Park, thus giving visitors a unique
way to experience that public resource. The park tram would connect visitors from the lodge to other
areas of Gulf State Park. Overall, the project is designed to be an integral part of the restoration and
public utilization of Gulf State Park by (1) furthering the restoration efforts conducted as part of the Gulf
State Park Enhancement Project during Phase IIl Early Restoration, and (2) building on the state-funded
effort to revitalize Gulf State Park pursuant to the Gulf State Park Master Plan (see Appendix F for
further details).

3.1.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. The costs to carry out the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated
Public Access Amenities Project are reasonable, appropriate, and comparable to other equivalent
restoration alternatives. The proposed cost of the NRDA-funded portion of the Gulf State Park Lodge
and Associated Public Access Amenities Project is $56.3 million. The project has gone through an
extensive E&D process. No land acquisition costs are associated with the alternative because the state
already owns the property. The estimated construction costs represent the best estimates of the
designers and are comparable with the costs of similar LEED-certified “green building” projects, as
described in the Proposed Gulf State Park Lodge Market Feasibility Study prepared by Pinkowski &
Company for ACDNR in December 2014 (see Appendix G).

Construction costs for the public access components of this alternative (e.g., the interpretive lobby,
public education programs, public restrooms, post-beach shower facilities, beach access walkovers,
bicycle share stations/programs, tram system, and other public spaces) are estimated to be $8.7 million.
The anticipated costs of these components are appropriate and are within the range of other similar
projects (see Table 3-1).2°

Table 3-1: DWH Early Restoration Project Cost Examples

Project Cost
Galveston Island State Park Beach Redevelopment $10.7 million (2013)
Infinity Science Center $10.4 million (2013)
Navarre Beach Park Gulf Side Walkover $1.22 million (2013)

The AL TIG’s contribution to the cost to construct the lodge is approximately $47.6 million. All work will
be awarded in compliance with Alabama’s public bid laws and regulations, ensuring that the project is
constructed at current market rates. Operation and maintenance costs for the public access amenities
associated with the lodge will be funded using revenues from the lodge. Projections of operating costs,

20 The three DWH early restoration project cost examples depicted in Table 3-1 are described in in the Final Phase
Il ERP/PEIS.
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utilization, and revenue were based on market research presented in the Proposed Gulf State Park
Lodge Market Feasibility Study and are explained in more detail in Appendix E and Appendix G.

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

= Nexus to Injury. The Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project has a
strong nexus to the DWH recreational injury. The recreational assessment, discussed in the Final
PDARP/PEIS, focused on reduced shoreline uses comparable to those occurring at Gulf State
Park (e.g., lost user-days of shoreline recreation—swimming, sunbathing, surfing, walking,
kayaking, and fishing from the shore or shoreline structures such as piers). During the spill, the
beaches in the park were extensively oiled. The park was a staging area for response activities,
and beaches in the park were subjected to frequent mechanical cleaning over the course of the
spill. The alternative is designed to enhance public shoreline recreational experiences, both by
increasing visitation and enhancing the quality of all future recreational visits to the park. As
such, the alternative’s goal of creating and enhancing visitor access to natural resources at Gulf
State Park, including its beach areas, has a strong nexus to the public’s lost shoreline
recreational use of Alabama coastal areas. Further, the alternative is consistent with the NRDA
preference for “in-place, in-kind” restoration.

= Benefit to Injured Resources.

— Component Benefits: The alternative’s location and amenities are within the geographical
footprint of the DWH injury. The Gulf State Park Lodge and each of the public access
amenities are designed to be used by recreational beachgoers and aid/enhance their ability
to access and interact with natural resources along the Alabama shoreline. As described in
the Proposed Gulf State Park Lodge Market Feasibility Study, the Gulf State Park Lodge
would satisfy and stimulate demand for lodging along Alabama’s shoreline.?! The lodge
itself, including the overnight rooms, would restore for lost recreational use of the Alabama
shoreline by allowing visitors to stay right at the beach and conveniently use the beach and
new amenities described below. In addition, some people would come to visit the park, but
not stay overnight, enticed by the availability of the free public access amenities, including
the lodge’s common areas. The Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access
Amenities Project would, therefore, restore the lost recreational use of Alabama’s shoreline
by providing and enhancing access to Alabama’s shoreline for all members of the public,
including those not staying overnight at the lodge.

Some elements of the public access amenities (e.g., beach access points, restrooms, and
showers) directly enhance the beach visit for all members of the public; others (e.g., the
lodge, the tram system, bicycle share program, and the path from the pier) enable easier
access to the beach for all members of the public; and the remainder (e.g., the lodge’s
interpretive lobby and public education programs) provide opportunities to enhance a visit
to the park for all members of the public while also achieving Trustee education and
stewardship goals. Should the AL TIG elect not to fund the Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access Amenities Project, it is not clear that these amenities would be
developed or that the non-paying public would have the same degree of access to these
amenities, if they were developed with state or private funds (see Appendix F). Additionally,
although users would be paying competitive market rates to stay in the lodge, the revenue

21 See Pinkowski & Company, 2014, pages 20-21, 50-52.
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stream that is generated would provide funding (1) for ongoing operations and maintenance
of the public access amenities, and (2) to support operations and maintenance for the Gulf
State Park Enhancement components from early restoration. Thus, this revenue stream
would help compensate for lost recreational use in Alabama as a result of the DWH oil spill.

— Scale of Benefits: The scale of the recreational benefits is dependent on the alternative’s
anticipated utilization. For the lodge, project designers anticipate an average 66 percent
overnight occupancy rate over the first five years, yielding an anticipated 84,315%
user-nights per year, which would be expected to be higher when considering multiple
occupants in one room. For example, with double occupancy for each room the user-night
number would increase to 168,630 user-nights per year. The majority of these lodge guests,
including people who would not come to the park absent the lodge, would be anticipated to
come to the lodge to visit the park beaches, use the associated public access amenities, and
otherwise interact with trust resources. Thus, these user-nights may be included in any
estimate of user days. For example, lodge guests may visit other areas in the park, which
would be connected to the lodge via the public access amenities such as the tram system
and the bike sharing stations/program.

In addition to lodge guests, the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access
Amenities Project is expected to produce user-day benefits in the form of day-use visitors to
the lodge and the park’s Gulf-facing beaches. These day-users would visit the lodge to use
the common areas and new amenities, but not stay in the lodge rooms. Some of these day-
users would access the lodge and associated amenities via the Gulf State Park tram and the
parking lot at the adjacent Gulf State Park pier.

The Gulf State Park Lodge is modeled after existing National Park System lodges. The lobby
and other public spaces in and around the lodge would serve as focal points for
environmental education, with exhibits and programs addressing coastal Alabama
ecosystems and sustainable development practices in the coastal zone. In addition, the
lobby and other public spaces would provide amenities (such as restrooms, showers, and
shaded/air-conditioned common spaces) that would facilitate extended daily access to the
park beaches. As a result, the project is expected both to provide access to (and thus bring
people to) the park and it beaches, and to enhance these visitors’ experience of the natural
resources and services of the park and its beaches, by providing a more comfortable and
improved experience. The AL TIG did not quantify the numbers of expected day-users, or
their enhanced experience, but expects (1) that most of the 84,3152 user-nights created by
the Gulf State Park Lodge would translate to day-users who would undertake recreational
use of Alabama’s shoreline, (2) that members of the public would visit the lodge to use the
common areas and new amenities, but not stay in the lodge rooms, (3) that some of these
day-users would access the lodge and associated amenities via the Gulf State Park tram
system, the bike sharing stations/program, and the parking lot at the adjacent Gulf State
Park pier, and (4) that some of these day-users would not come to the park beaches absent
the free public access amenities described, and which would be provided, as part of this
alternative.

22 This assumes a 66 percent occupancy rate for the lodge’s 350 rooms (see Pinkowski & Company, 2014, page 54).

23 Again, this assumes a 66 percent occupancy rate for the lodge’s 350 rooms (see Pinkowski & Company, 2014,
page 54).

3-6



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Public Access: The Gulf State Park Lodge, including the overnight rooms, would restore for
lost recreational use of Alabama’s shoreline by allowing visitors to stay right at the beach
and conveniently use the beach and the proposed associated public access amenities.
Additionally, the recreational benefits of the public access components of this alternative,
including the lodge’s common areas, would be broadly available to the public. There would
be no charge for using the public amenities at the lodge site, for parking at non-beach
parking lots in Gulf State Park, or for using the tram or bicycle share program to access the
lodge and associated public amenities. Parking at the adjacent Gulf State Park Pier lot would
be priced at a nominal fee. Because of the lack of public transportation in the local area, it is
likely benefits would primarily accrue to individuals who own vehicles and have sufficient
disposable income to drive to the Gulf State Park. During the peak, summer season, parking
capacity and crowding on the beach would limit the total benefits available.

The lodge rooms would provide unique, overnight access to the beach at Gulf State Park and
convenient access to the proposed amenities. In addition, the market rate rooms could
generate revenue that would be used to maintain the public access amenities included in
this alternative, as well as the public access and education components of the Gulf State
Park Enhancement Project funded in Phase Il of Early Restoration (i.e., the dune
restoration, Interpretive Center, Learning Campus, and trail enhancements). Although a
portion of the population affected by the DWH spill may not be willing or able to pay for the
market rate rooms, the potential revenue generated by the commercial elements of this
project would provide increased and enhanced public access to Gulf State Park and its
beaches through the operation and maintenance of the other free recreational use
amenities at the lodge and within the park.

Location: None of the public access amenities proposed currently exist at the site. Within
the surrounding 5 miles, there are only four existing public beach access points (Gulf Shores
Public Beach, Gulf State Park Pier, Gulf State Park Beach Pavilion, and the Romar Beach
Access area) in an area dominated by private development. Given this limited set of
alternative public access points, it is anticipated that this alternative would provide new and
enhanced opportunities to many recreational users, especially during the crowded summer
season. While other overnight lodging is available in this area, the market feasibility study
prepared for ADCNR concluded that enough demand exists to support a 350-room lodge
facility in this location (see Appendix G). Moreover, the lodge will provide a unique
overnight stay option, like that of a lodge in a National Park, because the beach at Gulf State
Park is unique in that it is characterized by open space that supports natural resources, and
in which guests can more readily interact with these natural resources.

Additional Benefit Considerations: Existing beach access at the proposed lodge site is
limited, and it is expected that sufficient demand exists for beach recreation in the area, and
that all sites would experience use at full capacity during at least part of the year. Design
features (sea turtle-friendly lighting, permeable pavers, protected dune walkovers, and
educational kiosks) would mitigate the environmental impacts of increased utilization.
Limiting pedestrian access to the beach walkovers would minimize effects of foot traffic and
potentially allow the dunes to regenerate. The presence of dunes and a more “natural”
beach setting would enhance the visitor experience for both existing and new users of the
access points.

The likelihood of success of each alternative. Given the AL TIG's experience in developing beach access
points and the estimated high usage of the lodge and surrounding shoreline areas, there is a strong
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likelihood of success. No land acquisition is required. Similar public access restoration efforts have been
completed successfully throughout the region (see the project example included in Chapter 2 located in
Walton County, Florida). Further, the market feasibility study conducted for ADCNR concluded that
sufficient demand exists to support this project. Operation of the lodge would be conducted by a
commercial hotel operator with experience running similar facilities. A revenue-sharing agreement with
the operator ensures that appropriate incentives are in place for success of the lodge. The funds needed
to complete the non-NRDA funded portions of this project have already been secured through the
state’s economic damages settlement with BP ($50 million) and an award of BP grant money ($5
million), as described in Section 2.2.1 and in Appendix F.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated
Public Access Amenities Project is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from the spill.
The Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The
purpose of the alternative is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred between
April 2010 and November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that recreational use
returned to baseline levels.

The designers of the lodge and public access amenities have made minimized environmental impact and
long-term sustainability a central theme of the project. The project is anticipated to achieve a LEED Gold
rating and would serve as an excellent example of sustainable construction techniques. The dune
walkovers and path from the pier minimize impact on the dunes, beach area, and related habitat.
Furthermore, the bicycle sharing program and tram limit the ultimate footprint of the entire project by
reducing necessary parking, traffic in the area, and related air quality emissions.

This project would be located within an area currently covered under a HCP for the Alabama beach
mouse and adjacent to critical habitat for the loggerhead sea turtle, and would require consultations
under the ESA. Further, this area is currently used by the public to some extent. To address these
potential impacts, the project would minimize and potentially reduce impacts on Alabama beach mouse
and loggerhead sea turtle habitat with the inclusion of dune walkovers, additional educational displays
on the area’s sensitive resources, and educational programming. Additionally, BMPs, as described in
Chapter 5, would be used to minimize impacts on species and critical habitat.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project is to
provide and enhance public access to and recreational uses of Alabama’s coastal shoreline resources. In
addition, the interpretive lobby and educational programs are expected to promote public support for
and stewardship of Alabama coastal resources. Furthermore, the dune walkovers would provide
ecological benefits by helping to protect dune habitats and the species dependent on them, including
beach mice, birds, and nesting sea turtles.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
are not expected from these elements. Project design elements include paved surface areas to provide
suitable cover for disabled access, and all elements are designed for consistency with ADA standards.
Specific design details have been refined to increase the individual mobility of users of the lodge and
public access amenities and the number of ADA-compliant guest rooms exceeds the minimum
requirement by nearly 20 percent. It is anticipated that project operation would include appropriate
placement/maintenance of trash receptacles, maintenance of bathroom facilities, and enforcement of
existing public safety regulations.
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Summary Project Evaluation. The cost of the alternative is well documented, reasonable, and
appropriate. The alternative would create and enhance public use and enjoyment of the beach areas at
Gulf State Park and increase access to the non-beach areas within the park. Moreover, by combining a
set of public access components with a revenue stream from the alternative’s commercial elements,
which would support those components as well as the early restoration project within Gulf State Park,
the alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational injury caused by the DWH spill, and can reasonably
be expected to provide benefits to the broad public over an extended time. While some collateral
impacts on critical habitat for the Alabama beach mouse and loggerhead sea turtles are possible, these
impacts are expected to be minor and mitigated by the use of dune walkovers, turtle-friendly lighting,
and educational information provided to the public. Finally, public safety issues are not expected to be
a concern.

3.2 EVALUATION OF FORT MORGAN PIER REHABILITATION
3.2.1 Alternative Description

This alternative would fund the rehabilitation of a fishing pier located on the Fort Morgan Peninsula in
southwestern Baldwin County, Alabama. The existing pier is approximately 500 feet long and is located
at the Fort Morgan State Historic Site. Until recently, the Fort Morgan fishing pier was heavily used by
recreational anglers. However, the pier, which is more than 40 years old, fell into disrepair, and in 2014
the Alabama Historical Commission closed it for safety reasons. The proposed alternative would
rehabilitate the pier on its existing foundations, which would increase publicly available opportunities
for pier-based fishing in Baldwin County. The rehabilitated pier would meet current building code
requirements, comply with ADA-accessible fishing guidelines, and add proper lighting and other features
and amenities. Educational signage regarding fishing regulations, stewardship of coastal resources, and
other related information would be placed at the site. No parking lot improvements would be needed
because adequate parking is already available at the site. Existing entry fees to the Fort Morgan State
Historic Site would apply to visitors using the fishing pier. The Alabama Historical Commission would
provide maintenance for the fishing pier, which would be funded using site entrance fees.

3.2.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. The proposed cost to plan and construct the Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation alternative is $3,075,000. These funds would be directed solely to the planning and
construction of infrastructure that improves access to coastal natural resources. ADCNR developed the
estimated infrastructure costs based on similar past projects, which indicate that the alternative can be
implemented at a reasonable cost. If the AL TIG selects the alternative, it would go through the State of
Alabama’s competitive bidding process to further ensure the reasonableness of the costs. No land
acquisition would be required for this alternative; the Alabama Historical Commission already owns the
site. Fees collected for entry to the site would be used for operation and maintenance of the pier over
the life of the alternative. This fee may be adjusted over time to reflect changes in the ongoing
operating and maintenance costs of the facility. These maintenance expenses, funded through entry
fees, are not included in the budgeted cost of this alternative.

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

= Nexus to Injury. The shoreline of the Fort Morgan Peninsula, including the area around the
fishing pier, was extensively oiled during the DWH oil spill. The alternative is designed to
enhance the public’s recreational access and experience in this area by creating new pier-fishing
opportunities at a location that was formerly available for fishing but that fell into disrepair and
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was closed in 2014 for public safety reasons. The recreational opportunities that would be
created by this alternative are the same shoreline uses that were lost as a result of the DWH oil
spill (i.e., lost user-days of pier-fishing, wildlife viewing). Visitors to the coastal pier, the same
user population that the DWH oil spill affected, would benefit from this alternative. The
alternative represents “in-place, in-kind” restoration and is fully consistent with OPA objectives
for compensatory restoration.

= Benefit to Injured Resources.

Component Benefits: This alternative would create new, enhanced pier-fishing and pier-
based wildlife viewing opportunities in the Fort Morgan area. Pier-fishing locations are
limited in Baldwin County, with the nearest existing publicly accessible alternative located at
Gulf State Park, more than 20 miles east. Before its closure, the Fort Morgan pier was a
popular destination for shoreline recreation, clearly demonstrating the value of the
alternative to visitors in the area. Rehabilitation of the Fort Morgan pier could be expected
to increase recreational shorefishing on the peninsula. Improvements such as
ADA-accessibility and lighting would further enhance the experiences of visitors to the pier.
Adding educational signage is expected to increase environmental awareness and promote
environmental stewardship. The proposed infrastructure is expected to serve the public for
at least several decades.

Scale of Benefits: The scale of benefits for the Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation alternative
would be a direct function of capacity utilization at the pier. Based on ADCNR estimates of
use levels at the pier prior to its 2014 closure, approximately 40 persons would be expected
at the pier during times of peak demand, and users would be expected to turn over roughly
three times each day. Average utilization across the year of approximately 50 percent of the
peak values yields an average of 60 daily trips, or approximately 22,000 user-days per year
for the pier.?*

Public Access: The recreational benefits of this alternative would be broadly available to the
public. There would be a nominal charge (57 per adult, with reduced fees for seniors and
families) for entry to the Alabama Historical Commission site. This fee is not expected to be
a significant impediment to recreational visitors because a similar fee was charged prior to
2014 when the pier was heavily used. However, because of a lack of public transportation in
the area, benefits would likely accrue primarily to individuals who own vehicles and have
sufficient disposable income to drive to the site and pay the entry fee. No users would be
actively excluded by the alternative. During the peak summer season, parking capacity and
crowding would limit the total benefits available.

Location: The Fort Morgan Peninsula has limited public pier-fishing opportunities in an area
where recreational fishing is a popular activity. This implies a high marginal value for this
alternative. The alternative is within 1.5-hour drive of Mobile, Alabama, and would be
available to a large potential visitor population.

24 Assuming 50 percent annual utilization relative to peak capacity and three turnovers per day suggests annual
visitation on the order of 22,000 user-days.
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— Additional Benefit Considerations: Given experience at the pier prior to 2014, it is expected
that there would be sufficient demand for pier-fishing and pier-based wildlife viewing at the
site, and that it would operate at full capacity during at least part of the year. The additional
pier-fishing opportunities created by the alternative also would have the potential to reduce
fishing pressure at other sites in Baldwin County. Reduced crowding could have the effect of
increasing the benefits for users who continue to fish at these other locations. The AL TIG is
considering one other Baldwin County pier-fishing alternative at Laguna Cove Little Lagoon,
although that alternative, discussed below, is much smaller in scale and approximately 15
miles east of Fort Morgan. Therefore, it is not expected to be redundant with the Fort
Morgan Pier Rehabilitation alternative. The AL TIG is also considering a pier on Dauphin
Island but, if constructed, the pier would not be easily accessible by the visitors staying in
the Fort Morgan area because it would be on the other side of the Mobile Bay ship channel.
However, it would be roughly equidistant for visitors traveling from Mobile itself.

The likelihood of success of each alternative. The alternative’s goal of enhancing public recreational
access to and enjoyment of coastal areas on the Fort Morgan Peninsula has a high likelihood of success.
No land acquisition is required, and ADNCR has successfully implemented similar recreational pier
projects as part of its day-to-day natural resource management responsibilities at public parks and other
state-owned properties along the Alabama coast.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation
alternative is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from the spill. The Final PDARP/PEIS
indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The purpose of the alternative
is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred between April 2010 and

November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that recreational use returned to
baseline levels.

Implementation of the alternative is not expected to cause any net collateral damage to the
environment. The pier would be reconstructed on its existing foundations, which would minimize
in-water disturbance and potential impacts on cultural resources.?> Moreover, implementation of the
alternative would include educational displays concerning coastal resources that are expected to help
minimize and potentially reduce impacts on these resources.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of this alternative would be to provide and enhance recreational uses. However,
the educational signage, which would be designed to promote public support and stewardship, is
expected to lead to greater understanding and sensitivity about the environmental threats in coastal
Alabama. The goal of the educational signage would be to shape public understanding in ways that
enhance public support for overall improvements in the management and provision of ecosystem
services in coastal Alabama. Education related to fishing practices has a direct potential to broadly
benefit stewardship of the Gulf’s marine resources.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
are not expected from the alternative. To minimize public health impacts, the Alabama Historical
Commission would provide and maintain trash receptacles on the pier. No changes to historic parking
and traffic patterns are anticipated. The alternative would result in ADA-accessibility improvements to

25 See Chapter 5 of this RP/EIS.
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the pier that did not exist previously. Lighting improvements and upgrades to comply with current
building codes would also ensure public safety.

Summary Alternative Evaluation. The OPA evaluation indicates that the infrastructure costs of the
alternative are well documented, reasonable, and appropriate. The alternative has a strong nexus to the
recreational injury caused by the DWH oil spill and can reasonably be expected to provide benefits to
the public over an extended timeframe. The alternative would provide new and improved public access
to trust resources that were injured by the DWH oil spill and has a high probability of success. The
alternative also would provide environmental education and stewardship benefits. Finally, public safety
issues are not expected to be a concern.

3.3 EVALUATION OF FORT MORGAN PENINSULA PUBLIC ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS

3.3.1 Alternative Description

This alternative would fund Gulf-side beach access improvements on the Fort Morgan Peninsula in
southwestern Baldwin County, Alabama. The proposed alternative would construct a mix of parking lots,
restrooms, showers, and dune walkovers at 11 existing county- and state-owned parcels. These sites
mainly consist of narrow (50 to 100 foot wide) parcels at the end of county-owned ROWs. The sites are
currently accessible to the public but lack amenities that would enhance existing public use and/or
promote additional use of the sites. Educational signage focused on coastal natural resources would also
be placed at the sites to promote environmental awareness and stewardship.

3.3.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. The proposed cost to plan and construct the Fort Morgan
Peninsula Public Access Improvements alternative is $2,522,500. These funds would be directed solely
to construction of infrastructure that improves access to the coastal resources. ADCNR developed the
estimated infrastructure costs based on similar past projects, which indicate that the alternative could
be implemented at a reasonable cost. If the AL TIG selects the alternative, it would go through the State
of Alabama’s competitive bidding process to further ensure the reasonableness of the costs. No land
acquisition is required for this alternative; the state or Baldwin County already own the sites. Baldwin
County would provide future project maintenance, which is included in the budget for this alternative.

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

= Nexus to Injury. The beaches on the Fort Morgan Peninsula were extensively oiled during the
DWH oil spill, and response operations were undertaken in the areas where the beach access
points are proposed (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The alternative is designed to enhance the public’s
recreational access and experience in these areas by creating parking lots and dune walkovers in
areas where access is currently limited and adding public amenities (i.e., restrooms and
showers) at these access sites. The recreational opportunities that would be created by this
alternative are the same shoreline uses that were lost as a result of the DWH oil spill (e.g., lost
user-days of shoreline recreation—swimming, sunbathing, and walking). Shoreline recreational
users, the same group that was injured by the DWH oil spill, would benefit from this alternative.
The alternative represents “in-place, in-kind” restoration and is fully consistent with OPA
objectives for compensatory restoration.
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Benefit to Injured Resources.

Component Benefits: This alternative would create additional and improved access points to
Alabama beaches in the Fort Morgan area for individuals who do not live within walking
distance of the beach. Users of these sites are expected to drive to one of the parking areas.
While the Fort Morgan State Historic Site currently provides some public access to natural
areas along the Fort Morgan Peninsula, the majority of water-front property along the
peninsula is either privately held or lacks sufficient infrastructure to encourage public use
(i.e., parking areas, dune walkovers, or associated amenities). By constructing the proposed
infrastructure at the 11 sites, new shoreline recreational opportunities would be created
and existing recreational opportunities would be enhanced for the public. The inclusion of
parking areas, bathrooms, showers, and dune walkovers that protect the natural
environment would improve the recreational experience for new visitors. Even local
residents who do not need parking could be expected to benefit from the restrooms,
showers, and the walkovers (which some beachgoers find greatly facilitate walking through
the dunes). The proposed infrastructure is expected to serve the public for at least several
decades.

Scale of Benefits: Existing beach access along the Fort Morgan Peninsula is largely limited to
visitors of the Fort Morgan State Historic Site and individuals staying at privately owned
residences or hotels in the area. It is anticipated that the benefits of this alternative would
accrue primarily to new visitors to the area, with additional limited benefits accruing to
existing users. The scale of the recreational benefits for the Fort Morgan Peninsula Public
Access Improvements alternative would be primarily a function of the available parking
spaces created by the alternative. A total of 120 parking spaces would be available at the
11 sites on a year-round basis. Assuming a utilization rate of around 35 percent, the
alternative yields more than 60,000 beach user-days each year.2®

Public Access: The recreational benefits of this alternative would be broadly available to the
public. There would be no charge for parking or use of the other recreational amenities.
However, because of a lack of public transportation in the area, benefits would likely accrue
primarily to individuals who own vehicles and have sufficient disposable income to drive to
the site. No users would be actively excluded by the alternative. There would be no user-
fees at any of the sites for the duration of the project. During the peak summer season,
parking capacity and crowding on the beach would limit the total benefits available.

Location: There are few public beach-access substitutes available along the Alabama coast
for individuals not staying within walking distance of the beach. This implies a high marginal
value from this alternative. The alternative is within a 1.5-hour drive of Mobile, Alabama,
and would be available to a large potential visitor population. However, discussions with
Baldwin County officials indicate that the levels of use anticipated at these sites would
substantially increase crowding at the beach sites during peak seasons, which would be
anticipated to substantially reduce the benefits of this alternative when new visitation is
added to existing use.

Additional Benefit Considerations: Design features (permeable pavers, protected dune
walkovers, and educational kiosks) would mitigate the environmental impacts of increased

26 This reflects the 35 percent utilization rate with cars in the lot turning over twice daily and an average of two
occupants per car.
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utilization. Limiting pedestrian access to the beach walkovers would minimize effects of foot
traffic and potentially allow the dunes to regenerate. The presence of dunes and a more
“natural” beach setting would enhance the visitor experience for both existing and new
users of the access points. However, Baldwin County has raised concerns that construction
of dune walkovers, while providing ecological benefits, would reduce the county’s ability to
access the beach to address storm damage after hurricanes, which potentially would limit
the availability of the recreational benefits of this alternative in the long run.

The likelihood of success of each alternative. The alternative’s goal of increasing and enhancing public
access to beaches along the Fort Morgan Peninsula has a high likelihood of success. No land acquisition
is required, and the AL TIG has successfully implemented similar recreational design and improvement
projects as part of its day-to-day natural resource management responsibilities at public parks and other
state-owned properties along the Alabama coast.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access
Improvements alternative is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from the DWH oil
spill. The Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The
purpose of the alternative is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred between
April 2010 and November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that recreational use
returned to baseline levels.

This alternative would be located in an area currently covered under an HCP for the Alabama beach
mouse and adjacent to critical habitat for the loggerhead sea turtle and would require consultations
under the ESA. However, given that the public is already using these areas to some extent, including
dune walkovers in the alternative design and additional educational displays regarding the area’s
sensitive resources are expected to help minimize and potentially reduce impacts on these habitats.
Further, other BMPs, as described in Chapter 5, would be used to minimize impacts on species and
critical habitat.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of this alternative is to provide and enhance recreational uses. The alternative,
however, would also create educational signage to promote public support for and stewardship of
Alabama coastal resources. Furthermore, the dune walkovers would direct public foot traffic away from
sensitive habitats into a single area, which would help protect dune habitats and the species that
depend on them, including beach mice, birds, and nesting sea turtles.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
are not expected to result from this proposed alternative. To minimize public health impacts, Baldwin
County would provide and maintain trash receptacles at each access point. Further, restroom facilities
would be connected to existing sanitary sewer or, when portable facilities are used, maintained
regularly. This includes, as appropriate, during peak season. The parking lots associated with each access
point are small and, consequently, only minor traffic impacts are anticipated. Porous pavement would
be used and provide suitable cover for ADA-compliant access. Each beach walkover would also be
designed to ADA standards. The parking areas would be lighted (using turtle-friendly lighting) to improve
safety after sundown.
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Summary Alternative Evaluation. The OPA evaluation indicates that the cost of the alternative is well
documented, reasonable, and appropriate. The alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational injury
caused by the DWH oil spill. The alternative provides new and improved public access to trust resources
that were injured by the DWH oil spill and could be successfully constructed. While some collateral
impacts on critical habitat for the Alabama beach mouse and loggerhead sea turtles are possible, these
impacts are expected to be minor and mitigated by the use of dune walkovers, turtle-friendly lighting,
and educational information provided to the public. Public safety issues are not expected to be a
concern. However, there are concerns that the alternative could lead to overcrowding during peak
summer months on the beaches where improved access is proposed and that creation of dune
walkovers would reduce the ability of Baldwin County to access the beaches to address storm damage
caused by hurricanes. Overcrowding and the inability to address hurricane impacts on the beaches have
the potential to reduce the long-term benefits of the alternative.

3.4 EVALUATION OF GULF HIGHLANDS LAND ACQUISITION AND IMPROVEMENTS
3.4.1 Alternative Description

The Gulf Highlands parcel is the largest remaining Gulf-fronting parcel on Alabama's coast, with
2,700 feet of undeveloped beach. Gulf Highlands is privately owned and has all the permits necessary to
allow high density residential development in the form of a proposed 612-unit condominium project.

The Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements alternative entails acquiring the parcel and
designing, permitting, and constructing public recreational access amenities, including a driveway and
parking lot for 40 cars and a 1,280 foot ADA-compliant boardwalk through the dune habitat connecting
the parking area to the beach. Interpretive signage would be installed to emphasize the importance of
the unique wildlife habitats and the guidelines for public use. ADCNR State Parks Division would acquire
and manage the land.

3.4.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. The proposed cost for the Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and
Improvements alternative is $35,000,000. These funds are solely directed to acquiring the land and
constructing the infrastructure that would allow access to the beach, dune, and other habitat at Gulf
Highlands. The budget for the alternative includes funds for land acquisition, planning and trustee
oversight, infrastructure construction, maintenance, and monitoring. The land acquisition costs included
in the budget are based on an independent appraisal and are consistent with previous conservation
purchases in the area.?” ADCNR developed the estimated infrastructure estimates based on similar past
projects, which indicate that the alternative can be implemented at a reasonable cost. If the AL TIG
selects the alternative, the recreational infrastructure associated with this alternative would go through
the State of Alabama’s competitive bidding process to further ensure the reasonableness of the costs.
ADCNR State Parks Division would conduct future maintenance of the project infrastructure, which
would also include invasive plant removal and predator management as funding allows. These
maintenance costs are included in the budget for this alternative.

27 All land acquisitions entered into by the DWH Trustees must occur at or below USPAP or UASFLA Yellow Book
appraisal values. These values are based on recent market transactions of comparable properties and thus provide
reasonable estimates that represent fair market values.
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The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

Nexus to Injury. The beaches on the Fort Morgan Peninsula were extensively oiled during the
DWH oil spill, and response operations were conducted in the areas where the alternative
would be implemented (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The alternative is designed to enhance the
public’s recreational access and experience in these areas by creating a parking lot and dune
walkover in an area where public beach access is currently limited. The recreational
opportunities that would be created by this alternative are the same shoreline uses that were
lost as a result of the DWH oil spill (i.e., lost user-days of shoreline recreation, including
swimming, sunbathing, and walking). Shoreline recreational users, the same group that was
affected by the DWH oil spill, would benefit from this alternative. The alternative represents “in-
place, in-kind” restoration and is fully consistent with OPA objectives for compensatory
restoration.

Benefit to Injured Resources.

— Component Benefits: This alternative would create new access through the dunes to Gulf-
facing beach in the Fort Morgan area. Most users of this site are expected to drive to the
parking area, although the site would also be accessible to local residents on foot or by
bicycle. The majority of waterfront property on the Fort Morgan Peninsula is either privately
held or lacks sufficient infrastructure to encourage public use (e.g., parking areas and dune
walkovers). Establishing public access infrastructure at Gulf Highlands would create new
shoreline recreational opportunities for the public. Because of the high ecological value of
the habitat at the site, the footprint of proposed recreational amenities would be kept to a
minimum and designed to maximize protection for resident species and habitat. The
benefits provided would be most valuable to individuals and families that place greater
value on undeveloped shoreline recreational experiences. The infrastructure proposed for
the alternative is expected to serve the public for at least several decades, and would be
maintained over the life of the project by ADCNR State Parks Division. The acquisition of this
property would include an appropriate land protection instrument (i.e., deed restriction,
conservation easement) to ensure that the dual purpose of compensating for lost
recreational use and conserving the largest remaining, beach-fronting tract in coastal
Alabama is maintained for the life of the project.

— Scale of Benefits: Existing beach access along the Fort Morgan Peninsula is largely limited to
visitors of the Fort Morgan State Historic Site and individuals staying at privately owned
residences in the area. It is anticipated that the benefits of this alternative would accrue
mainly to new visitors to the area. The scale of the recreational benefits for the Gulf
Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements alternative would be primarily a function of
the available parking spaces created by the alternative. A total of 40 parking spaces would
be available at the project site on a year-round basis. Assuming a utilization rate of around
35 percent, the alternative yields more than 20,000 shoreline recreational user-days each
year.2® Additional visits would be expected by visitors arriving on foot or by bicycle.

— Public Access: The recreational benefits of this alternative would be broadly available to the
public. There would be no charge for parking or use of the beach. However, because of the

28 This reflects the 35 percent utilization rate with cars in the lot turning over twice daily and an average of two
occupants per car.
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lack of public transportation in the area, benefits would likely accrue primarily to individuals
who own vehicles and have sufficient disposable income to drive to the site. No users would
be actively excluded by the alternative. No user-fees would be charged at the site for the
duration of the project. During the peak summer season, parking capacity would limit the
total benefits available. Overcrowding on the beach is not expected to be a major issue
because access would be limited by the relatively small number of parking spaces, which
would serve more than 0.5 mile of beach that lacks other major access points.

— Location: There are a limited number of public beach access substitutes available along the
Alabama coast for individuals not staying within walking distance of the beach. This implies
a high marginal value for the benefits of this alternative. The alternative location is within a
1.5-hour drive of Mobile, Alabama, and would be available to a large potential visitor
population. In addition, because of the relatively high degree of development along the
Alabama coast, the 0.5 mile of undeveloped and low density use beach at Gulf Highlands
would provide a relatively unique recreational experience, also implying a high marginal
value.

— Other Benefit Considerations: Because of its unique characteristics, at least during peak
seasons the proposed public shoreline access at Gulf Highlands is expected to be used to
capacity. However, the additional access created by this alternative is not expected to
create overcrowding—the site is privately owned and not currently open to the public for
shoreline recreation, so new use would not add to any substantial existing use. Moreover,
the infrastructure is being designed for level of use that would protect the valuable
ecological resources at the site. No other restoration projects in the area are planned that
will open a comparable large undeveloped expanse of beach in Alabama to the public. More
generally, however, decisions about how to best manage the Gulf Highlands property for
the public’s benefit require a careful balancing of ecological and recreational uses. Because
of the property’s large size, location, and habitat characteristics, its ecological attributes are
uniquely valuable, and the tradeoffs associated with recreational use merit special
consideration.

The likelihood of success of each alternative. The alternative’s goal of enhancing public recreational
access to and enjoyment of coastal areas at Gulf Highlands has a high likelihood of success. The land
proposed for acquisition is already under agreement for purchase. ADCNR has successfully implemented
similar recreational design and improvement projects as part of its day-to-day natural resource
management responsibilities at public parks and other state-owned properties along the Alabama coast.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and
Improvements alternative is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from the DWH oil
spill. The Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The
purpose of the alternative is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred between
April 2010 and November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that recreational use
levels returned to baseline.

When compared to an acquisition that would restrict human use at the site, implementation of the
alternative does have the potential to create some collateral damage as a result of increased
recreational use. Not implementing the alternative, however, would likely lead to private development
of the parcel and increased impacts on the natural resources. Acquisition of the land as proposed would
prevent future development, and the acquired land would be strategically managed for passive
recreational access to minimize impacts on natural resources. Nonetheless, an alternative conservation
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strategy that managed the site for habitat rather than recreation could result in reduced impacts on
critical habitat.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of this alternative is to provide and enhance recreational uses. The alternative,
however, would include the creation of educational signage designed to promote public support for
stewardship of Alabama coastal resources. Furthermore, the implementation of the alternative would
prevent development of the site and minimize injury to the valuable ecological resources. In addition,
the dune walkover would direct public foot traffic away from sensitive habitats into a single area, which
would help protect dune habitats and the species that depend on them, including beach mice, birds, and
nesting sea turtles.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
are not expected from this proposed alternative. To minimize public health impacts, ADCNR would
provide and regularly maintain trash receptacles at the parking area. The parking lot at the site would be
small and provide four to five ADA-compliant spaces; consequently, only minor traffic impacts are
anticipated. The boardwalk would be ADA-compliant.

Summary Alternative Evaluation. The OPA evaluation indicates that the land acquisition and
infrastructure costs of the alternative are well documented, reasonable, and appropriate. The
alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational injury caused by the DWH oil spill and can reasonably
be expected to provide benefits to the public over an extended timeframe. The alternative would
provide new and improved public access to trust resources that were injured by the DWH oil spill and
has a high probability of success. The alternative would also protect valuable beach and dune habitat
from future development and provide for the effective management of ongoing recreational use. Finally,
public safety issues are not expected to be a concern.

3.5 EVALUATION OF LAGUNA COVE LITTLE LAGOON NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION
3.5.1 Alternative Description

Under the alternative, the City of Gulf Shores would acquire in fee simple two undeveloped tracts of
land, totaling approximately 53 acres, near Little Lagoon in Gulf Shores, Alabama, and develop and
manage recreational amenities on the property. The two tracts are located near the Bon Secour
National Wildlife Refuge and include large areas of coastal wetlands, with a total of approximately
6,100 feet of shoreline on Little Lagoon. Portions of the properties proposed for acquisition are
considered critical habitat for Alabama beach mouse. The site has previously been approved for a
subdivision and large marina and is therefore at risk for development. Acquisition would permanently
protect habitat at the two tracts.

Currently the property is privately owned and public access is limited. The planned acquisition includes
development of recreational amenities (e.g., parking and walkways) that would facilitate public access
to Little Lagoon and the surrounding lands. Sixty parking spaces, divided between two locations at the
site, would be built, and lighting would be provided at the parking lot and walkways as needed. In
addition, the alternative would construct a variety of additional recreational amenities to enhance
visitor experiences. These amenities would include a pier, a kayak landing, a boardwalk, and restrooms.
Educational signage focused on coastal resources would be placed around the site to promote
environmental awareness and stewardship.
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3.5.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. The proposed cost for the Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural
Resource Protection alternative is $4,400,000. These funds are directed solely to the acquisition of land
and the construction of infrastructure that would improve access to shoreline resources around Little
Lagoon. The budget for the alternative includes funds for land acquisition, planning and trustee
oversight, infrastructure construction, maintenance, and monitoring. The land acquisition costs included
in the budget are based on an independent appraisal and are consistent with previous conservation
purchases in the area.?® ADCNR developed the estimated infrastructure costs based on similar past
projects, which indicate that the project can be implemented at a reasonable cost. If the AL TIG selects
the alternative, it would go through the State of Alabama’s competitive bidding process to further
ensure the reasonableness of the infrastructure costs. The City of Gulf Shores would be responsible for
future maintenance of the project infrastructure. Maintenance costs are included in the proposed
alternative budget.

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

= Nexus to Injury: The beaches in Gulf Shores just to the south of Little Lagoon were extensively
oiled during the DWH oil spill (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The two tracts proposed for acquisition
are directly across the road from the oiled beaches and did not experience direct oiling or
response activities. The alternative is designed to enhance the public’s recreational access and
experience through the acquisition of valuable shoreline habitat and construction of
recreational amenities on these two tracts where public access is currently limited. The
recreational opportunities that would be created by this alternative are the same shoreline uses
that were lost as a result of the DWH oil spill (i.e., lost user-days of shoreline recreation,
including swimming, walking, shorefishing, kayaking, and birding). Recreational shoreline
visitors, the user population that was affected by the spill, would benefit from this alternative.
Because the site is directly adjacent to oiled beaches, the alternative represents “in-place, in-
kind” restoration and is fully consistent with OPA objectives for compensatory restoration.

= Benefit to Injured Resources.

— Component Benefits: This alternative would create needed public shoreline recreational
access to Little Lagoon. Little Lagoon is approximately 10 miles long and the western end is
accessible by only two public access trails (http://www.info.littlelagoon.net/). The proposed
alternative would primarily serve visitors who arrive at the site’s parking area by car or
access the site on foot or by bicycle. Specifically, the kayak landing would create valuable
nearshore boating recreation on Little Lagoon, and the pier would add new fishing and
wildlife viewing opportunities at the site. The proposed recreational infrastructure is
expected to serve the public for at least several decades. The land acquisition component of
the alternative would provide habitat protection benefits by preventing future development
of the site. The provision of educational signage is expected to increase environmental
awareness and promote environmental stewardship. The acquisition of this property would
include the recording of a deed restriction in the deed to ensure that the purpose of
compensating for lost recreational use is maintained for the life of the project. The deed

29 All land acquisitions entered into by the DWH Trustees must occur at or below USPAP or UASFLA Yellow Book
appraisal values. These values are based on recent market transactions of comparable properties and thus provide
reasonable estimates that represent fair market values.
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restriction would state that this property may not be disposed of in any manner or used for
purposes other than conservation and restoration of natural resources and/or for passive
public outdoor recreation of the type described for this property in the final RP/EIS.

Scale of Benefits: Access to the western end of Little Lagoon is limited to two existing trails—
there are no public piers and only one publicly available location for launching a kayak. In
the future, it is anticipated that the benefits of this alternative would accrue almost

entirely new visitors to the Little Lagoon parcels. The scale of these benefits would be
determined primarily by the availability of parking at the site. The alternative would create
approximately 60 parking spots and an average annual capacity utilization of around

35 percent is expected. Under these assumptions, the alternative yields more than 30,000
user-days each year.3° Additional visits would be expected by visitors arriving on foot or by
bicycle.

Public Access: The recreational benefits of this alternative would be broadly available to the
public. No parking or user fees would be charged at Little Lagoon. However, because of the
lack of public transportation in the area, benefits would likely accrue primarily to individuals
who own vehicles and have sufficient disposable income to drive to the site. No users would
be actively excluded by the alternative. There would be no user-fees for the duration of the
project. During the peak summer season, parking capacity would limit the total benefits
available. Crowding is not expected to be a major issue and future use would be limited by
the relatively small number of parking spaces available to visitors at the site.

Location: The site is located at the western end of Little Lagoon, an area with limited public
access opportunities. Little Lagoon is a 10-mile-long brackish body of water located just
behind the beach in Gulf Shores. It provides a unique recreational opportunity for protected
shoreline recreation. In addition, the western end of Little Lagoon has only two other public
access points. These characteristics imply a high marginal value for the benefits of this
alternative. The alternative is within 1.5 hour’s drive of Mobile, Alabama, and would be
available to a large potential visitor population.

Other Benefit Considerations: Because of the lack of public access at the western end of
Little Lagoon, the proposed project infrastructure is expected to be used to capacity during
at least part of the year. However, the additional public shoreline access created by this
alternative is not expected to create overcrowding. The site is not currently a destination for
shoreline recreation, and the infrastructure is being designed for a level of use that would
protect the valuable ecological resources at the site. No other restoration projects are
planned that will create major new access to Little Lagoon, although as part of the DWH
Early Restoration program, the Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge rebuilt one of the
existing access trails to the western end of the lagoon (see the Final Phase IV Early
Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessments) (DWH Trustees, 2015).

The likelihood of success of each alternative. The alternative’s goal of enhancing public recreational
access to and enjoyment of the shoreline and habitat around Little Lagoon has a high likelihood of
success. The land proposed for acquisition is already under agreement for purchase, and ADCNR has
successfully implemented similar recreational design and improvement projects as part of its day-to-day

30 This reflects the 35 percent utilization rate with cars in the lot turning over twice daily and an average of two
occupants per car.
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natural resource management responsibilities at public parks and other state-owned properties along
the Alabama coast.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural
Resource Protection Alternative is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from the DWH
oil spill. The Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a).
The purpose of the alternative is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred
between April 2010 and November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that
recreational use returned to baseline levels.

Portions of the properties proposed for acquisition are considered Alabama beach mouse critical
habitat; therefore, the project will require consultations under the ESA. In addition, ADCNR staff have
observed that certain areas of the site are already being used informally by the public, and as a result,
the inclusion of boardwalks, designated paths, and additional educational displays highlighting the site’s
sensitive resources are expected to help minimize and potentially reduce impacts on these habitats.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of this alternative is to provide and enhance recreational uses. The alternative,
however, would also create educational signage designed to promote public support for and
stewardship of Alabama coastal resources. Furthermore, the alternative would prevent development of
the site and minimize injury to valuable ecological resources, including habitat for state and federally
listed threatened or endangered species.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
are not expected from this proposed alternative. To minimize public health impacts, the City of Gulf
Shores would provide and maintain trash receptacles at each access point and as part of its operations.
Restroom facilities would be connected to existing sanitary sewer and maintained regularly by City of
Gulf Shores’ staff. The parking lots and boardwalks at the project site would be ADA accessible. Only
minor traffic impacts are anticipated for parking lots of the proposed size. Porous pavement would be
used to minimize any water quality impacts. The parking areas would be lighted (using turtle-friendly
lighting) to improve safety after sundown.

Summary Alternative Evaluation. The OPA evaluation indicates that the land acquisition and
infrastructure costs of the alternative are well documented, reasonable, and appropriate. The
alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational injury caused by the DWH oil spill and can reasonably
be expected to provide benefits to the public over an extended timeframe. The alternative would
provide new and improved public access to trust resources that were injured by the DWH oil spill and
has a high probability of success. The alternative would also protect valuable shoreline habitat from
future development and provide for the effective management of ongoing recreational use. Finally,
public safety issues are not expected to be a concern.

3.6 EVALUATION OF BAYFRONT PARK RESTORATION AND IMPROVEMENT

3.6.1 Alternative Description

This initiative proposes to fund project E&D for shoreline recreational improvements at Mobile County's
Bayfront Park, which is located on Dauphin Island Parkway near the Alabama Port community. The
20-acre park, operated by the Mobile County Commission, currently receives more than 300 visitors on
weekends and more than 1,200 visitors per week during the peak summer months. Recreational
activities currently supported at this site include covered picnicking, fishing, kayaking, bird watching, and
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wildlife observation. This alternative would provide enhanced public access to Mobile Bay and improved
recreational amenities at Bayfront Park.

The proposed E&D work would evaluate the construction of a living shoreline and/or a sandy beach
along Bayfront Park’s currently armored shoreline along Mobile Bay and the development of additional
recreational amenities at the park. The new amenities could include improved restroom and playground
facilities, a renovated wetland boardwalk and nature trail, expanded birdwatching opportunities, and a
geocaching nature trail. In addition, the E&D work would include developing a plan for the addition of
signage and interpretive materials promoting environmental education and stewardship.

This OPA evaluation focuses on the project concept described above and is intended only to inform a
decision about whether additional funding for the E&D work is warranted. The OPA evaluation is based
on the AL TIG’s current best understanding of the proposed activities outlined in the project description.
However, further planning and NEPA analysis would be required prior to any final decision by the AL TIG
to recommend the alternative for full implementation.

3.6.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. While the Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement concept
has the potential to provide important shoreline recreational benefits, the details of its design and the
full project cost are not adequately specified at this time. The cost of the proposed E&D work needed to
finalize the project concept is $1,000,000. Completion of this E&D work is expected to bring the
alternative to the point where the AL TIG will be able to make final decisions about implementation,
including the most suitable design and layout of proposed amenities and improvements. These funds
would be solely directed to the planning and E&D for a Bayfront Park alternative that would improve
access to the coastal natural resources on Mobile Bay. The Mobile County Commission developed the
cost estimate based on similar past planning initiatives, and ADCNR staff have reviewed them and
confirmed that this work can be implemented at a reasonable cost. If the AL TIG ultimately selects the
E&D alternative, it would go through the State of Alabama’s competitive bidding process to further
ensure the reasonableness of the costs.

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

= Nexus to Injury. Bayfront Park is on the southwestern shore of Mobile Bay in an area that,
although it did not experience direct oiling or response activities, is still relatively near to the
shorelines on Dauphin Island and Mississippi Sound that were oiled. The park is on the main
highway leading to Dauphin Island, approximately 3.5 miles north of the causeway. According to
the Mobile County Commission, it generally draws from a more local group of residents than
those who visit the beaches on Dauphin Island itself. As such, the alternative, while not fully
consistent with the NRDA “in-place, in-kind” preference, still has a reasonable nexus to the spill
given its proximity to oiled areas and its targeted ability to compensate local residents injured
by the DWH oil spill through the provision of similar types of recreational opportunities.

= Benefit to Injured Resources.

— Component Benefits: The Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement alternative would
create new and improved access to the waters of Mobile Bay and would be expected to be
used primarily by local residents of southern Mobile County. This part of Mobile County has
limited local public access opportunities for shoreline recreation, particularly beaches that
are close enough to allow for quick, short duration visits to the shore. The majority of
waterfront property on the western shore of Mobile Bay is privately held or lacks sufficient
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infrastructure to encourage public use. New shoreline recreational opportunities would be
created by constructing a living shoreline and beach at Bayfront Park. Including playground
improvements, renovated restrooms, and a boardwalk would further enhance the existing
visitor experience. The project infrastructure would be expected to serve the public for at
least several decades. Other possible enhancements to be considered as part of the
planning process include creating new birdwatching opportunities at the site and the
possibility of adding a geocaching nature trail that would add new possibilities for exploring
and learning about the site’s natural resources. Educational signage would be put in place to
further promote an understanding of coastal Alabama’s ecosystems.

— Scale of Benefits: Existing public beach access to the southwestern shore of Mobile Bay is
limited. It is anticipated that the benefits of this alternative would accrue primarily to local
residents in the area, with additional limited benefits accruing to visitors passing Bayfront
Park on their way to Dauphin Island. The scale of the recreational benefits for the
alternative would primarily be a function of park visitation. Because the alternative would
not incorporate significant increases in parking at the park, the benefits would likely to take
two forms—enhancements to the recreational experiences of current visitors and any
increases in overall visitation at the park within the existing parking constraints.

— Public Access: The recreational benefits of this alternative would be broadly available to the
public. No parking fee would be charged at the park. However, because of the lack of public
transportation in the area, benefits would likely accrue primarily to individuals who own
vehicles and have sufficient disposable income to drive to the site. No users would be
actively excluded by the alternative. There would be no user-fees at the park for the
duration of the project. During the peak summer season, parking capacity would limit the
total benefits available.

— Location: The southwestern shore of Mobile Bay has limited public beach and shoreline
recreational access. This implies a high marginal value from this alternative. The alternative
is within a short drive of Mobile, Alabama, and would be available to a large potential visitor
population and an underserved, more local population.

— Additional Benefit Considerations: Because public beach and shoreline access along
southwestern Mobile Bay is lacking, adequate demand for an expanded beach and
improved recreational amenities at Bayfront Park is expected. But these improvements are
not expected to lead to overcrowding because the park would not be able to accommodate
any substantial increase in parking because of site constraints. The AL TIG is not currently
planning any other projects along the western shore of Mobile Bay, so the alternative would
not duplicate other restoration initiatives.

The likelihood of success of each alternative. The alternative’s goal of enhancing public recreational
access to and enjoyment of coastal areas along southwestern Mobile Bay has a high likelihood of
success. No land acquisition is required, and ADCNR has successfully implemented similar recreational
planning, design, and improvement projects as part of its day-to-day natural resource management
responsibilities at public parks and other state-owned properties along the Alabama coast.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Bayfront Park Restoration and
Improvement alternative is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from the spill. The
Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The purpose
of the project is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred between April 2010

3-23



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

and November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that recreational use returned
to baseline levels.

Implementation of the alternative is not currently expected to cause any net collateral damages to the
environment. However, this conclusion must be informed by the future NEPA analysis proposed to be
conducted as part of the AL TIG’s more extensive planning process before it makes any final decision on
whether to recommend this alternative for implementation.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of this alternative is compensatory restoration of recreational services. The
alternative, however, also may include a living shoreline that would be a potential source of ecological
benefits. In addition, educational signage and interpretive materials designed to promote public support
for environmental stewardship would lead to greater understanding and sensitivity to the
environmental threats in coastal Alabama.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
currently are not expected from this proposed alternative. The proposal envisions that all proposed
enhancements at the park would meet current building and public health code requirements and be
ADA-compliant. However, completion of more detailed E&D work is needed to confirm this.

Summary Alternative Evaluation. The OPA evaluation indicates that conceptual design of the
alternative demonstrates a nexus to the recreational injury caused by the DWH oil spill, and that this
design can reasonably be expected to provide shoreline recreational benefits to the public over an
extended time. The alternative would provide new and improved public access to trust resources that
were injured by the DWH oil spill and, subject to completion of the additional E&D and compliance
analyses, has a high probability of success. It would also target local residents injured by the DWH

oil spill.

3.7 EVALUATION OF DAUPHIN ISLAND ECO-TOURISM AND ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
AREA

3.7.1 Alternative Description

As part of this proposed initiative, the Town of Dauphin Island would acquire 100 acres of privately held
land near the middle of Dauphin Island—90 acres of salt marsh and water bottom plus 10 acres of
upland habitat. If not acquired and protected, the upland acres could be developed; consequently,
acquisition and protection would provide habitat protection benefits. In addition, the alternative would
create recreational infrastructure to promote public access to and use of the natural resources at the
site. Proposed visitor amenities include a bicycle path, boardwalks, a fishing pier, public restrooms,
gazebos, and parking. Boardwalks would be placed above wetland habitat to allow visitors to access the
site’s salt water marshes while minimizing environmental impacts. The pier would create opportunities
for fishing in the waters of Aloe Bay. Educational signage would be placed at strategic locations to
improve public awareness of environmental resources and enhance learning opportunities.

3.7.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. The proposed cost of the Dauphin Island Eco-tourism and
Environmental Education Area alternative is $4,000,000. These funds would be directed solely to
acquiring the land and constructing infrastructure that improves access to the coastal natural resources.
The budget for the alternative includes funds for land acquisition, planning and trustee oversight,
infrastructure construction, and monitoring. The land acquisition costs included in the budget represent
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the seller’s asking price and are consistent with previous conservation purchases in the area.3! The Town
of Dauphin Island developed the estimated infrastructure costs based on similar past projects, and
ADCNR staff have reviewed them and confirmed that the alternative can be implemented at a
reasonable cost. If the AL TIG selects the alternative, it would go through the State of Alabama’s
competitive bidding process to further ensure the reasonableness of the costs. Future project
maintenance is included in the project budget and would be supplemented through a nominal $2 to S5
fee for use of the fishing pier. The Town of Dauphin Island would hold title to the property and would be
responsible for all maintenance at the site for the life of the project. Over time, the fishing pier fee may
be adjusted to reflect changes in the ongoing operating and maintenance costs of the facility.

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

= Nexus to Injury. The beaches on Dauphin Island were extensively oiled during the DWH oil spill
(DWH Trustees, 2016a). The project site, while not in an area of Dauphin Island that was directly
oiled (the site faces Mississippi Sound rather than the Gulf of Mexico), is located on the island’s
main access road approximately 1 mile from beaches that were oiled and underwent response
activities. The project is designed to enhance the public’s recreational access and experience
through the acquisition of valuable shoreline habitat and the construction of recreational
amenities in an area where access is currently limited. The recreational opportunities that would
be created by this alternative are similar shoreline uses to those that were lost as a result of the
DWH oil spill (i.e., lost user-days of shoreline recreation, including walking, shorefishing, biking,
and birding). Recreational shoreline visitors, the same user population that was affected by the
DWH oil spill, would benefit from this alternative. Because the site is located close to the oiled
beaches and in habitat similar to that affected by the spill, the alternative effectively represents
“in-place, in-kind” restoration and is fully consistent with OPA objectives for compensatory
restoration.

= Benefit to Injured Resources.

— Component Benefits: This alternative would create additional and enhanced public
recreational access to shoreline natural resources on Dauphin Island. The alternative would
primarily serve visitors who arrive at the site by car or access the site via the bicycle path
created by the alternative. The alternative would create needed public access to the bayside
of Dauphin Island, where access is more limited than at Gulf-facing beaches. The proposed
fishing pier at the site would replace opportunities lost at a pier at the nearby public beach
which, due to changes in beach morphology, is now landlocked and no longer provides
fishing opportunities. The boardwalk, gazebos, and restrooms would further enhance the
recreational value of the site. The proposed infrastructure is expected to serve the public for
at least several decades. The land acquisition component of the alternative would provide
wetland habitat protection benefits by preventing future development of the site. The
provision of educational signage is expected to increase environmental awareness and
promote environmental stewardship. The acquisition of this property would include the
recording of a deed restriction in the deed to ensure that the purpose of compensating for
lost recreational use is maintained for the life of the project. The deed restriction would

31 All land acquisitions entered into by the DWH Trustees must occur at or below USPAP or UASFLA Yellow Book
appraisal values. These values are based on recent market transactions of comparable properties and thus provide
reasonable estimates that represent fair market values. Prior to acquisition, the fair market value of the property
would be determined.
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state that this property may not be disposed of in any manner or used for purposes other
than conservation and restoration of natural resources and/or for passive public outdoor
recreation of the type described for this property in the final RP/EIS.

Scale of Benefits: Access to the current site is limited because it is private property that is
not open to the public. Benefits from this alternative are anticipated to accrue to new
visitors to the site. The scale of these benefits would primarily be determined by the
availability of parking at the site. Approximately 100 parking spots would be created by the
alternative with an anticipated average annual capacity utilization of around 35 percent.
Under these assumptions, the alternative yields approximately 50,000 user-days each
year.32 Additional visits would be expected by those arriving on foot or by bicycle.

Public Access: The recreational benefits of this alternative would be broadly available to the
public. There would be a nominal charge ($2 to $5 per car) for use of the fishing pier, and
these revenues would be used to support the operation and maintenance of the
infrastructure. However, the fee is not expected to be a significant impediment to use
because the nearby pier that is no longer available charged a similar nominal fee and was a
popular fishing destination. Parking for and use of the other site amenities would be free for
the duration of the project. Bicycle access would make the site available for visitors without
cars. However, because of a lack of public transportation in the area, benefits would likely
accrue primarily to individuals who own vehicles and have sufficient disposable income to
drive to the site or to those who can access the site on foot or by bicycle. No users would be
actively excluded by the alternative. During the peak summer season, parking capacity
would limit the total benefits available.

Location: The northern bayside of Dauphin Island has limited public shoreline access with
recreational amenities. This alternative would create new opportunities to access the
bayside natural resources. The site is within an hour’s drive of Mobile, Alabama, and would
be available to a large potential visitor population.

Additional Benefit Considerations: The additional public shoreline access created by this
project is not expected to cause overcrowding. The site is not currently used for shoreline
recreation, and the infrastructure is being designed to meet expected site utilization. The
AL TIG is not currently planning other recreational restoration projects in salt marsh habitat
on Dauphin Island, so the alternative would provide a unique suite of expanded recreational
opportunities in the area. As a result, it is expected that sufficient demand for bayside
recreation exists on Dauphin Island and that the site would operate at full capacity during at
least some times of the year.

The likelihood of success of each alternative. The alternative’s goal of enhancing public recreational
access to and enjoyment of coastal areas on Dauphin Island has a high likelihood of success. The land
proposed for acquisition has a willing seller, and ADCNR has successfully implemented similar
recreational design and improvement projects as part of its day-to-day natural resource management
responsibilities at public parks and other state-owned properties along the Alabama coast.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and
Environmental Education Area alternative is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from

32 This reflects the 35 percent utilization rate with cars in the lot turning over twice daily and an average of two
occupants per car.
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the spill. The Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a).
The purpose of the alternative is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred
between April 2010 and November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that
recreational use returned to baseline levels.

Implementation of the alternative is also not expected to cause any net collateral damage to the
environment (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Chapter 5). The construction of boardwalks over wetlands would
likely require USACE authorization. Adverse impacts would be avoided or minimized (e.g., by designing
the height of the boardwalk to avoid marsh shading). While historical experience in Alabama suggests
that mitigation measures would allow collateral injury to be avoided, any remaining unavoidable
impacts could be offset by appropriate compensatory mitigation.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of this alternative would be to provide and enhance recreational uses. However,
the educational signage, which would be designed to promote public support and stewardship, is
expected to lead to greater understanding and sensitivity to the environmental threats in coastal
Alabama. The goal of this is to shape public understanding in ways that enhance public support for
overall improvements in the management and provision of ecosystem services in coastal Alabama.
There would also be a benefit to salt marsh and upland habitat at the site to the extent that future
development is prevented.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
are not expected from the alternative. To minimize public health impacts, the Town of Dauphin Island
would provide and regularly maintain trash receptacles throughout the site. Restroom facilities would
be connected to the local sewer system, and the town would be responsible for regular cleaning and
maintenance. The parking lot and access road would be designed to ensure only minor impacts on
existing traffic flows. Porous pavement (e.g., crushed oyster shell) would be used throughout and
provide suitable cover for seven ADA-accessible spaces. The fishing pier would be ADA-compliant with a
ramp for accessibility.

Summary Alternative Evaluation. The OPA evaluation indicates that the land acquisition and
infrastructure costs of the alternative are well documented, reasonable, and appropriate. The
alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational injury caused by the DWH oil spill and can reasonably
be expected to provide benefits to the public over an extended timeframe. The alternative would
provide new and improved public access to trust resources that were injured by the DWH oil spill and
has a high probability of success. The alternative would also protect valuable wetland and upland
habitat from future development and provide environmental education and stewardship benefits.
Finally, public safety issues are not expected to be a concern.

3.8 EVALUATION OF MID-ISLAND PARKS AND PUBLIC BEACH IMPROVEMENTS (PARCELS A,
B, AND C)

3.8.1 Alternative Description

This alternative involves the acquisition and development of infrastructure to support shoreline
recreational activities on three adjacent parcels of land, totaling approximately 10 acres. This alternative
would offer visitors to Dauphin Island dune walkover access across Parcel A to the public beach area on
the Gulf of Mexico, additional shoreline access parking, adjacent restroom facilities, and other passive
public outdoor recreation opportunities. The parcels to be acquired under this alternative are currently
zoned as resort commercial, multi-family, and commercial. Their acquisition by the Town of Dauphin
Island would prevent potential development and ensure permanent future public access to valuable
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coastal resources. The recreational enhancements would provide valuable opportunities for
beach-going activities such as swimming, walking, sunbathing, and shorefishing. The land acquisition and
measures to manage recreational access through construction and careful siting of the dune walkover
would also protect valuable habitat for resident species such as nesting sea turtles and migratory bird
species that rely on Dauphin Island as an important stop-over and foraging location. Educational signage
focused on coastal resources would also be placed at the sites to promote environmental awareness
and stewardship.

3.8.2 OPA Evaluation

The cost to carry out the alternative. The proposed cost for the Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach
Improvements alternative is $4,200,000. These funds would be directed solely to the acquisition of land
and construction of infrastructure that improves access to and enjoyment of the coastal natural
resources on Dauphin Island. The budget for the alternative includes funds for land acquisition, planning
and trustee oversight, infrastructure construction, and monitoring. The land acquisition cost included in
the budget represents the seller’s asking price and is consistent with previous conservation purchases in
the area.?® The Town of Dauphin Island developed the estimated infrastructure costs based on similar
past projects. ADCNR has reviewed these costs and has confirmed that the alternative can be
implemented at a reasonable cost. If the AL TIG selects the alternative, it would go through the State of
Alabama’s competitive bidding process to further ensure the reasonableness of the costs. The Town of
Dauphin Island would provide future project maintenance, which would be funded through an
approximate fee of approximately S5 for use of the proposed parking and is not included in the
alternative budget. This fee may be adjusted over time to reflect changes in the ongoing operating and
maintenance costs of the facility.

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the AL TIG’s goals and objectives in returning
the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses.

= Nexus to Injury. The beaches on Dauphin Island were extensively oiled during the DWH oil spill,
and response operations were undertaken along the beach where this alternative would create
public access (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The alternative is designed to facilitate the public’s
recreational access to the shoreline and enhance recreational experiences by creating parking
lots and dune walkovers in areas where public access is not available and by adding restrooms.
The recreational opportunities that would be created by this alternative are the same shoreline
uses that were lost as a result of the DWH oil spill (i.e., lost user-days of shoreline recreation,
including swimming, sunbathing, and walking,). Recreational beachgoers, the same user
population that was affected by the DWH oil spill, would benefit from this alternative. The
alternative represents “in-place, in-kind” restoration and is fully consistent with OPA objectives
for compensatory restoration.

= Benefit to Injured Resources.

— Component Benefits: This alternative would create additional and improved access to Gulf of
Mexico public beach and shoreline areas on Dauphin Island. The new access point and
project infrastructure would be available to residents, visitors staying on the island, and day
trippers from off-island. The alternative would acquire three parcels of land that would

33 All land acquisitions entered into by the DWH Trustees must occur at or below USPAP or UASFLA Yellow Book
appraisal values. The costs are based on recent market transactions of comparable properties and thus provide
reasonable estimates that represent fair market values. Prior to acquisition, the fair market value of the property
would be determined.
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allow creation of up to 200 public parking spaces, a dune walkover to access 1,200 linear
feet of beach habitat, and restrooms serving visitors to the shoreline. Beach users would
derive significant benefits from the new dune walkover—recent changes in beach
morphology in this area of Dauphin Island now require beachgoers to walk 300 yards across
an area of unconsolidated sand to reach adjacent public beaches. Creation of the dune
walkover would also protect dune habitat. The proposed infrastructure is expected to serve
the public for at least several decades. Educational signage installed as part of the
alternative would also provide environmental stewardship benefits to the public. The
acquisition of this property would include an appropriate land protection instrument (i.e.,
deed restriction, conservation easement) to ensure that the purpose of compensating for
lost recreational use is maintained for the life of the project. The final land protection
instrument would state that this property may not be disposed of in any manner or used for
purposes other than conservation and restoration of natural resources and/or for passive
public outdoor recreation of the type described for this property in the final RP/EIS.

— Scale of Benefits: Existing public beach access on Dauphin Island is limited by the availability
of parking during peak periods during the summer. The existing public beach lots on
Dauphin Island regularly fill up on summer days before noon (Town of Dauphin Island,
2016a). Expansion of public beach parking is expected to draw new visitors to the island and
serve residents and visitors staying on the island. The scale of the recreational benefits for
the alternative would primarily be a function of the available parking spaces created by the
alternative. A total of up to 200 parking spaces would be constructed as part of the
alternative. Assuming a utilization rate of around 35 percent, the alternative is expected to
yield between 80,000 and 100,000 shoreline user-days each year.3*

— Public Access: The recreational benefits of this alternative would be broadly available to the
public. There would be a nominal charge (approximately $5 per vehicle) for parking.
However, this fee is not expected to significantly deter use; the existing public beach lot
charges a similar fee and is heavily used. Because of the limited public transportation
options in the area, benefits would likely accrue primarily to individuals who own vehicles
and have sufficient disposable income to drive to the site and pay the parking fee or to
those who would access the site on foot or by bicycle. No users would be actively excluded
by the alternative. During the peak summer season, parking capacity and crowding on the
beach would limit the total benefits available.

— Location: This alternative would expand capacity and enhance amenities adjacent to
Dauphin Island’s existing public beach. The public beach reaches its maximum capacity on
summer days due to parking constraints. Public parking to access Dauphin Island’s other
main public beach (West End Beach) is also limited during peak periods and substitute beach
opportunities are not readily available on the island at these times. Similar constraints exist
along other segments of the Alabama coast as a result of the limited number of public
access opportunities (see other alternative descriptions in Baldwin County). This implies a
high marginal value from this alternative. Dauphin Island is within an hour’s drive of Mobile,
Alabama, and the alternative’s amenities would be available to a large potential visitor
population.

34 This reflects the 35 percent utilization rate with cars in the lot turning over twice daily and an average of two
occupants per car.
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— Additional Benefit Considerations: Because current demand for parking at public beaches on
Dauphin Island exceeds supply on summer days, it is expected that sufficient demand for
the new infrastructure created by this alternative exists. Increased crowding at the beach
sites has the potential to diminish the value of the beach experience for beach visitors on
Dauphin Island. However, the stretch of beach that will be directly served by the new
parking lot is relatively distant from existing access points to the public beach and currently
experiences light use according to Dauphin Island officials. Overcrowding is not expected to
result in substantial reductions in benefits to existing beachgoers.3®* Because no other beach
access projects are planned on Dauphin Island at this time, the alternative is not redundant
with other nearby initiatives. More generally, although the AL TIG is considering other beach
access projects, the combined impact of these projects would be small relative to the
millions of annual beach user-days along the Alabama coast (see Final PDARP/PEIS, Section
4.10), and is therefore not expected to lead to excess supply of recreational beach
amenities.

The likelihood of success of each alternative. The alternative’s goal of enhancing public recreational
access to and enjoyment of the shoreline and beach on Dauphin Island has a high likelihood of success.
The land proposed for acquisition has a willing seller, and the AL TIG has successfully implemented
similar recreational design and improvement projects as part of its day-to-day natural resource
management responsibilities at public parks and other state-owned properties along the Alabama coast.

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident and avoid
collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. The Dauphin Island Mid-Island Parks and
Public Beach alternative is not expected to play a role in preventing future injury from the DWH oil spill.
The Final PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees, 2016a). The
purpose of the alternative is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred between
April 2010 and November 2011, after which the Final PDARP/PEIS studies conclude that recreational use
returned to baseline levels.

Implementation of the alternative is also not expected to cause any net collateral damage to the
environment. Acquisition of these parcels would prevent future development and construction of the
dune walkover would provide additional protection for potentially affected natural resources.

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service. The
primary NRDA benefit of this alternative is to provide and enhance recreational uses. The alternative
would also include educational signage designed to promote public support for and stewardship of
Alabama coastal resources. Furthermore, the dune walkover would direct public foot traffic away from
sensitive habitats into a single area, which would help protect dune habitat and the species that depend
on them, including birds and nesting sea turtles.

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety. Adverse impacts on public health and safety
are not expected from this proposed alternative. To minimize public health impacts, the Town of
Dauphin Island would provide and regularly maintain trash receptacles at the parking lots. Restrooms
would be connected to existing sanitary sewer and maintained regularly by the Town. The parking lot
would be engineered to minimize the changes to traffic flows and, consequently, only minor traffic

35 After completion of the proposed alternative, an additional 400 persons might be expected on the beach at peak
capacity (i.e., up to 200 cars averaging 2 persons per vehicle), added to the 0.25 mile of beach that is opened up by
the dune walkover. At high tide, if the beach is 50 feet wide; therefore, each user would have about 150 square
feet of area (10 feet by 15 feet).
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impacts are anticipated. Porous pavement would be used to protect water quality. The parking lot
would provide ADA-accessible spaces, and the beach walkover would also be designed for consistency
with ADA standards. The parking areas would be lighted (using turtle-friendly lighting) to improve safety
after sundown.

Summary Alternative Evaluation. The land acquisition and infrastructure costs of the alternative are
well documented, reasonable, and appropriate. The alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational
injury caused by the DWH oil spill and can reasonably be expected to provide benefits to the public over
an extended timeframe. The alternative would provide new and improved public access to trust
resources that were injured by the DWH oil spill and has a high probability of success. It would also
protect valuable shoreline habitat from future development and provide for the effective management
of ongoing recreational use. Finally, public safety issues are not expected to be a concern.

3.9 EVALUATION OF MID-ISLAND PARKS AND PUBLIC BEACH IMPROVEMENTS (PARCELS
B AND C)

3.9.1 Alternative Description

This alternative differs slightly from the alternative discussed in Section 3. 8, Evaluation of Mid-Island
Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels A, B, and C), because it is assumes that Parcel A is no
longer included, most likely because it has been acquired using another funding source. On November
15, 2016, it was announced that Parcel A was approved for funding by the NFWF program (State of
Alabama, 2016).

3.9.2 OPA Evaluation

The OPA evaluation for this alternative differs in only minor respects from the evaluation for the full
alternative that includes all three parcels. Specifically, this alternative does not include the costs of
acquiring Parcel A or constructing the dune walkover to the beach. These benefits would be attributable
to the project that acquires Parcel A and constructs the dune walkover. However, it is important to note
that the scale of these benefits would depend on whether or not this proposed alternative (Parcels B
and C only) is implemented. Without the parking provided by acquisition of Parcels B and C, acquisition
of Parcel A and development of the dune walkover would create a much more limited set of recreational
benefits because access would be available only to those visitors who do not need the Parcel B and C
parking to use the site. The only other significant difference is that the ecological benefits of the
walkover would be attributable to the project that includes the acquisition of Parcel A rather than

with this alternative. The project cost for Parcels B and C is $1,900,000. In other respects, the OPA
evaluation of the more limited alternative is essentially the same as the full alternative discussed above
in Section 3.8.

Consequently, it is reasonable to conclude that even in the event that Parcel A is acquired and a dune
walkover is developed using an alternative source of funds, a Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach
Improvements alternative that acquires Parcels B and C and installs public restrooms and provides other
passive public outdoor recreation opportunities would provide substantial recreational benefits to the
public over an extended timeframe. The land acquisition and infrastructure costs of the alternative are
well documented, reasonable, and appropriate. The alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational
injury caused by the DWH oil spill. It would provide new and improved public access to trust resources
that were injured by the DWH oil spill and has a high probability of success. The alternative would also
protect valuable shoreline habitat from future development and provide for the effective management
of ongoing recreational use. Finally, public safety issues are not expected to be a concern.
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3.10 EVALUATION OF NATURAL RECOVERY

OPA regulations require that “[t]Jrustees must consider a natural recovery alternative in which no human
intervention would be taken to directly restore injured natural resources and services to baseline” (40
CFR § 990.53[b][2]).3¢ Under this alternative, the AL TIG would undertake no additional restoration to
accelerate recovery of injured natural resources or to compensate for lost services.

According to Section 4.10.3.3.4 of the Final PDARP/PEIS recreational injury assessment (page 4-657), the
shoreline use injury began in May 2010 and lasted through November 2011. The entire shoreline
recreational use injury quantified in the Final PDARP/PEIS represents interim loss that occurred during
this period. Because shoreline visitation returned to pre-spill levels by the end of November 2011, future
natural recovery is not available to provide compensation for remaining interim losses. The Final
PDARP/PEIS (Section 5.8.2, page 5-92) also notes that interim losses of natural resources would not be
compensated under a natural recovery alternative. For these reasons, the AL TIG rejects the natural
recovery alternative as a viable means of compensating the public for the lost shoreline recreational use
injury caused by the DWH oil spill.

3.11 OPAEVALUATION CONCLUSION

The AL TIG has completed its OPA evaluation of the set of reasonable alternatives and concludes that
the following six alternatives best meet the objectives of the AL TIG, at this time:

=  Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project
=  Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation

= Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection

= Bayfront Park Restoration and Improvement (E&D Only)

= Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area

=  Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels B and C)

The OPA analysis indicates that each of these six alternatives would provide recreational benefits with a
strong nexus to the shoreline injuries caused by the DWH spill. The alternatives all occur in areas that
were either directly oiled by the spill, were the location of response activities, or are in close proximity
to these areas. Recreational benefits accrue from land acquisitions that protect valuable habitat and
create public access to coastal natural resources and through the development of infrastructure and
environmental stewardship resources that enhance shoreline recreation and the appreciation of
Alabama’s coastal natural resources. These benefits would be broadly available to the public over an
extended timeframe.

Although the focus of the alternatives included in this RP/EIS is shoreline recreation, these alternatives
would also benefit other natural resources and services. Specifically, land protection prevents the
negative environmental impacts of development (e.g., habitat loss, impaired water quality). Similarly,
infrastructure would be designed and implemented to manage public access in ways that would
minimize impacts on valuable habitats and species. These approaches would also ensure that any
collateral damage to the environment is minor and mitigated. Furthermore, no adverse impacts on
public health are anticipated from any of the alternatives.

36 NEPA requires evaluation of a “no action” alternative. This differs from the natural recovery alternative under
OPA. The environmental consequences of the NEPA no action alternative are considered separately in Chapter 5.
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Based on Trustee experience in Alabama, each of the six alternatives could be implemented at a
reasonable cost and would have a high probability of success. The alternatives include provision of
funding for both maintenance and monitoring to ensure these benefits would be available over the
planned life of the projects. In the case of alternatives that include land acquisition, an appropriate land
protection instrument (i.e., deed restriction, conservation easement) would be included to ensure that
the purpose of compensating for lost recreational use as described in this plan is maintained for the life
of the project.

The AL TIG also evaluated three additional projects as part of the set of reasonable alternatives:
=  Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements
=  Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements
=  Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements (Parcels A, B, and C)

The OPA evaluation indicates that these three alternatives have good potential for providing public
natural resource benefits but do not meet the AL TIG’s objectives at this time. The Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisitions and Improvements and Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements alternatives are
under consideration for funding from other restoration funding sources (e.g., NFWF GEBF). Based on the
OPA evaluation, including concerns raised by Baldwin County, it was determined that a third alternative,
the Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements, is not expected to provide adequate public
benefits because it would create overcrowding at the beach access sites and limit the ability of the
county to conduct operations in response to hurricanes.
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4.0 NEPA AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the affected environment for the suite of alternatives evaluated in this RP/EIS and
provides the context for the impacts described in Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences.

The northern Gulf of Mexico comprises a vast regional ecosystem—an interactive, interdependent
network of organisms (from microbes to plants to animals) and their chemical, biological, and physical
environment. Ranging from the coastline itself, to its bays and estuaries, expansive continental shelf,
and vast open ocean and deep sea, the northern Gulf of Mexico ecosystem contains some of the
nation’s most diverse and productive natural resources, as described in detail in Chapter 3 of the Final
PDARP/PEIS, which is incorporated by reference here.

Focusing in on the State of Alabama, which also has a diverse set of ecosystems, the following section
describes the existing conditions for each of the resources potentially affected by the restoration actions
proposed in this plan in Baldwin and Mobile counties. Where applicable, site-specific information is
provided for each alternative. However, if the conditions are the same for all alternative sites (e.g., air
quality), then the resource is discussed at the county level. Because it is only being proposed for E&D at
this time, the NEPA compliance to address the Bayfront Park alternative is provided in the Final
PDARP/PEIS in Section 6.4.1.4, which is incorporated by reference, and discussion of the affected
environment for this project is not included in this plan. If Bayfront Park is implemented in the future,
the affected environment would be detailed in the associated NEPA compliance documents associated
with that decision.

4.2 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
4.2.1 Geology and Substrates
Baldwin County

Baldwin County is located within the East Gulf Coastal Plain physiographic section of Alabama. The East
Gulf Coastal Plain comprises Mesozoic and Cenozoic sediments (Tew and Ebersol, 2013), whose
deposition depressed the Gulf to its current elevation and created deep oil reserves in the Gulf and
southwestern Alabama (Hine et al., 2013).

All of the proposed alternatives in Baldwin County are located in the Coastal Lowlands physiographic
district. This district is underlain by Holocene-aged alluvial low terrace deposits of predominately sand,
gravel, silt, and clay that have been modified over the last 10,000 years by coastal processes such as
tides, wave activity, wind, and currents (Schmid and Otvos, 2010). The sand is predominately quartz
grain, resulting in beautiful white sand beaches along the Alabama Gulf Coast (Douglass, 2012). These
shores are constantly being formed by coastal processes such as sea level change, waves, tides,
deposition, and littoral drift (Douglass, 2012).

Humans have also had an important impact on the geologic development of the Alabama Gulf Coast by
conducting activities such as wetland filling, bulkhead and dune construction, channel dredging, and
degrading dunes with foot traffic (Douglass, 2012). Removal of sediments from the Gulf Coast through
dredging has accelerated beach erosion because less sediment is then available for natural deposition.
Additionally, along the bayside of the Gulf Coast, the construction of bulkheads is thought to have
resulted in increased erosion—more than 6 miles of intertidal beaches have been lost since 1900
(Douglass, 2012). In response to increased beach erosion, long-term beach replenishment projects have
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been used as a mechanism for beach management along the Gulf Coast (Douglass, 2012). Beach
nourishment typically results in beaches that have different sediments and slopes than naturally
occurring beaches (Watkins, 2011).

The digitized Baldwin County Soil Survey®” (NRCS, 2015) identifies 18 different soil map units along the
Gulf Coast in the area where the alternatives are located. Of these 18, only 4 are specifically located
within the proposed alternative sites. These soils create beaches and primary, secondary, and scrub
dunes. Primary dunes are closest to the Gulf and are highly susceptible to erosion from human activity
(e.g., from people walking on them and destroying the vegetation that holds them in place) and from
storms. For example, Hurricane Frederic leveled Gulf State Park’s dunes and inundated the entire park in
1979, when a storm surge made landfall on the Alabama coast (USDOI, 2014). Although the dunes have
been rebuilding, this process has been slowed by the impacts from storms throughout the years.

More complete descriptions of the soils intersected by the proposed project elements are
provided below.

= Tidal marsh—Tidal marshes are coastal marshes where hydrologic fluctuations are
predominately determined by the tidal movements of the adjacent ocean, bay, or estuary
(USEPA, 2016a). These marshes are of a distinctive tidal flat landform and occur within
elevations of 0—10 feet. They are typically vegetated with salt-tolerant, herbaceous vegetation.
These marshes exist within the water table and are therefore frequently flooded or ponded,
have a high water storage capacity, and are classified as hydric.

= Coastal beaches—Coastal beaches are primarily composed of Eolian sands that have been
weathered from sedimentary rock that ranges from sand to coarse sand. These sands have a 2—
20 percent slope range and create beach landforms (NRCS, 2015). Unlike tidal marshes, coastal
beaches are infrequently flooded or ponded, have limited water storage capacity, and are not
classified as hydric (NRCS, 2015).

=  St. Lucie sand—St. Lucie sand comprises marine sandy deposits from sedimentary rock (NRCS,
2015). These sands are excessively drained and are not prone to flooding or ponding. They
typically begin occurring slightly above sea level, from 10—400 feet, and have a minimum water
table depth of 80 feet (NRCS, 2015).

= St. Lucie-Leon-Muck complex—This complex includes a mixture of substrates composed of 40
percent St. Lucie, 35 percent Leon, 15 percent Corolla and similar soils, and 5 percent other
minor components (NRCS, 2015). It occurs between 0 and 150 feet elevation and receives
abundant annual precipitation. St. Lucie substrate is described above (NRCS, 2015). Leon
substrate are sandy deposits that create swales with 0—2 percent slopes. They are frequently
flooded, which may result in ponding due to their poor drainage capacity. They are classified as
hydric soils (NRCS, 2015). Corolla soils are semi to strongly saline, sandy substrates that create
depressions with 5 percent slopes that are somewhat poorly drained. They are rarely flooded or
ponded but are classified as hydric (NRCS, 2015).

37 Electronic soil data are only as accurate as the original soil survey from which they were digitized. Changes to soils since the
original publication date are not reflected in the electronic data; therefore, reported soil map units may be different than what
actually exists. For example, the Baldwin County Soil Survey was originally published in 1964 (NRCS, 1964), and its authors
surveyed many acres of tidal marsh soils. At the time of its original publication, tidal marsh soils may have been present;
however, soils are dynamic, and any number of effects on soil formation factors can cause changes in their properties. The web
soil survey was published in 2005 and updated in 2015 (NRCS, 2015) and is used to detail the affected environment. Although
no formal verification of the soil surveys was performed, tidal marshes were not observed during informal site visits; therefore,
it is unlikely that active tidal marsh soils are currently present in the locations identified on the soil survey maps.
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Site-specific considerations related to geology and substrates for alternatives in Baldwin County are

provided in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1: Site-specific Considerations for Geology and Substrates in Baldwin County

Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access
Amenities Project

Geology: The geological characteristics of the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated
Public Access Amenities Project site are characterized in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS
(Section 11.7.6.1.1). Geologic formations that underlie the alternative site comprise
alluvial and low coastal sand deposits from the Holocene era. As a general rule, the
elements discussed in this RP/EIS that have been added since Phase Ill Early
Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance analyzed in the
Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier to the lodge,
portions of the tram system, and possible public educational programs would be
located outside of that footprint, so additional details about the affected
environment related to these elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These additional areas consist
of the same geologic features as the original project area. As noted under the no
action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction activities related to the lodge and
conference center have commenced. The ongoing construction activities include
earth moving for building construction over a total disturbed area of approximately
13 acres and have disturbed soils in this area.

Substrates: The substrates at the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public
Access Amenities Project site are characterized in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS
(Section 11.7.6.1.1). The substrate of the site is 100% coastal beaches made up of
sandy parent material with 2—20% slopes. This coastal beach substrate creates
formations of a wet beach and a dune system. As a general rule, the elements in
this RP/EIS that have been added since Phase Il Early Restoration would be located
within the footprint of disturbance analyzed in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS;
however, the pedestrian trail from the pier to the lodge, portions of the tram
system, and possible public educational programs would be located outside of the
footprint of disturbance analyzed in the Final Phase IIl ERP/PEIS. As a result,
additional details about the affected environment related to these elements are
described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These additional areas consist
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of the same substrate types as the original project area. As noted under the no
action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction activities related to the lodge and
conference center have commenced. The ongoing construction activities include
earth moving for building construction over a total disturbed area of approximately
13 acres and have disturbed soils in this area.

Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation

Geology: The pier rehabilitation site is located on the bay side of the Gulf shoreline,
bordering the Bon Secour Bay. This site is located within the Coastal Lowlands and
is geologically defined by alluvial sandy deposits from the Holocene era. The base
of the existing pier and most of the existing boat ramp are within this geological
region. The Natural Resource Conservation Society (NRCS) defines the arm of the
pier as existing in open water (NRCS, 2015).

Substrates: The substrate at the pier rehabilitation site is made up almost
completely of water. Along the shoreline of the project site, NRCS defines the
substrate as St. Lucie sand with 0-5% slopes. See the description of St. Lucie sand
above.

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

Geology: The public access improvement sites are located on the Gulf side of Fort
Morgan Peninsula and are also part of the Coastal Lowlands. The sites are
characterized by sandy sediments from the Holocene era that are heavily tidally
influenced because they border the Gulf of Mexico.

Substrate: The substrate underlying the sites exclusively comprises coastal beaches
(described above). To the north of the sites and south of State Highway 180 is a St.
Lucie-Leon-Muck complex that creates a flat wetland area.

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

Geology: The Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements site is located
west of Little Lagoon and east of Fort Morgan on the Gulf side of Fort Morgan
Peninsula. The site extends inland about halfway to Bon Secour Bay and is
underlain by the same alluvial deposits as other sites in southwestern Baldwin
County. The coastal portion of the site begins as wet beach (8.2 acres), then
transitions to frontal dunes (37.7 acres), tertiary dunes (18.7 acres), and interior
scrub (45.5 acres) as it extends inland.

Substrates: The site comprises two substrate types. A St. Lucie-Leon-Muck Complex
(described above) begins where the vegetation line separates the beach from the
more inland portion of the parcel (NRCS, 2015). The remainder of the site is
composed of coastal beaches (NRCS, 2015).
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Laguna Cove Little Geology: Laguna Cove is located adjacent to Little Lagoon, a 10-mile lagoon that
Lagoon Natural Resource | stretches from Fort Morgan Peninsula to the western border of Gulf State Park. The
Protection tract is situated north of State Highway 182 and extends into Little Lagoon. This

area is located within the Coastal Lowlands and is geologically underlain by alluvial
sand deposits from the Holocene era. These lagoons are believed to be formed
through the breaching and filling of spits over time (Schwartz, 1971).

Substrates: Marsh makes up the majority of the Laguna Cove site and begin in the
northern portion of the tract where they are bordered by Little Lagoon. According
to the NRCS Web Soil Survey (2015), soil in the marshlands is considered tidal
marsh (explained below). These tidal marshes are 70% brackish, 20% salt, and
about 10% other materials (NRCS, 2015). As the site extends inland, the substrate
transitions from tidal marsh to relatively flat coastal beaches until the tract reaches
the barrier of State Highway 182.

Mobile County

Mobile County is also located in the Coastal Plain physiographic section of Alabama and is
predominately characterized by the Southern Pine Hills and the Coastal Lowlands districts. The Dauphin
Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area and Mid-Island Park and Public Beach
Improvements alternatives are located in the Coastal Lowlands physiographic district. As noted above,
the Coastal Lowlands are composed of alluvial sand and low terrace deposits from the Holocene period.

Dauphin Island is one of the Gulf Coast Barrier Islands. The barrier islands rest on a continuous sand
shelf that is about 13 feet shallower than the surrounding Gulf (Morton, 2008). The Gulf coastal deposits
are composed of fine- to medium-sized quartz sand intermingled with shell fragments and some heavy
minerals. The barrier island bays consist of sand of the same coarseness that is blended with silt, clay,
peat, and mud (NRCS, 2015). Within the proposed alternative sites in this county, eight types of soils
have been recorded, three of which occur in the proposed alternative areas. However, of the three soils
occurring in the alternative areas, Osier loamy sand dominates, signifying that the majority of the land
on the island is most likely wetland.

Dauphin Island is a valuable barrier island in the northern Gulf because of its location 5 miles off the
southern shore of Mobile County. At 14 miles long, this island acts as a protective barrier for the
coastline (USGS, n.d.). The islands and underlying alluvial deposits dissipate some of the energy of
oncoming storms and help alleviate impacts on the Gulf coastline (Morton, 2008). Dauphin Island is a
microtidal barrier island (Froede, 2007), meaning that wave and storm activity dominate the
geomorphological processes of this island because of its sandy geologic foundation. Over the last
century, the island has grown westward as a result of lateral wind deposition (Morton, 2008). However,
the creation of the Mobile Bay shipping channel in the late 20th century (i.e., dredging) has disrupted
the littoral sediment deposition patterns for Dauphin Island.

Increased storm intensity and frequency, combined with sea level rise and decreased sediment
availability, have resulted in the erosion of Dauphin Island (USGS, 2010). Because of its degradation
susceptibility, artificial sand dunes were built along the southwestern portion of the island following
Hurricane Georges in 1998 and again in 2005 after Hurricane Katrina. However, both of these storms
decimated the efforts to protect the island and, as a result of storm surge following Hurricane Katrina in
2005, the island was split into east and west (Froede, 2007). The sand of Dauphin Island is continually
eroding (USGS, 2010). The following soil types are discussed below.
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=  Fripp sand, rolling—Fripp sand consists of extremely deep and rapidly drained soils that are
highly permeable and tend to have very slow runoff rates (NRCS, 2015). Fripp soils include sandy
deposits that form rolling dunes with 2—20 percent slopes. These soils are infrequently flooded
and are often adjacent to beaches and water along coastlines (NRCS, 2002). These soils are not
ideal for farming but are often used for recreational beach use and cottage property (NRCS,
2002).

=  Duckston sand, 0-2 percent slopes—Duckston sands are beach sands from sedimentary rock
that are poorly drained and exist in flat or concave landforms, typically between coastal dunes
and marshes in elevations that are no more than five feet above tide level (NRCS, 1999).These
soils are frequently flooded, classified as hydric, and consist of multiple horizons (NRCS, 1999).
These soils are usually vegetated; however, their susceptibility to flooding makes them poor
farmland.

= Psamments—Psamments are unconsolidated sandy deposits from sedimentary rock that occur
within elevations of 0—10 feet (NRCS, 2015). They typically occur in dune formations and have a
slope of 1-15 percent. These soils are frequently flooded, but they do not hold water well and
are not classified as hydric. They are also low in nutrients and do not make for fertile farmland
(NRCS, 2015).

Site-specific considerations regarding geology and substrates for the alternatives in Mobile County are
discussed in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2: Site-specific Considerations for Geology and Substrates in Mobile County

Mobile County

Alternatives Site-specific Considerations
Dauphin Island Eco- Geology: The geology of the site comprises alluvial and Coastal Lowland deposits,
Tourism and which, as noted above, consist mainly of sand and silt. The main part of Dauphin

Environmental Education | Island blocks this site from the direct storm surges off the Gulf.

Area . .
Substrates: The center of the site encloses a small (approximately 9 acres) body of

water. A small inlet on the southwestern corner of the parcel connects it to Aloe
Bay. The remainder of the parcel is close to 12 acres and, according to NRCS (2015),
its substrate is made up completely of psamments. As described above, psamments
are non-cohesive dune sands that are not listed as hydric.

Mid-Island Parks and Geology: The geology of all of the Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvements
Public Beach parcels is the same as the eco-tourism site—they all exist in the Coastal Lowlands
Improvements (Parcels A, | of the multi-tidal barrier island. However, Parcel A is the most susceptible to

B, and C) erosion and destruction because it is located on the Gulf side of the island and is

threatened by increased storm intensity and frequency. Parcel A is bordered by
foredunes before abutting Bienville Boulevard on the northern edge of the parcel.

Substrates: The parcels span four different soil types. Parcel A is located on the
Gulf-facing beach side of the island and is composed mainly of rolling Fripp sand
(NRCS, 2015). In the northwestern corner of the plot, toward the road, the
substrate changes from rolling Fripp sand to Duckston sand with 0—2% slopes
(NRCS, 2015). Parcel B is located between A and C and between two roads. This
parcel consists completely of Psamments (described above) (NRCS, 2015). Parcel C
lies on the bay side of the island and also consists exclusively of Psamments (NRCS,
2015).
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Mid-Island Parks and Geology: The geology of the Parcels B and C are the same as the eco-tourism
Public Beach parcel. They exist within the Coastal Lowlands of the multi-tidal barrier island.
Improvements (Parcels B

Substrates: According to the NRCS Web Soil Survey (2015), both parcels are

and C -
) underlain by psamments substrate.

4.2.2 Hydrology and Water Quality
Baldwin County

The Coastal Lowlands of Baldwin County are in the Southern Coastal Plains Ecoregion, a subtropical
region with abundant water resources. The surface hydrology of this ecoregion is characterized by lakes,
karst springs, marshlands, and swamps (Drummond, 2016). All of the alternative sites in Baldwin and
Mobile counties are in the Mobile and Tensaw River Basin. This basin is the sixth largest watershed in
the United States and discharges 65 percent of Alabama’s land area drainage (AUWRC, 2016). Mobile
Bay, the outfall of the Mobile and Tensaw River Basin, is Alabama’s largest estuary system (AUWRC,
2016). It has an average freshwater discharge of 62,000 cubic feet per second (AUWRC, 2016).

The most prominent elements of the Coastal Lowlands hydrologic cycle include precipitation,
evapotranspiration, and groundwater discharge and recharge (Chandler et al., 1985). The Coastal
Lowlands are subject to hydrologic inputs from large storm surges off of the Gulf and provide heavy
precipitation to the area. This region receives between 40 and 70 inches of rain per year (Drummond,
2016; AUWRC, 2016).

Much of this region’s precipitation comes from storm events (Conner et al., 1989). The Alabama coast
has one of the highest rates of hurricane landfall in the country (AUWRC, 2016). Periodic hurricanes and
tropical storms have been found to be beneficial to coastal ecosystems because they bring in inorganic
sediments that contribute to wetland formation and productivity (Conner et al., 1989). These extreme
rainfall events have increased 27 percent in the last 64 years as a result of climate change and are
projected to continue to increase (USGCRP, 2014). These storms are expected to increase in both
frequency and intensity (Di Liberto, 2016). Enhanced storm intensity and frequency could nullify the
beneficial impacts the coastline would gain from periodic storms by overburdening this

fragile ecosystem.

Precipitation is the primary groundwater recharge mechanism for the Gulf Coast area (Lambert, 2008).
In Baldwin County, this precipitation feeds the Miocene-Pliocene Aquifer, which is part of the larger
Coastal Lowlands Aquifer System and is also the main water source for the county (Robinson et al.,
1996). The aquifer is retained between an impermeable layer of clay on the bottom, which dates back to
the Oligocene epoch, and Holocene alluvial deposits on the top. The aquifer is suspended within
deposits of the Miocene and Pliocene epochs. The aquifer area that extends along the Gulf Peninsula of
Baldwin County has groundwater levels that are less than 5 feet above sea level, which results in
groundwater water quality issues for this region because of salt intrusion.

Water quality issues also exist in the bays that border Baldwin County’s western coastline and the
northern coastline of Fort Morgan Peninsula. Both Mobile Bay and its sub-estuary, Bon Secour Bay, were
listed on the USEPA 2016 303(d) Impaired Waters list for pathogen pollution from urban runoff and
storm sewers (ADEM, 2016a). Even though the bay is listed as impaired, the surface waters on the
peninsula are not listed as impaired mainly because of the high permeability of the sands that allows a
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portion of the runoff to drain into the ground before reaching the surface waterbodies. The Gulf of
Mexico is not listed as impaired.

Site-specific consideration for hydrology and water quality for the alternatives in Baldwin and Mobile
counties are described in Tables 4-3 and 4-4, respectively.

Table 4-3: Site-specific Considerations for Hydrology and Water Quality in Baldwin County

Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access
Amenities Project

Hydrology: The hydrologic characteristics of the Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access Amenities Project site are characterized in the Final Phase
IIl ERP/PEIS (Section 11.7.6.2). Water that infiltrates this area is rapidly drained
through the permeable soils and does not usually pond on the beach (NRCS, 2015).
As a general rule, the elements discussed in this RP/EIS that have been added since
Phase Il Early Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance
analyzed in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier
to the lodge, portions of the tram system, and possible public educational
programs would be located outside of that footprint, so additional details about
the affected environment related to these elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. This additional area consists of
the same water features and hydrology as the original project area. Moreover, no
waterbodies or features are located where additional elements would be sited, and
the high permeability and drainage capacity of the soils extends throughout the
location of the new elements. As noted under the no action alternative (Section
2.2.3), construction activities related to the lodge and conference center have
commenced. The ongoing construction activities may alter hydrology by
compacting soils and decreasing the permeability on the approximately 13 acres of
disturbed area.

Water Quality: The water quality characteristics of the site are characterized in the
Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS (Section 11.7.6.2). Gulf State Park and its waters are located
in the Perdido River Basin Group, which was last monitored during the 2006-2010
River Basin Rotation schedule (ADEM, 2010). During this time, lakes in Gulf State
Park were not identified as impaired. The site does not contain any standing bodies
of water, and no issues with water quality have been identified on this site. As a
general rule, the elements discussed in this RP/EIS that have been added since
Phase Il Early Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance
analyzed in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier
to the lodge, portions of the tram system, and possible public educational
programs would be located outside of that footprint, so additional details about
the affected environment related to these elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
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shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. This additional area consists of
the same water quality characteristics as the original project area and there are no
waterbodies or features located where additional elements would be sited. As
noted under the no action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction activities related
to the lodge and conference center have commenced. Ongoing construction
activities may affect water quality by increasing sediment loading in stormwater
runoff.

Floodplains: The floodplain characteristics of the site are characterized in the Final
Phase Il ERP/PEIS (Section 11.7.6.2). The site is located in the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA)-designated 100-year floodplain within zone VE, which
has a base flood elevation (BFE) of 12 feet (FEMA, 2016). Floods for this site
typically occur from the Gulf side of the site rather than from runoff from the
northern, inland side because of the high permeability and excessive drainage
capacity of the sandy substrate that stretches inland. As a general rule, the
elements discussed in this RP/EIS that have been added since Phase Il Early
Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance analyzed in the
Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier to the lodge,
portions of the tram system, and possible public educational programs would be
located outside of that footprint, so additional details about the affected
environment related to these elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. This additional area consists of
the same floodplain categorization and BFE as the original project area. As noted
under the no action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction activities related to the
lodge and conference center have commenced. Construction activities are ongoing
in the floodplain area, but they have not changed the floodplain.

Wetlands: The wetlands of the site are characterized in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS
(Section 11.7.6.2). An on-site wetland delineation designated 0.18 acre of wetlands
adjacent to the conference center. A subsequent request for a preliminary
jurisdictional determination of surveyed wetlands was submitted to USACE on May
29, 2013, and in a letter dated June 24, 2013, USACE approved the jurisdictional
determination of wetlands (File Number: SAM-2013-00673-JEB). As a general rule,
the elements discussed in this plan that have been added since Phase Il Early
Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance analyzed in the
Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier to the lodge,
portions of the tram system, and possible public educational programs would be
located outside of that footprint. As a result, additional details about the affected
environment related to these elements are described below.
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As noted above, tram stops outside of the lodge site would be located on existing
asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and would not require new ground
disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a shade shelter) is added at these
sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt areas. The pedestrian trail would
be located outside the area of disturbance evaluated in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS
and would be approximately 620 feet long and 8 feet wide. Any educational
programs that occur outside the interpretive lobby of the lodge would likely occur
on the beach. No wetlands are located in the area of the proposed additional
elements. As noted under the no action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction
activities related to the lodge and conference center have commenced. The
ongoing construction activities include filling the wetland on site and beginning
construction of new wetlands to mitigate that wetland fill.

Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation

Hydrology: This pier rehabilitation site extends into the Bon Secour Bay. The
alternative would occur over open water.

Water Quality: Bon Secour Bay is listed as impaired in the 2016 ADEM 303(d) list for
an abundance of enterococci, which is an intestinal pathogen (ADEM, 2016a).
However, according to ADEM’s 2010 water quality report, the pollution level was
only exceeded on the western shore of Baldwin County and did not extend out to
the tip of Fort Morgan Peninsula (ADEM, 2010).

Floodplains: The site is located in the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain in Zone
VE with a BFE of 11 feet (FEMA, 2016).

Wetlands: The site extends from the coast into Bon Secour Bay, which is a wetland
designated by the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) as E1LUBL (USFWS, 2016a).
This designation signifies subtidal estuarine wetlands that are continually
submerged and have unconsolidated base floors. No plant species are found in this
wetland type. The portion of the site that is on the shoreline is designated as
intertidal estuarine unconsolidated shore wetlands that are not frequently flooded
(NW!I code E2USP).

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

Hydrology: The public access improvement sites are located on the Gulf side of Fort
Morgan Peninsula and are subject to heavy precipitation and storm surges. No
surface water exists in any of the improvement sites.

Water Quality: Fort Morgan Beach is not listed on the 303(d) impaired waters list.
The most recent water quality testing of this beach showed enterococci levels
below the USEPA threshold (indicating good water quality) (ADEM, 2016a).

Floodplains: All of the public access improvement sites are located in the
FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain. The majority of the sites are in Zone VE
with a BFE of 12 feet with most flooding coming from the Gulf side of the site
(FEMA, 2016).

Wetlands: All of the public access improvement sites exist outside of a designated
wetland area along the coastal beach. Just south of the sites, where parts of the
access walkways may extend, is a strip of wetland designated as an Intertidal
Marine Wetland with irregularly flooded, unconsolidated sandy shore (NWI code
M2US2P) (USFWS, 2016a). These wetlands are mainly dominated by grasses.

4-10




Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

Hydrology: The Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements site is located
along Fort Morgan Peninsula in a thin section of the landmass that extends across
about 0.7 mile. The site takes up about 0.4 mile of this stretch and abuts the ocean
on the south side and is scrubland on the north side. The site itself is pocketed with
small standing bodies of surface water (USGS, 2016a). This area is characterized by
natural Gulf Shore hydrologic processes, as mentioned above.

Water Quality: No water quality issues have been reported for this site.

Floodplains: The majority of the site, from the middle of the coastal beach to the
northern border, is located in the FEMA-designated 500-year flood zone. The
southern, coastline border of the site is in the 100-year floodplain with a BFE of
12 feet (FEMA, 2016).

Wetlands: The majority of the site is not designated as a wetland; however, the site
contains small pockets of emergent palustrine wetlands that are characterized by
persistent species and have a temporary to seasonally flooded water regime

(NWI code PEM1A) (USFWS, 2016a). Characteristic species in these wetlands
include cattails, sedges, rushes, saw grass, and reed (Houston Advanced Research
Center, 2011). These wetlands make up about 1.9 acres of the 113-acre site
(USFWS, 2016a).

Laguna Cove Little
Lagoon Natural Resource
Protection

Hydrology: The site is located on Little Lagoon. Little Lagoon is an estuarine,
brackish body of water on Fort Morgan Peninsula (Little Lagoon Preservation
Society, 2011). It receives most of its water from precipitation, groundwater
discharge, runoff, and overflow from the surrounding waterbodies of Lake Shelby
and the Gulf of Mexico.

Water Quality: Little Lagoon used to be listed on ADEM’s 303(d) impairment list for
excess nutrients. Prior to 2010, the entire waterbody was reported as being
impaired (ADEM, 2008). After 2010, only the central and eastern portions of the
waterbody were impaired (ADEM, 2010). Urban runoff and storm sewers have
added pollution to this site that elevate nutrient levels in the lagoon (ADEM, 2010).
The lagoon has not been on the impaired list since 2012 (ADEM, 2016a, 2014,
2012).

Floodplains: The site is in zone AE of the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain with
a BFE of 11 feet. The coastal beach portion of the site is in the FEMA-designated
100-year floodplain zone VE with a BFE of 12 feet (FEMA, 2016).

Wetlands: The tidal marshes of the Laguna Cove site are designated as wetlands.
Most of the marshes are designated as intertidal estuarine wetlands, with Broad-
leaved Evergreen Scrub-Shrub Irregularly Flooded (NWI code E2SS3P) wetlands
existing closest to the coastal beaches. As the intertidal estuarine wetlands extend
in to the lagoon, they transition mostly to persistent emergent wetlands that are
irregularly flooded (NWI code E2EM1P) (USFWS, 2016a). The wetlands at the tip of
the tidal marshes extend into the lagoon and are intertidal estuarine wetlands that
are unconsolidated and regularly flooded (NWI code E2USN) (USFWS, 2016a). Some
small pockets within the tidal marshes are categorized as subtidal estuarine
wetlands that are continuously submerged and have an unconsolidated bottom
(NWI code E1UBL) (USFWS, 2016b). Altogether the wetlands equate to about

39 acres within the site (USFWS, 2016a).
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Mobile County

The hydrologic processes of Mobile County are generally the same as those described for Baldwin
County, except Dauphin Island is not affected by runoff because it is not connected to Mobile County.
Rather, the dynamics of the island are largely driven by storms. The tidal range in the north-central Gulf
is very low; therefore, the hydrologic cycles of the beaches and barrier islands along the shoreline are
primarily formed by waves, storms, and currents (Morton, 2008). On average, the Gulf Coast is hit by a
hurricane every 52 months (Kidd, 1988). Storms are the driving agent of sediment transport and land
loss on time scales relative to humans, while sea level rise is the dominant cause of land loss along
coasts when analyzed on a geologic time scale (Morton, 2008). Storm forces not only affect the shape of
the island, but storms that breach the Gulf-facing beaches can crash on to the island and infiltrate the
aquifer beneath it (Kidd, 1988). Groundwater is the sole water source on Dauphin Island, similar to the
proposed Baldwin County sites in Baldwin County, because the excessive drainage capacity of the sandy
substrate removes any potential for perennial streams to exist on the island. Site-specific considerations
for hydrology and water quality for the alternatives in Mobile County are detailed in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4: Site-specific Considerations for Hydrology and Water Quality in Mobile County

Mobile County

Alternatives Site-specific Considerations
Dauphin Island Eco- Hydrology: The site encompasses a small body of water that connects to Aloe Bay
Tourism and (Google Earth, 2015a), which is a sub-bay of the larger Mobile Bay. The area
Environmental Education | comprises wetlands and demonstrates hydrology consistent with that of
Area consistently flooded estuarine marshes.

Water Quality: The neighboring waterbody, Aloe Bay, is not listed on the 303(d) list
and has not been listed in the recent past (ADEM, 2016a).

Floodplains: The site is in the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain. The site is in
zone AE, with a BFE of 9 feet (FEMA, 2016).

Wetlands: The majority of the site is composed of wetlands. The enclosed
waterbody is classified as an intertidal estuarine wetland from the eastern site
border of Lemoyne Drive to the western border (Aloe Bay) (USFWS, 2016a). This
wetland is characterized by irregularly exposed unconsolidated shore (NWI code
E2USM) (USFWS, 2016a). The northern and southern ends of the site are classified
as forested, palustrine freshwater wetlands dominated by needle-leaved evergreen
that are modified by temporary floods of tidal surface water (NWI code PSS4S)
(USFWS, 2016a). Approximately 10% of the site is uplands.

Mid-Island Parks and Hydrology: The Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach parcels (A, B, and C) stretch
Public Beach across Dauphin Island and are bordered on the bay side (Parcel C) by Bayou Second
Improvements (Parcels A, | and on the ocean side (Parcel A) by the Gulf (Google Earth, 2015a). Bayou Second is
B, and C) characterized by deep water wetland hydrology, and the Gulf exhibits subtropical

open ocean hydrology (USFWS, 2016a). No identifiable surface water exists on any
of the parcels (USGS, 2016b).

Water Quality: Bayou Second and its bay, Graveline Bay, are not listed on the
303(d) list and have not been listed in the recent past. During mid-summer 2016,
the east end of Dauphin Island was closed for swimming because of unacceptable
levels of enterococci (Stokes, 2016); however, the poor water quality did not
migrate far enough west to affect the beach at the site. The Dauphin Island Public
Beach (Parcel A) generally has unimpaired water quality readings (i.e., in 2016, only
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Mobile County
Alternatives Site-specific Considerations

1 sample out of 17 was above water quality standards) and had a 100% pass rate
from 2012-2015 (Mobile Baykeeper, 2016).

Floodplains: All of the parcels are in the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain.
Parcels B, C, and approximately half of A are in Zone AE with a BFE of 9 feet. The
other half of Parcel A is in zone VE with a BFE of 12 feet (FEMA, 2016).

Wetlands: The parcels are not designated wetland areas. Parcel C is bordered by
subtidal estuarine deepwater that connects to estuarine and marine wetlands
within Bayou Second. The Gulf, on the south side of the parcels, is designated as
estuarine and marine deepwater (USFWS, 2016a). There is a small sliver of
estuarine and marine wetland on the Gulf side of Parcel A, but it is not in the parcel

boundaries.
Mid-Island Parks and Hydrology: Parcels B and C begin north of Bienville Boulevard and extend to Bayou
Public Beach Second (Google Earth, 2015a). Bayou Second is characterized by deepwater
Improvements (Parcels B | wetland hydrology, and the Gulf exhibits subtropical open ocean hydrology but is
and C) not within the parcel boundaries, as noted above (USFWS, 2016a). No identifiable

surface water exists on any of the parcels (USGS, 2016b).

Water Quality: Bayou Second and its bay, Graveline Bay, are not listed on the
303(d) list and have not been listed in the recent past (ADEM, 2016a).

Floodplains: See above (Dauphin Island Access: Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach
Improvements [Parcels A, B, and C; Floodplain]).

Wetlands: The parcels are not designated wetland areas. Parcel C is bordered by
subtidal estuarine deepwater that connects to estuarine and marine wetlands
within Bayou Second (USFWS, 2016a). The water on the south side of the parcel is
estuarine and marine deepwater.

4.2.3 Air Quality

USEPA defines ambient air in 40 CFR Part 50 as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to
which the general public has access.” In compliance with the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) and the 1977 and
1990 CAA Amendments, USEPA promulgated National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The
NAAQS include primary standards that set limits to protect public health, including the health of
“sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. To date, USEPA has issued NAAQS
for seven criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, particles with a diameter less than or
equal to a nominal 10 micrometers (PMio), particles with a diameter less than or equal to a nominal

2.5 micrometers (PM3s), ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and lead. Individual states may promulgate their own
ambient air quality standards for these “criteria” pollutants, provided that they are at least as stringent
as the federal standards. Table 4-5 provides the state and federal ambient standards.

The Air Quality Index (AQI) monitoring program was developed from the NAAQS baseline standards.
According to USEPA, AQls of under 50 are considered good air quality. As AQls advance beyond 50, air
quality begins to get worse, and AQls of over 300 are classified as hazardous (USEPA, 2016e).
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Table 4-5: State and Federal Ambient Standards for Criteria Air Pollutants

Pollutant Averaging Period Federal Primary Standard Alabama State Standard
Ozone 8-hour 0.075 ppm Same as federal
PMa.s Annual (arithmetic mean) 15.0 ug/m3 Same as federal

24-hour 35 pg/m? Same as federal
PM1o 24-hour 150 pg/m?3 Same as federal
Carbon monoxide 8-hour 9 ppm Same as federal
1-hour 35 ppm Same as federal
Nitrogen dioxide Annual (arithmetic mean) 0.053 ppm Same as federal
1-hour 0.100 Same as federal
Lead 1-hour 0.100 ppm Same as federal
Sulfur dioxide 1-hour 75 ppb Same as federal
Notes: ppm — parts per million; ppb — parts per billion; ug/m* — micrograms per cubic meter

Source: USEPA, 2011a

Baldwin County

Baldwin County is listed as in attainment for all NAAQS pollution metrics (USEPA, 2016b) (i.e., itis in
compliance with all air quality standards). Baldwin County has overall good air quality (USEPA, 2015a).
Between the years of 2010 and 2015, Baldwin County maintained an average AQl of 39 (USEPA, 2010a,
2011b, 2012b, 201343, 20144, 2015a), which is well under the poor air quality threshold of 50. The
quality of the air has increased over the last ten years in Baldwin County (USEPA 2017a). In 2015, the
county had good air quality for 87 percent of the AQl recorded days (USEPA, 2015a). This could be
attributed to the low population density and industry level in the Gulf Shores area. ADEM’s 2015 Air
Quality Ambient Air Plan reported that the Daphne-Fairhope Core Based Statistical Area in Baldwin
County has a Population Weighted Emissions Index (PWEI) of 125 million persons-tons per year, in
comparison to Birmingham’s PWEI of 150,568 million persons-tons per year and Montgomery’s 2,136
million persons-tons per year (ADEM, 2015).

Mobile County

Mobile County is also listed as in attainment for all NAAQS pollution metrics (USEPA, 2016b). Mobile
County has overall good air quality, with 75 percent of its AQl recorded days falling under the 50
threshold (USEPA, 2015b). Between the years of 2010 and 2015, Mobile County maintained an average
AQl of 38 (USEPA, 2010b, 2011c, 2012c, 2013b, 2014b, 2015b) However, in 2015, ADEM reported that
the city of Mobile core based statistical area had the second highest PWEI in the State behind
Birmingham. This required the county to get a get a sulfur dioxide monitor in the Mobile metropolitan
statistical area. Still, over the last ten years air quality has improved in the area (USEPA, 2017b).

4.2.4 Climate Change

Climate change is projected to lead to a number of impacts in the southeastern United States, including
increases in air and water temperatures, decreased water availability, an increase in the frequency of
severe weather events, and ecosystem change. Average annual temperatures are predicted to increase
3 to 10 degrees Fahrenheit by the end of the next century (USGCRP, 2014). It is suggested that heavier
rainfall is expected, separated by increased dry periods, which would result in increased risk of flooding
and drought (USGCRP, 2014). Coastal environments are expected to be at increasing risk due to sea level
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rise and increases in hurricane intensity and storm surge. Some areas in Texas and Louisiana are
experiencing subsiding land elevations, which are further exacerbating effects of sea level rise (NOAA,
2013). In the Gulf Coast region, the sea level rise threat is moderate in comparison to other geologically
sensitive areas (USGCRP, 2014).

Climate change will likely have a number of impacts on the aquatic ecosystems of the northern Gulf of
Mexico. Higher ocean temperatures are expected to increase coral bleaching (Scavia et al., 2002). Sea
level rise and increasingly frequent coastal storms and hurricanes and associated storm surges will affect
shorelines, altering coastal wetland hydrology, geomorphology, biotic structure, and nutrient cycling
(Michener et al., 1997). Furthermore, an increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO,) concentrations is
projected to increase freshwater discharge from the Mississippi River to the ocean, decrease aquatic
oxygen content, and expand the hypoxic zone in the northern Gulf of Mexico (Justié¢ et al., 1997). Sea
level rise could result in more frequent flooding of low-lying areas, which would permanently alter some
ecological communities (USGCRP, 2014).

In addition to effects on natural resources, climate change effects will likely cause damage to
transportation infrastructure, affecting travel and damaging roads and bridges (USGCRP, 2014).
Hurricanes and storms will continue to damage property. Long-term development and projects will need
to consider climate-related effects in design stages to improve structure resiliency.

4.2.5 Noise
Baldwin County

Under certain conditions, the sound levels on the Gulf Coast are generated by high waves and wind.
Vehicular traffic, typical landscaping activities, maintenance of commercial buildings, and limited
seasonal recreational activities influence noise levels at the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public
Access Amenities Project site for all the proposed project elements. Otherwise, the predominant
sources of noise experienced at the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities
Project and the Laguna Cove Little Lagoon Natural Resource Protection sites are automobile and truck
traffic from State Highway 182 and State Highway 180 to the north of the sites and beach-related
recreational activity to the south. Laguna Cove is close to the Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge and
experiences noise from many types of wildlife, especially birds. Other noise sources include ground
maintenance and occasional watercraft traffic on the adjacent lagoon and the Gulf of Mexico. On Mobile
Point where the Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation and Peninsula Public Access Improvement sites are
located, noise is primarily driven by wind and wildlife because there is less development in this area
than in the sites closer to the mainland. Fort Morgan was designated as an Important Bird Area because
birds use the area during the fall and spring avian migration periods. Much of the noise in the area
during these periods can be attributed to avian vocalization. At the Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation site,
some noise exists from boat traffic from the boat launch just east of the pier.

Mobile County

Similar to Baldwin County, Mobile County experiences a great deal of noise from high winds. This is
especially true on Dauphin Island because it is located in the open ocean and receives the strongest
winds from the Gulf. The Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area experiences
less noise from winds than Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvement sites because it is located in
Mobile Bay and not directly along the Gulf. The Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area also
experiences noise from Lemoyne Road, which is the main road that goes to the Town of Dauphin Island
from the shore of the mainland. The Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach Improvement sites experience
noise from traffic along Bienville Boulevard, which is the main road that stretches from east Dauphin
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Island to the west and serves as the main route for beach access for tourists. These sites also experience
more noise from general beach activity because they encompass the Dauphin Island public beach area.
Dauphin Island is one of the top locations for witnessing spring avian migrations (Dauphin Island Park
and Beach, 2016a). During migratory periods, avian vocalization is noticeable along Dauphin Island’s
shoreline and bays.

4.3 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT

Biological resources include native or naturalized plant and animal species and the habitats within which
they occur. Plant associations are referred to generally as vegetation, and animal species are referred to
as wildlife. Habitat can be defined as the resources and conditions present in an area that support a
plant or animal. Although the existence and preservation of biological resources are intrinsically
valuable, these resources also provide aesthetic, recreational, and socioeconomic values to society. For
the purpose of this document, these resources focus on species or vegetation types that are important
to the function of the surrounding ecosystem, are of societal importance, or are protected under federal
or state laws or statutes. The resources are divided into habitats, wildlife species, marine and estuarine
fauna, and protected species within Baldwin and Mobile counties.

4.3.1 Habitats
Baldwin County

Several plant communities are present within Baldwin County, including maritime forests/uplands, SAV,
wetlands, coastal barrier island/dunes/beaches, bogs, marshes, and wet longleaf pine savannah. Each of
these plant communities supports a different array of plant species. Although there is some crossover of
species in the transition zone between habitats, the majority of the plant communities maintain a
specific set of plant species. Each of these communities is described in detail below, followed by site-
specific considerations.

=  Maritime forest—maritime forests contain primarily upland forest species. These areas are
dominated by large trees such as pignut hickory (Carya glabra), oaks (Quercus sp.), pines (Pinus
sp.), Southern magnolia (Magnolia grandifolia), and red maple (Acer rubrum). Beneath the
trees, the maritime forest contains a thick understory of shrubs and herbaceous species,
including blueberries (Vaccinium spp.), dwarf huckleberry (Gaylussacia dumosa), wax myrtle
(Myrica cerifera), hollies (llex sp.), and coreopsis (Coreopsis tinctoria) (Alabama State Parks,
2013).

= Wetlands/low wetlands—wetlands/low wetlands are dominated primarily by plants that are
adapted to living in saturated soils, but not in frequently inundated soils. Low wetlands include
palustrine forested wetlands, dominated by pines, oaks, and water tupelo (Nyssa aquatic);
palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands, dominated by black willow (Salix nigra), elder berry (Sumbucus
canadensis), saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), and sweet bay (Magnolia virginiana); and
palustrine emergent wetlands, dominated by a number of herbaceous species, including
cardinal flower (Lobelia cardinalis), cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea), chain fern
(Woodwardia fimbriata) and royal fern (Osmunda regalis) (Alabama State Parks, 2013).

=  Dunes—dunes include hills of sand built by wind or the flow of water. Dunes require a healthy
plant community for survival because the root structure of the plants holds the easily shifted
sands in place. Dune habitats are separated into four different sections: primary dunes that
reside closest to the water, secondary dune, tertiary dune, and scrubland. Observed dune plants
include sand pine (Pinus clausa), short leaf pine (Pinus echinata), sand live oak (Quercus
geminata), sea oats (Uniola paniculata), panic grasses (Panicum spp.), coastal bluestem
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(Schizachyrium maritimum) beach grass (Panicum amarum), and beach sunflower (Helianthus
debilis). Scrubland occurs on areas of deep, well-washed, sterile sands in temperate or
subtropical environments. They consist of dense hardwood patches of low-growing oaks
interspersed with bare areas of white sand and are dominated by myrtle oak

(Quercus myrtifolia), Chapman’s oak (Qercus chapmanii), sand live oak (Quercus geminata),
scrub holly (llex cumulicola), scrub plum (Prunus geniculate), scrub hickory (Carya floridana),
gray false rosemary (Conradina canescens), and saw palmetto (Serenoa repens) (Alabama State
Parks, 2013).

= Bogs—bogs are generally defined as depressional areas with no large inflows or outflows of
water; water is generally acidic, and the soils are low in nutrient content. Additionally, bog soils
are often composed of decaying plant matter, usually mosses, and have very little mineral
material. Hydric soils are the primary location of bogs within the project sites. Not only do the
bogs in the region contain unique plant species, they also contain state rare species such as bog
buttons (Lachnocaulon anceps), hatpins (Eriocaulon compressum), meadow beauties (Rhexia
sp.), pitcher plants (Sarracenia sp.), purple bladderwort (Utricularia purpurea), and yellow-eyed
grass (Xyris iridifolia) (Alabama State Parks, 2013).

=  Marshes—marshes include areas with plants whose root system can withstand more frequent
durations of inundation than plants located in the low wetlands. Observed plant species in the
marshes include cattail (Typha latifolia), rushes (Juncus sp.), bulrushes (Scirpus sp.), sawgrass
(Cladium jamaicense) and water lily (Nymphaea odorata). Marshes also provide food for
wintering waterfowl, spawning and foraging for commercially important finfish and shellfish,
and support endangered and threatened species such as sea turtles and manatees (Alabama
State Parks, 2013).

= Beach—beaches are landforms that consist of coastal accumulations of sandy sediment deposits
that are shaped by wave and tidal activity (USGS, 2016c). Beaches provide a productive habitat
for a number of species including sea turtles, beach mice, birds, and shellfish (USFWS, 2017).
Beach dunes are also important habitat for a variety of coastal plants, such as the sea oat
(USFWS, 2017). risk

= Nearshore—nearshore habitats consist of shallow, aquatic environments bordering shorelines
and banks. These habitats are created from natural processes and are primarily made up of
intertidal, subtidal, and benthic zones and are important for nesting, feeding, and migrating for
a variety of species (NOAA, 2012).

Table 4-6 describes the site-specific considerations regarding habitats for the alternatives located in
Baldwin County.
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Table 4-6: Site-specific Considerations for Habitats in Baldwin County

Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access
Amenities Project

The habitat characteristics of the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public
Access Amenities Project site are characterized in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS
(Section 11.7.6.6). The approximately 26-acre site intersects with maritime forest,
wetlands, dunes, bogs, and marshes. The dunes at the site comprise coastal
beaches that contain weathered sands that are infrequently flooded. Beaches are
moderately trafficked. As a general rule, the elements discussed in this RP/EIS that
have been added since Phase Il Early Restoration would be located within the
footprint of disturbance analyzed in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS; however, the
pedestrian trail from the pier to the lodge, portions of the tram system, and
possible public educational programs would be located outside of that footprint. As
a result, additional details about the affected environment related to these
elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These additional areas consist
of the same habitat features as the original project area. Areas for future tram stop
locations do not currently include habitat because they are asphalt. As noted under
the no action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction activities related to the lodge
and conference center have commenced. Habitats and their associated vegetation
within the approximately 13-acre site of disturbance are being removed to
accommodate construction.

Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation

The site, which consists of an approximately 0.39-acre pier, intersects with dune
and beach habitats but would occur mostly over water in the nearshore habitat.
The pier is supported by barges that may provide important habitat for encrusting
organisms, which may in turn provide food sources for fish. Beach habitat is found
where the site intersects land area. Beach and dune habitats on the site are
moderately trafficked, although the site could have been heavily trafficked before
the original pier closed. Dunes comprise sandy marine deposits that are excessively
drained.
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

Overall, the 11 sites consist of disturbed dune and beach habitat. These sites range
in size from 0.18 to 0.88 acre. Dunes comprise coastal beaches that contain
weathered sands that are infrequently flooded. Beaches range from light to
moderate foot traffic. Habitat and vegetation at these sites consist of the following:

Site #1: Total site area is 0.52 acre. The site is approximately 40-50% vegetated.
The area is currently used as parking resulting in disturbed beach in this ROW area.

Site #2: Total site area is 0.13 acre. The site is approximately 60% vegetated.
Relative to the other proposed access points, this site has less disturbance.

Site #3: Total site area is 0.24 acre. The site is approximately 10% vegetated. The
majority of the site is an active ROW and is disturbed beach.

Site #4: Total site area is 0.25 acre. The site is approximately less than 5%
vegetated. The majority of the site is an active ROW and is disturbed beach.

Site #5: Total site area is 0.24 acre. The site is approximately 15-20% vegetated.
The majority of the site is an active ROW and is disturbed beach.

Site #6: Total site area is 0.24 acre. The site is approximately 10% vegetated. The
majority of the site is an active ROW and is disturbed beach.

Site #7: Total site area is 0.18 acre. The site is approximately less than 5%
vegetated. The majority of the site is an active ROW and is disturbed beach.

Site #8: Total site area is 0.24 acre. The site does not have any vegetation and is
100% disturbed beach with an active ROW.

Site #9: Total site area is 0.88 acre. The site is approximately 70% vegetated with
dune restoration recently occurring at the site. The reminder of the site is an active
ROW and is disturbed beach.

Site #10: Total site area is 0.24 acre. The site is approximately 70% vegetated. The
remainder of the site is an active ROW and is disturbed beach.

Site #11: Total site area is 0.21 acre. The site is approximately 25% vegetated. The
majority of the site is an active ROW and is disturbed beach.

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

The area includes approximately 113 acres with more than 2,700 feet of Gulf-
fronting beach. Habitat types associated with Gulf Highlands include wet beach
(8.2 acres), frontal dunes (37.7 acres), tertiary dunes (18.7 acres), interior scrub
(45.5 acres), wetlands (1.9 acres), and their associated vegetative structure. The
dunes include a mix of substrates that range from excessively drained to frequently
flooded sands (see Geology and Substrates). Foot traffic is minimal to none.

Laguna Cove Little
Lagoon Natural Resource
Protection

The site totals 53.36 acres and includes approximately 27 acres of wetlands and
26 acres of maritime forests/uplands.

Mobile County

Several plant communities are present within Mobile County, including marshes, wetlands, beaches,
dunes, and barrier islands. Each of these plant communities supports a different array of plant species.
Although some crossover of species occurs in the transition zone between habitats, the majority of the
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plant communities maintain a specific set of plant species. General descriptions for marshes, wetlands,
beach, and dunes are described above. Barrier islands are made up of natural offshore deposits that run
parallel to the coastline. These islands are long and narrow and occur in series along the East Coast and
the Gulf of Mexico. (NOAA, 2016a). In 1995, Noss et al. surmised that close to half of the barrier islands
and their supporting habitats along the coasts of the United States had already been lost to
development. Along the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts, almost one-third of the barrier islands have
been protected as parks, wildlife management areas, and national seashores. In addition to the habitats
found in Baldwin County, the habitat type “Barrier Island” is found in the Mobile County sites. Primary
barrier islands comprise shifting sands, beach/dune complexes, coastal wetlands, and fringing upland
communities that buffer mainland areas from the effects of coastal storms and surges. Strongly
influenced by the physical forces of ocean currents, tides, wind, salt spray and erosion, barrier island
plants and animals are diverse and dynamic. Some barrier island plants include saltmeadow cordgrass
(Spartina patens), seaside goldenrod (Solidago sempervirens), seashore elder (Ilva imbricata), dahoon
holly (llex cassine), and marsh elder (Iva frutescens) (NRCS, n.d.a).

Site-specific considerations regarding habitat for the alternatives located in Mobile County are detailed
in Table 4-7.

Table 4-7: Site-specific Considerations for Habitats in Mobile County

Mobile County

Alternatives Site-specific Considerations
Dauphin Island Eco- The site consists of approximately 100 acres of wetland and upland. The
Tourism and approximately 90 acres of wetlands on this site demonstrate vegetative and
Environmental Education | hydrological characteristics associated with typical estuarine marshes. The
Area remaining approximately 10 acres on this site are uplands.
Mid-Island Parks and The site consists of approximately 10 acres of Gulf of Mexico-fronting property to
Public Beach protect and enhance dune and beach habitats.
Improvements (Parcels A, . L . . .
B apnd Q) ( e Dunes - range from deep rapid draining soils to unconsolidated sandy deposits

that are frequently flooded and contain both vegetated (Parcel A) and
unconsolidated sand dunes (Parcels B and C)
e Beach —1,200 linear feet of beachfront ranging from zero to little foot traffic
e BarrierIsland

Mid-Island Parks and The site consists of approximately 2—3 acres designed to protect existing beach and
Public Beach dune habitats.
Improvements (Parcels B

e Dunes — predominately unconsolidated sandy deposits that are frequently
flooded

e Beaches — with currently zero to little foot traffic

e BarrierIsland

e Coastal marshes

and C)

4.3.2 Wildlife Species (Including Birds)

Wildlife includes all native and naturalized vertebrate and invertebrate species of animals. This section
focuses on common and typical species that have the potential to occur or are known to occur at the
alternative sites, as well as those of general interest and importance to the ecosystem. Special-status
species (or threatened and endangered species) are discussed in more detail in Section 4.1.3.4. Bird
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species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) are found at project sites and are also
given special consideration under Executive Order (EO) 13186, “Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to
Protect Migratory Birds.”

Alternative sites within Baldwin and Mobile counties provide habitat that supports a variety of wildlife
species, including mammals, reptiles, amphibians, birds, fish, and invertebrates. This includes 73 native
amphibians, 420 bird species (migratory and native), 62 native mammals, and 93 native reptiles (Gulf
Shores and Orange Beach Tourism, 2016a). Mammals that would likely be present include species such
as opossum, white-tailed deer, squirrels, beaver, and bobcat. Commonly observed reptiles and
amphibians include various types of turtles, skinks, snakes, and frogs. Birds include passerines
(songbirds), hawks, and shorebirds. Several species of fish such as minnows and sunfish likely inhabit the
inland aquatic areas. Invertebrates include worms, snails, insects, and crustaceans.

Many of the wildlife species, particularly those that are mobile, such as mammals, birds, and some
amphibians and reptiles, may frequent the alternative sites, but are not necessarily present at all times.

Migratory Birds. Migratory birds include not only neotropical (long-distance) migrants, but also
temperate (short-distance) migrants and resident species. Neotropical migratory birds are Western
Hemisphere species in which the majority of individuals breed in areas north of the Tropic of Cancer in
the spring/early summer and spend the winter in areas south of the Tropic of Cancer. Approximately
200 species of neotropical migratory birds are known in the Western Hemisphere. The majority are
passerines (songbirds) such as the red-eyed vireo (Vireo olivaceus), hooded warbler (Setophaga citrine),
American redstart (Setophaga ruticilla), and common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas) (USFWS, 2004).

The MBTA is the primary legislation in the United States protecting migratory birds. It prohibits taking,
killing, or possessing migratory birds unless permitted by regulation. Species protected by the MBTA
appear in Title 50, Section 10.13 of the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR § 10.13). Most bird species
found in project sites are covered under the MBTA; species such as European starlings and house
sparrows (both invasive species) are not covered.

Numerous species of migratory birds have been observed at the alternative sites over the course of the
year. Neotropical migratory birds in particular, such as the warblers, use scrub dune habitats and pine
woodlands as stopover habitats during spring and fall migrations across the Gulf of Mexico.

Migratory birds may be present or pass through the alternative areas, but because of limited habitat
diversity, are likely to be fewer in number. Because of their mobility, it is possible that many of the
species could be present at the alternative sites at a given time, although they would not likely reside
there permanently. Site-specific consideration for wildlife species for the alternatives in Baldwin and
Mobile counties are described in Tables 4-8 and 4-9, respectively.

Table 4-8: Site-specific Considerations for Wildlife Species in Baldwin County

Baldwin County

Alternatives Site-specific Considerations
Gulf State Park Lodge Wildlife species present (including birds, reptiles, amphibians, and terrestrial
and Associated Public species) at the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities

Access Amenities Project | Project site are characterized in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS (Section 11.7.6.7) and
include the following species:

Birds: shorebirds (Order Charadriiformes), including terns, gulls, oystercatchers, and
sandpipers; neotropical migratory birds, including fly-catchers (Order
Passeriformes) and woodpeckers (Order Piciformes)
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Reptiles/amphibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass, five-lined; skinks,
including broadhead and ground; sea turtles (see Section 4.4.4, Protected Species);
turtles (sea turtles are addressed in the protected species section, below), including
eastern box, eastern mud, and snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern
coachwhip, and eastern diamondback rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak
and gulf coast; and frogs, including chorus and common

Terrestrial: beaver, red fox, squirrels, chipmunks, coyotes, bats, deer, mice,
gophers, voles, woodrats, fox, skunks, raccoons, black bears, and bobcats (Alabama
State Parks, 2013; ADCNR, 2013)

As a general rule, the elements in this plan that have been added since Phase I
Early Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance analyzed in
the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier to the
lodge, portions of the tram system, and possible public educational programs
would be located outside of that footprint. As a result, additional details about the
affected environment related to these elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These additional areas include
the same types of wildlife described for the original project area because the beach
and areas of the pedestrian trail are adjacent to the lodge site. Where future tram
stops would be located, the areas are asphalt and do not provide habitat for
wildlife. As noted under the no action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction
activities related to the lodge and conference center have commenced. Ongoing
construction activities have disturbed an area of approximately 13 acres that is no
longer available to wildlife species. On the rest of the approximately 22-acre site,
species that may have been displaced during construction are expected to return to
available habitat. Additional wetland habitat is currently under construction.

Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation

Birds: shorebirds (Order Charadriiformes), including terns, gulls, oystercatchers, and
sandpipers; neotropical migratory birds, including fly-catchers (Order
Passeriformes) and woodpeckers (Order Piciformes)

Reptiles/amphibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass, and five-lined; skinks,
including broadhead and ground; turtles, including eastern box, eastern mud, and
snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern coachwhip, eastern diamondback
and rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak and gulf coast; frogs, including
chorus and common; and sea turtles (see Section 4.4.4, Protected Species)

Terrestrial: black bear, coyotes, squirrels, bats, beaver, red fox, deer, bobcat,
raccoons, skunks, mice, gophers, voles, and chipmunks

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

Birds: shorebirds (Order Charadriiformes), including terns, gulls, oystercatchers, and
sandpipers; neotropical migratory birds, including fly-catchers (Order
Passeriformes) and woodpeckers (Order Piciformes)
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Reptiles/amphibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass, and five-lined; skinks,
including broadhead and ground; turtles, including eastern box, eastern mud, and
snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern coachwhip, and eastern
diamondback rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak, and gulf coast; frogs,
including chorus and common; and sea turtles (see Section 4.4.4, Protected
Species)

Terrestrial: black bears, coyotes, squirrels, chipmunks, bats, beavers, red fox, deer,
bobcats, mice, skunks, gophers, voles, and raccoons

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

Birds: shorebirds (Order Charadriiformes), including oystercatchers, sandpipers,
gulls, and terns; neotropical migratory birds, including golden-winged warbler,
wood thrush, prairie warbler, bay-breasted warbler, cerulean warbler,
prothonotary warbler, worm-eating warbler, Kentucky warbler, blue-winged
warbler, and Swainson’s warbler

Reptiles/amphibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass, and five-lined; skinks,
including broadhead, ground; turtles, including eastern box, eastern mud, and
snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern coachwhip, and eastern
diamondback rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak, and gulf coast; frogs,
including chorus and common; and sea turtles (see Section 4.4.4, Protected
Species)

Terrestrial: black bears, coyotes, squirrels, bats, beavers, red fox, deer, bobcats,
voles, mice, chipmunks, and gophers

Laguna Cove Little
Lagoon Natural Resource
Protection

Birds: all migratory and native birds in the region, see Appendix H

Reptiles/amphibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass, and five-lined; skinks,
including broadhead and ground; turtles, including eastern box, eastern mud, and
snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern coachwhip, and eastern
diamondback rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak, and gulf coast; and frogs,
including chorus and common

Terrestrial: black bears, coyotes, squirrels, bats, beavers, red fox, deer, bobcats,
voles, mice, chipmunks, and gophers

Table 4-9: Site-specific C

onsiderations for Wildlife Species in Mobile County

Mobile County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Dauphin Island Eco-
Tourism and
Environmental Education
Area

Birds: shorebirds (Order Charadriiformes), including terns, gulls, oystercatchers, and
sandpipers; neotropical migrants, including fly-catchers (Order Passeriformes) and
woodpeckers (Order Piciformes)

Reptiles/amphibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass, and five-lined; skinks,
including broadhead and ground; turtles, including eastern box, eastern mud, and
snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern coachwhip, and eastern
diamondback rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak, and gulf coast; frogs,
including chorus and common; and sea turtles (see Section 4.4.4, Protected
Species)

Terrestrial: squirrels, chipmunks, coyotes, nutria, and bats
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Mobile County

Alternatives Site-specific Considerations
Mid-Island Parks and Birds: a variety of coastal birds; shorebirds (Order Charadriiformes), including terns,
Public Beach gulls, oystercatchers, and sandpipers, neotropical migrants, and others
Improvements (Parcels A . _ . . . . .
provements (Parcels A, Reptiles/ampbhibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass, and five-lined; skinks,
B, and C) . - . .
including broadhead and ground; turtles, including eastern box, eastern mud, and
snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern coachwhip, and eastern
diamondback rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak, and gulf coast; frogs,
including chorus and common; and sea turtles (see Section 4.4.4, Protected
Species)
Terrestrial: squirrels, chipmunks, coyotes, nutria, and bats
Mid-Island Parks and Birds: a variety of coastal birds; shorebirds (Order Charadriiformes), including terns,
Public Beach gulls, oystercatchers, and sandpipers, neotropical migrants, and others
Improvements (Parcels B . _ . . . — .
ang Q) ( Reptiles/ampbhibians: lizards, including fence, eastern glass and five-lined; skinks,

including broadhead and ground; turtles, including eastern box, eastern mud, and
snapping; snakes, including black racer, eastern coachwhip, and eastern
diamondback rattlesnake; toads, including American, oak, and gulf coast; frogs,
including chorus and common; and sea turtles (see Section 4.4.4, Protected
Species)

Terrestrial: squirrels, chipmunks, coyotes, nutria, and bats

4.3.3 Marine and Estuarine Fauna (Fish, Shellfish, and Benthic Organisms)

A variety of habitats support marine and estuarine fauna in the Gulf Coast of Alabama, including soft-
bottom habitats consisting of sand or mud, hard substrate habitats, mesophotic reefs, and deep-sea
coral communities. Waters of the northern Gulf of Mexico support many of the nation’s most
commercially and recreationally important fish and shellfish species, such as oysters, shrimp, red
snapper, and tuna; as well as other marine species, including whales, dolphins, and sea turtles (NOAA,
2016a). In this restoration plan, the majority of alternative sites are on land; therefore, very few marine
and estuarine fauna would be disturbed. Tables 4-10 and 4-11 describe the site-specific considerations
for marine and estuarine fauna for the alternatives located in Baldwin and Mobile counties, respectively.

Table 4-10: Site-specific Considerations for Marine and Estuarine Fauna in Baldwin County

Baldwin County
Alternatives Site-specific Considerations

Gulf State Park Lodge and None: the alternative would occur in upland area where these species are not
Associated Public Access present
Amenities Project

Fort Morgan Pier Marine mammals: manatees and dolphins

Rehabilitation Fish: nearshore fish including redfish, trout, flounder, ground mullet, speckled

trout, Spanish mackerel, and sharks

Shellfish: oysters, shrimp, and crabs

Benthic organisms: snails, worms, and sponges
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

None: the improvements would occur in an upland area where these species are
not present

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

Benthic organisms: snails, worms, and other wetland species

Laguna Cove Little Lagoon
Natural Resource
Protection

Fish: speckled trout, redfish, and flounder
Shellfish: shrimp, oysters and crabs

Benthic organisms: snails and worms

Table 4-11: Site-specific Considerations for Marine and Estuarine Fauna in Mobile County

Mobile County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Dauphin Island Eco-
Tourism and
Environmental Education
Area

Fish: nearshore fish, including redfish, trout, flounder, ground mullet, specks, and
Spanish mackerel

Shellfish: oysters, shrimp, and crabs

Benthic organisms: snails, worms, and other wetland species

Mid-Island Parks and
Public Beach
Improvements (Parcels A,
B, and C)

None: the improvements would occur in an upland area where none of these
species are present

Mid-Island Parks and
Public Beach
Improvements (Parcels B
and C)

None: the improvements would occur in an upland area where none of these
species are present

4.3.4 Protected Species

Both Baldwin and Mobile counties harbor species protected under the ESA. The ESA and subsequent
amendments provide for the conservation of federally listed threatened and endangered species and
their habitats. The ESA prohibits jeopardizing endangered and threatened species or adversely
modifying critical habitats essential to their survival. Section 7 of the ESA requires consultation with the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and USFWS to determine whether any federally listed
endangered or threatened species under their jurisdiction may be affected by a proposed project.

Section 10 of the ESA regulates activities that may potentially affect any species designated as
threatened or endangered or any habitat upon which they depend. Section 10 prohibits any such
activities without a valid incidental take permit. An incidental take permit is required for any non-federal
activity that may result in take of threatened or endangered species, where “take” is defined as any
action that may harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect any threatened
or endangered species, and can include any significant habitat modification that may indirectly result in
take. An incidental take permit must be accompanied by a HCP, which is designed to ensure that the
effects of the authorized incidental take are adequately minimized and mitigated.
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Alabama does not implement state level regulatory protection for endangered and threatened species,
except for those species that are protected under the Alabama Regulations on Game and Fish and Fur
Bearing Animals, which is updated on an annual basis (Alabama Administrative Code r. 220-1-1 et seq.)
(ANHP, 2016). These regulations are used as the mechanism to protect relevant species in Alabama and
are administered by ADCNR. The Nongame Species Regulation also provides some species protection.
The Alabama Natural Heritage Program maintains species inventory lists to help promote state level
conservation efforts (ANHP, 2016).

Baldwin and Mobile counties are hosts to several federally listed special-status species. This section
focuses on the species that are most likely to occur in or around the proposed alternative locations.
Protected species lists for each alternative site were determined by downloading information from the
USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation system, reviewing scientific literature, and using
professional judgment. Protected species known to occur or which may potentially occur at the
alternative locations include:

=  Alabama beach mouse (Peromyscus polionotus ammobates) and its critical habitat
= Red knot (Calidris canutus rufa)
=  Wood stork (Mycteria americana)
=  Piping plover (Charadrius melodus)
= Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi)
= Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi)
= Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) and its critical habitat
=  Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii)
=  Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas)
= Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)
= Hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata)
= Alabama red-bellied turtle (Pseudemys alabamensis)
=  Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus)
=  West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus)
A more detailed discussion of these species follows.
Alabama Beach Mouse

The Alabama beach mouse is a federally listed endangered species known to occupy sparsely vegetated
areas on Fort Morgan Peninsula and suitable coastal habitat. Their range is shown in Figure 4-1. This
small gray and white mouse with a dark stripe running down the upper surface of its tail is a nocturnal
rodent inhabiting burrows in frontal, secondary, and scrub dunes along the Alabama Gulf Coast.

In frontal dune areas, Alabama beach mice feed on seeds of sea oats, beach grass, evening primrose
(Oenothera sp.), ground cherry (Physalis sp.), saltmeadow cordgrass (Spartina patens), bluestem
(Schizachrium maritimum), and panic grass (Panicum amarum). Alabama beach mice forage plants in
scrub areas include sand live oak (Quercus geminate), bluestem, greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia), gopher
apple (Licania michauxii), and jointweed (Polygonella spp.) (USFWS, 2004).
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The Alabama beach mouse was listed as an endangered species in 1985. The mice historically occurred
in frontal, secondary, and scrub dunes from Fort Morgan eastward about 32 miles to Ono Island in
Perdido Bay. At its time of listing in 1985, the Alabama beach mouse was considered extirpated on Ono
Island, but present elsewhere throughout its original range. However, the Alabama beach mouse was
only found in small parcels of habitat east of Gulf State Park at Romar Beach (USFWS, 2004). At that
time, the species was believed to be extirpated, but critical habitat still existed. USFWS reintroduced
Alabama beach mouse in 2010, and since that time their population numbers have increased
considerably (USFWS, 2013a).
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Figure 4-1: Alabama Beach Mouse Range

Numerous surveys have documented the presence and relative abundance of Alabama beach mice on
Fort Morgan Peninsula (USFWS, 2004). Relative abundance of the species as surveyed throughout its
geographic range, using live trap/capture and release methods, has varied from 1.69 to 61.0 mice per
100 trap-nights (i.e., 100 trap-nights refers to 100 mousetraps set for one night). However, relative
abundance has typically ranged from 3 to 10 mice per 100 trap-night.

Alabama beach mice populations fluctuate within and among sites on a monthly, seasonal, and annual
basis. These spatial and temporal differences have been attributed to habitat type, food availability,
recruitment following peak reproductive periods, temperature, predation, and storms. Scrub dunes
occupied by the mice can function as crucial refuge during severe hurricanes that overwash, flood, and
destroy most of the lower frontal and secondary dunes.

Relative abundance of Alabama beach mice in certain types of scrub dunes can be comparable to that
within primary and secondary dunes (USFWS, 2004). In coastal environments, the term “scrub dune”
refers to habitat or vegetation types where scrub oaks dominate a community adjacent to and landward
of secondary/ primary dunes. Substantial variation exists in scrub oak density and coverage within and

4-27



Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

among scrub dunes throughout the geographic range of Alabama beach mice. Such variation,
resembling an ecological gradient, is represented by scrub oak woodland with a relatively closed canopy
at one end of the continuum and relatively open scrub dunes with patchy scrub ridges and intervening
swales or interdunal flats dominated by herbaceous plants at the other end of the gradient. The relative
abundance of Alabama beach mice in this open, patchy scrub environment is comparable to that in
primary and secondary dunes.

When the Alabama beach mouse was listed in 1985, critical habitat was designated and subsequently
revised on January 30, 2007 (72 FR 4329). In the final rule, USFWS identified 1,211 acres in five units that
met the standard for critical habitat (see Figure 4-2).

USFWS is required to base critical habitat determinations on the best scientific data available and to
focus on those physical and biological features (primary and constituent elements [PCEs]) that are
essential to the conservation of the species and may require special management considerations or
protection. Such requirements include, but are not limited to: space for individual and population
growth and for normal behavior; food, water, air, light, minerals, or other nutritional or physiological
requirements; cover or shelter; sites for breeding, reproduction, and rearing of offspring; and habitats
that are protected from disturbance or are representative of the historic geographic and ecological
distribution of a species.

USFWS identified the following PCEs in the revised critical habitat for the Alabama beach mouse:

1. Continuous mosaic of primary, secondary, and scrub (i.e., interconnected frontal and tertiary
dunes and interior scrub) vegetation and dune structure, with a balanced level of competition
and few or no competitive or predaceous nonnative species present, that collectively provide
foraging opportunities, cover and burrow sites;

2. Frontal dunes, generally dominated by sea oats, that, despite occasional temporary impacts and
reconfiguration from tropical storms and hurricanes, provide abundant food resources, burrow
sites, and protection from predators;

3. Scrub (i.e., tertiary dune/suitable interior scrub) dunes, generally dominated by scrub oaks
(Quercus spp.), that provide food resources and burrow sites, and provide elevated refugia
during and after intense flooding from rainfall and/or hurricane-induced storm surge;

4. Unobstructed habitat connections that facilitate genetic exchange, dispersal, natural exploratory
movements, and recolonization of locally extirpated areas; and

5. Natural light regime within the coastal dune ecosystem, compatible with the nocturnal activity
of beach mice, necessary for normal behavior, growth, and viability of all life stages.
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Figure 4-2: Alabama Beach Mouse Critical Habitat

Red Knot

The red knot was listed as threatened throughout its range as of January 12, 2015 (79 FR 73705). This
medium-sized bird species is a migratory species that uses coastal beaches and marine intertidal areas
as stopover feeding locations or staging areas on the way to and from their wintering grounds in South
America and breeding areas in the Arctic. Foraging on ocean beaches, mud and sand flats, and salt
marshes occurs from March to April during the northward spring migration and September and October
during the southward autumn migration (USFWS, 2013b). Roosting and resting habitat includes areas
above the high tide line such as reefs and high sand flats (USFWS, 2013b). Records show that 17
individual red knot have been sighted from 1981 (2 sighted at Alabama Point) to 2013 (2 sighted at Lake
Shelby in Gulf State Park) (Ebird, 2016). These observations suggest that the red knot is an infrequent
visitor to Alabama beaches.

Wood Stork

The wood stork was listed as endangered under the ESA but was upgraded to threatened on June 26,
2014 (79 FR 37077). This large, white, subtropical and tropical bird is a resident breeder in lowland
wetlands with trees where it can build large stick nests. Nesting is restricted to Florida, Georgia, and
South Carolina in the United States where it is the only stork that breeds in North America, and from
Mexico to northern Argentina. Both populations migrate north after breeding season, which typically
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ends in July and August. These waders feed on minnows in shallow water, typically isolated pools where
fish congregate, by using their bills to perform rare and effective fishing techniques.

Piping Plover

Piping plover was listed as threatened under the ESA on December 11, 1985 (50 FR 50726). Piping plover
in Alabama are limited to a few sites presenting optimal foraging conditions, with birds possibly present
from August to May and peak numbers in winter. Most of these sites are in Mobile County. Little
Dauphin Island, Pelican Island, and parts of Dauphin Island are traditional wintering sites. Occasionally
birds are seen in Baldwin County on the western tip of Fort Morgan Peninsula around washover pools
along the shoreline. In 2001, wintering critical habitat was designated in Alabama that encompassed the
tidal zones, flats, and associated dune systems of Dauphin Island, Little Dauphin Island, Pelican Island,
Isle Aux Herbes, and the western tip of Fort Morgan Peninsula (see Figure 4-5) (66 FR 36038). Only 29
piping plovers were sited in Alabama in 2006 (USFWS, 2009). Figure 4-3 shows the habitat range of the

piping plover.
Eastern Indigo Snake

The eastern indigo snake was listed as threatened under the ESA on March 3, 1978 (43 FR 4026). The
easing indigo snake is the longest snake (60—84 inches) native to the United States and is limited in
Alabama and restricted to areas of xeric pine-oak sand hills where they use gopher tortoise burrows as
shelter during winter and as nesting and refuge during summer (ADCNR, 2016b). Breeding season occurs
between October and February before the warmer months arrive, and they begin to move to nearby
wetland edges where food is abundant (Godwin, 2016). It is presumed that the species was extirpated,
and sightings in Alabama were extremely rare by the 1960s before experimental releases were
completed in the 1970s and 1980s in both Baldwin and Mobile counties. With growing interest to
restore longleaf pine and other favorable habitats, recovery of the species looks promising (Grosse,
2003).
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General locations of the designated critical

habitat for the Wintering Piping Plover.
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Gulf Sturgeon

The Gulf sturgeon is a subspecies of the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) and is among the
oldest fish species in the world. The Gulf sturgeon was listed as threatened under the ESA on September
30, 1991 (56 FR 49653). Gulf sturgeon are anadromous (i.e., they live in the ocean and brackish waters
and spawn and spend their first few years in freshwater). Males migrate a month earlier into freshwater
during March and April. Because of slow reproduction and a lifespan similar to humans, rebound of the
species is slow and often goes unnoticed. Their diet consists of worms, snails, shellfish, crustaceans, and
small fish as well as a large amount of mud and debris (Atlantic). The Gulf sturgeon was once distributed
widely throughout the coastal rivers of the northeastern Gulf of Mexico occurring primarily from the
Mississippi River east to Tampa Bay, including the states of Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida
and occurring sporadically as far west as the Rio Grande in Texas and as far south as Florida Bay in
southern Florida. The current range of the species extends from Lake Pontchartrain and the Pearl River
system in Louisiana and Mississippi east to the Suwannee River in Florida. While the Gulf sturgeon does
not occur in great abundance in the Mobile Bay watershed and the Mobile River and its tributaries,
individuals are consistently reported in these areas (USFWS and GSMFC, 1995). Occurrences of Gulf
sturgeon in the vicinity of the proposed projects would be rare, occurring only briefly during spring and
fall migrations. Although no listed critical habitat is present in the project areas, critical habitat does
exist on the Gulf Coast of bordering Mississippi and Florida with minimal designation in Alabama near
the borders of Mississippi and Florida (USFWS, 2016b).

Sea Turtles

Sea turtles that occur in the United States are federally listed as either threatened or endangered.
Loggerhead sea turtles have designated critical habitat along the shores of Mobile Bay-Little Lagoon
Pass, Gulf State Park-Perdido Pass, and the Perdido Pass-Florida-Alabama line in Baldwin County. In
general, sea turtles can be found in the nearshore waters and in some of the estuaries in Alabama.
While five species (loggerhead, greens, Kemp’s ridley, hawksbill, and leatherback) of sea turtles have
been documented in Alabama waters, only loggerhead and Kemp's ridley sea turtles have been
documented to nest on Alabama’s Gulf side beaches.

Loggerhead Sea Turtle. The loggerhead turtle (Northwest Atlantic Distinct Population Segment) was
listed as threatened under the ESA on July 23, 1978 (43 FR 32800). This species is circum-global,
preferring temperate and tropical waters. In the southeastern United States, 50,000 to 70,000 nests are
deposited annually, about 90 percent of which occur in Florida. Most nesting in the Gulf outside of
Florida appears to be along the Alabama Gulf Coast. Although loggerhead sea turtles are observed
offshore the Chandeleur Islands of Louisiana, little documentation of nesting is available. The
loggerhead turtle (northwest Atlantic distinct population segment) is by far the most common sea turtle
found along beaches in coastal Alabama (USFWS, 2004).

USFWS proposed to designate critical habitat for the Northwest Atlantic Distinct Population Segment of
the loggerhead sea turtle on March 25, 2013, effective August 11, 2014 (79 FR 51264). In total, 685 miles
of loggerhead sea turtle nesting beaches are designated as critical habitat in North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi. The beaches of Fort Morgan Peninsula are within
the Northern Gulf of Mexico Recovery Unit, which consists of 135.5 miles of shoreline in the Florida
panhandle, Alabama, and Mississippi. The designated critical habitat includes areas that are extra-tidal
or dry sandy beaches from the mean high water line to the toe of the secondary dune (Figure 4-4).
NMEFS has also designated critical habitat for the Northwest Atlantic Distinct Population Segment of the
loggerhead sea turtle. NMFS designated critical habitat consists of offshore open waters extending from
Texas to Delaware.
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These areas are capable of supporting a high density of nests or serving as an expansion area for
beaches with a high density of nests that are well distributed within each state or region and
representative of total nesting to be a physical or biological feature for the species. Additionally, the
natural coastal processes or activities that mimic these processes (particularly the dynamic process of
erosion and accretion) are also identified as a physical or biological feature for this species. The PCEs are
the specific elements of the physical or biological features that provide for a species’ life history
processes and are essential to the conservation of the species. PCEs for loggerhead critical habitat
include:

= Suitable nesting beach habitat that:

— has relatively unimpeded nearshore access from the ocean to the beach for nesting females
and from the beach to the ocean for both post-nesting females and hatchlings; and

— is located above mean high water to avoid being inundated frequently by high tides.
= Sand that:

— allows for suitable nest construction;

— is suitable for facilitating gas diffusion conducive to embryo development; and

— is able to develop and maintain temperatures and moisture content conducive to embryo
development.

= Suitable nesting beach habitat with sufficient darkness to ensure that nesting turtles are not
deterred from emerging onto the beach, and hatchlings and post-nesting females orient to the
sea.

Kemp’s Ridley Sea Turtle. Kemp’s ridley sea turtle was listed as endangered on December 2, 1970

(35 FR 18319) and is considered to be endangered throughout its range. Adults are found mainly in the
Gulf of Mexico. Immature turtles can be found along the Atlantic coast as far north as Massachusetts
and Canada. The species’ historic range is tropical and temperate seas in the Atlantic Basin and in the
Gulf of Mexico. Nesting occurs primarily in Tamaulipas, Mexico, where virtually the entire population of
these turtles nests along about 10 miles of beach. Recent observations at this nesting beach indicate
that there was a substantial increase in the number of nesting females using that site during the 2000
nesting season compared to nesting records from 1999. The species occasionally nests in Texas and
other southern states, including an occasional nest in North Carolina and Alabama. From 2006 to 2010
there were seven confirmed Kemp's ridley nests along the Alabama coast (Alabama State Parks, 2013).
An active petition, submitted in 2010, would designate critical habitat for Kemp’s ridley sea turtles due
to the severity of endangerment, which could include the areas designated for the loggerhead sea turtle
(discussed above) (USFWS, 2016c).

Green Sea Turtle. The green turtle (North Atlantic Distinct Population Segment) was listed as threated
under the ESA on May 6, 2016 (81 FR 20057). This species is circum-global in tropical and sub-tropical
waters. In the continental United States, green turtles occur from Texas to Massachusetts. The Florida
breeding population is federally listed as endangered, and elsewhere the species is listed as threatened.
Primary nesting beaches in the southeastern United States occur in a 6-county area of east-central and
southeast Florida where nesting activity ranges from approximately 350 to 2,300 nests annually (USFWS,
2004). Although potentially present in Alabama waters, this species has not been documented to nest
on Alabama beaches.

Leatherback Sea Turtle. The leatherback sea turtle was listed as endangered on June 2, 1970
(35 FR 8491). Leatherback sea turtles are the largest, deepest diving, and most migratory sea turtles.
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Leatherbacks are listed as endangered throughout the range. Adult females require sandy nesting
beaches backed with vegetation and sloped sufficiently so the distance to dry sand is limited. Preferred
beaches are near deep water and rough seas. Unlike other sea turtles, leatherbacks are more dependent
on prey and reproductive requirements than temperature when it comes to their distribution.
Leatherbacks are able to regulate their internal temperature more than the other turtles discussed here;
therefore, they range from the tropics into cool temperate waters (USFWS, 2016d). Although potentially
present in Alabama waters, this species has not been documented to nest on Alabama beaches.

Hawksbill Sea Turtle. The hawksbill sea turtle was listed as a federally endangered species on June 2,
1970 (35 FR 8491). One of the smaller sea turtles, it has overlapping scutes (plates) that are thicker than
those of other sea turtles. This protects them from being battered against sharp coral and rocks during
storm events. Adults range in size from 30 to 36 inches (0.8 to 1.0 meters) carapace length, and weigh
100 to 200 pounds (45 to 90 kilograms). Its carapace (upper shell) is an attractive dark brown with faint
yellow streaks and blotches and a yellow plastron (under shell). The name “hawksbill” refers to the
turtle's prominent hooked beak. Although potentially present in Alabama waters, this species has not
been documented to nest on Alabama beaches.

Alabama Red-Bellied Turtle. The Alabama red-bellied turtle was listed as endangered under the ESA on
June 16, 1987 (52 FR 22939). This large, freshwater turtle feeds almost entirely on aquatic plants. Their
range is restricted to the Mobile-Tensaw River Delta in Mobile and Baldwin counties adjacent to Mobile
Bay. Systematic sampling of major tributaries in coastal Alabama have shown them to be present in
major rivers and tributaries of the Mobile Bay; Bayou La Batre; and Fowl, Dog, Fish, Magnolia, and Bon
Secour rivers. Specimens have also been recorded from Daphne and Point Clear, Alabama (USFWS,
2016e).

Gopher Tortoise. The gopher tortoise was listed as a threatened species wherever found west of the
Mobile and Tombigbee rivers in Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana on July 7, 1987 (52 FR 25376). The
gopher tortoise is currently a candidate species for protection under ESA in Baldwin County, Alabama.
The gopher tortoise is a large-shelled (i.e., 15 to 37 centimeters or 5.9 to 14.6 inches long), dark-brown
to grayish-black terrestrial turtle with elephantine hind feet, shovel-like forefeet, and a gular projection
beneath the head on the yellowish, hingeless plastron or undershell (Ernst and Barbour, 1972). Gopher
tortoises are dry-land turtles that usually live in relatively well-drained, sandy soils generally associated
with longleaf pine and dry oak sandhills. They also live in scrub, dry hammock, pine flatwoods, dry
prairie, coastal grasslands and dunes, mixed hardwood-pine communities, and a variety of habitats that
have been disturbed or altered by man, such as power line ROWs and along roadsides. An active petition
exists to designate critical habitat and maintain their threatened status (USFWS, 2016f).

West Indian Manatee

The West Indian manatee was listed as endangered throughout its range on March 11, 1967 (32 FR
4001), and is also protected under the MMPA, which prohibits the take of all marine mammals (USFWS,
2016g). There is a currently an active petition to downlist the West Indian manatee from endangered to
threatened (USFWS, 2016g). West Indian manatees have large, seal-shaped bodies with paired flippers
and a round, paddle-shaped tail (NWF, 2016). Because manatees prefer shallow, slow-moving waters of
rivers, estuaries, saltwater bays, canals, and coastal areas, many deaths are contributed to watercraft
engines that unexpectedly hit the mammals (Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, 2016).
Their diet consists of aquatic plants, requiring them to eat between 40 and 60 pounds of plants a day
over a 5 to 8 hour period (NWF, 2016). This makes them especially vulnerable to development within
their range. In Alabama, West Indian manatees frequently occur in coastal waters, as far north as the
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Mobile-Tensaw Delta, in both Mobile and Baldwin counties, during summer months (Dauphin Island Sea
Lab, 2016a).

4.3.5 Essential Fish Habitat

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, which was first passed in 1976, is
the primary law governing marine fisheries management in federal waters of the United States and
fosters long-term biological and economic sustainability of the nation’s marine fisheries out to 200
nautical miles. The key objectives to the act are to prevent overfishing, rebuild overfished stocks,
increase long-term economic and social benefits, and ensure a safe and sustainable supply of seafood.
The act provides a transparent and robust process of science, management, innovation, and
collaboration with the fishing industry to evaluate and determine if a stock status is subject to
overfishing or is overfished (NOAA, 2016b).

EFH is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act as “those waters
and substrates necessary for fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity.” The designation and
conservation of EFH seeks to minimize adverse effects on habitat caused by fishing and non-fishing
activities. Any federal agency that takes an action that could adversely affect EFH by reducing the
guantity or quality of habitat must work with NMFS to identify impacts and steps for conserving the
habitat and reducing the impact of the action (NOAA, 2016b). NMFS has identified EFH habitats for the
Gulf of Mexico in its Fisheries Management Plan (FMP) Amendments. These habitats include estuarine
emergent wetlands; seagrass beds; algal flats; mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates; and the estuarine
water column. The EFH components within the areas of the alternatives include emergent wetlands,
mud substrate, and estuarine water columns.

The areas of the alternatives also provides habitat for prey species (e.g., Gulf menhaden, shad, croaker,
and spot) that are consumed by larger, commercially important species. In addition, these areas provide
habitat for spotted sea trout, striped mullet, southern flounder, Atlantic croaker, and Gulf menhaden.
Table 4-12 provides a list of the species that NMFS manages under the federally Implemented FMPs in
the vicinity of the alternatives.

Table 4-12: List of Species Managed by NMFS in Vicinity of the Project Sites

Management Unit / Species

Lifestage(s) Found at
Location

NOAA Fisheries
Management Plan

Red Drum (Sciaenops ocellatus)

All

Red Drum

Highly Migratory Species

Scalloped hammerhead shark (Sphyrna lewini)

Neonate, Juvenile

Highly Migratory Species

Bonnethead shark (Sphyrna tiburo)

Neonate, Juvenile, Adult

Highly Migratory Species

Blacktip shark (Carcharhinus limbatus)

Neonate, Juvenile, Adult

Highly Migratory Species

Bull shark (Carcharhinus leucas)

Juvenile

Highly Migratory Species

Spinner shark (Carcharhinus brevipinna)

Juvenile

Highly Migratory Species

Atlantic sharpnose shark (Rhizoprionodon
terraenovae)

Neonate, Juvenile, Adult

Highly Migratory Species

Finetooth shark (Carcharhinus isodon)

Neonate, Juvenile, Adult

Highly Migratory Species
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Lifestage(s) Found at

NOAA Fisheries

Management Unit / Species Location Management Plan
Blacknose shark (Carcharhinus acronotus) Adult Highly Migratory Species
Great hammerhead shark (Sphyrna mokarran) All Highly Migratory Species
Shrimp
Brown shrimp (Farfantepenaeus aztecus) All Shrimp
White shrimp (Litopenaeus setiferus) All Shrimp
Pink shrimp (Farfantepenaeus duararum) All Shrimp
Royal red shrimp (Pleoticus robustus) All Shrimp
Coastal Migratory Pelagics
King mackerel (Scomberomorus cavalla) All Coastal Migratory Pelagics
Spanish mackerel (Scomberomorus maculatus) All Coastal Migratory Pelagics
Cobia (Rachycentron canadum All Coastal Migratory Pelagics
Reef Fish
Balistidae - Triggerfishes
Gray triggerfish (Balistes capriscus) All Reef Fish
Carangidae - Jacks
Greater amberjack (Seriola dumerili) All Reef Fish
Lesser amberjack (Seriola fasciata) All Reef Fish
Almaco jack (Seriola rivoliana) All Reef Fish
Banded rudderfish (Seriola zonata) All Reef Fish
Labridae - Wrasses
Hogfish (Lachnolaimus maximus) All Reef Fish
Lutjanidae - Snappers
Queen snapper (Etelis oculatus) All Reef Fish
Mutton snapper (Lutjanus analis) All Reef Fish
Schoolmaster (Lutjanus apodus) All Reef Fish
Blackfin snapper (Lutjanus buccanella) All Reef Fish
Red snapper (Lutjanus campechanus) All Reef Fish
Cubera snapper (Lutjanus cyanopterus) All Reef Fish
Gray (mangrove) snapper (Lutjanus griseus) All Reef Fish
Dog snapper (Lutjanus jocu) All Reef Fish
Mahogany snapper (Lutjanus mahogoni) All Reef Fish
Lane snapper (Lutjanus synagris) All Reef Fish
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Lifestage(s) Found at

NOAA Fisheries

Management Unit / Species Location Management Plan
Silk snapper (Lutjanus vivanus) All Reef Fish
Yellowtail snapper (Ocyurus chrysurus) All Reef Fish
Wenchman (Pristipomoides aquilonaris) All Reef Fish
Vermilion snapper (Rhomboplites aurorubens) All Reef Fish
Malacanthidae — Tilefishes
Goldface tilefish (Caulolatilus chrysops) All Reef Fish
Blackline tilefish (Caulolatilus cyanops) All Reef Fish
Anchor tilefish (Caulolatilus intermedius) All Reef Fish
Blueline tilefish (Caulolatilus microps) All Reef Fish
Golden Tilefish (Lopholatilus All Reef Fish
chamaeleonticeps)
Serranidae — Groupers
Dwarf sand perch (Diplectrum bivittatum) All Reef Fish
Sand perch (Diplectrum formosum) All Reef Fish
Rock hind (Epinephelus adscensionis) All Reef Fish
Speckled hind (Epinephelus drummondhayi) All Reef Fish
Yellowedge grouper (Epinephelus All Reef Fish
flavolimbatus)
Red hind (Epinephelus guttatus) All Reef Fish
Goliath grouper (Epinephelus itajara) All Reef Fish
Red grouper (Epinephelus morio) All Reef Fish
Misty grouper (Epinephelus mystacinus) All Reef Fish
Warsaw grouper (Epinephelus nigritus) All Reef Fish
Snowy grouper (Epinephelus niveatus) All Reef Fish
Nassau grouper (Epinephelus striatus) All Reef Fish
Marbled grouper (Epinephelus inermis) All Reef Fish
Black grouper (Mycteroperca bonaci) All Reef Fish
Yellowmouth grouper (Mycteroperca All Reef Fish
interstitialis)
Gag (Mycteroperca microlepis) All Reef Fish
Scamp (Mycteroperca phenax) All Reef Fish
Yellowfin grouper (Mycteroperca venenosa) All Reef Fish

Source: NMEFS, 2015
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4.3.6 Managed Fish Species

The seasonal and year-round locations of designated EFH for the managed fisheries (Figure 4-5) are
available on the NMFS website (http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/hcd/efh.htm), and both inshore and offshore
species abundance maps are available on the National Ocean Service website
(http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/protection/efh/habitatmapper.html). EFH figures for Highly Migratory
Species (HMS) are found in the 2009 amendments to the Consolidated Atlantic Highly Migratory Species
FMP. EFH for each managed fishery within the alternatives’ footprints is described below:

= Red drum FMP—EFH for red drum consists of all Gulf of Mexico estuaries; waters and
substrates extending from Vermilion Bay, Louisiana, to the eastern edge of Mobile Bay,
Alabama, out to depths of 25 fathoms; Crystal River, Florida, to Naples, Florida, between depths
of 5 and 10 fathoms; and Cape Sable, Florida, to the boundary between the areas covered by
the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (GMFMC) and the South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council (SAFMC) between depths of 5 and 10 fathoms.

= Reef fish and coastal migratory pelagics FMPs—EFH for reef fish and coastal migratory pelagics
includes all Gulf of Mexico estuaries and the U.S./Mexico border to the boundary between the
areas covered by the GMFMC and the SAFMC from estuarine waters out to depths of 100
fathoms.

= Highly migratory species—HMS may be found in large expanses of the world’s oceans,
straddling jurisdictional boundaries. Although many of the species frequent other oceans of the
world, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act only authorizes the
description and identification of EFH in federal, state, or territorial waters, including areas of the
U.S. Caribbean, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Atlantic coast of the United States, to the seaward
limit of the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (waters 3 to 200 miles offshore). These areas are
connected by currents and water patterns that influence the occurrence of HMS at particular
times of the year. Because of the habitat specific requirements of each species, EFH for each
HMS potentially occurring in the vicinity of the proposed alternative site is described below (EFH
information from NMFS, 2009):

— Scalloped hammerhead shark

v" Neonate/Young of Year (YOY) (<60 centimeters total length [cm TL]): Coastal areas in
the Gulf of Mexico from Texas to the southern west coast of Florida; Atlantic coast from
the mid-east coast of Florida to southern North Carolina.

v" Juveniles (61 to 179 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico from the southern to
mid-coast of Texas, eastern Louisiana to the southern west coast of Florida, and the
Florida Keys; offshore from the mid-coast of Texas to eastern Louisiana; Atlantic coast of
Florida through New Jersey.

v" Adults (=180 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico along the southern Texas coast
and eastern Louisiana through the Florida Keys; offshore from southern Texas to eastern
Louisiana; Atlantic coast of Florida to Long Island, New York.

— Bonnethead shark
v" Neonate/YOY (<55 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico along Texas, and from
eastern Mississippi through the Florida Keys; Atlantic coast from the midcoast of Florida
to South Carolina.
v Juveniles (56 to 81 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico along Texas, and from
eastern Mississippi through the Florida Keys; Atlantic coast from the mid-coast of Florida
to South Carolina.
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v

Adults (282 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico along Texas, and from eastern
Mississippi through the Florida Keys; Atlantic east coast from the mid-coast of Florida to
Cape Lookout, North Carolina.

Blacktip Shark

v

v

Neonate/YOY (<75 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico from Texas through the
Florida Keys; Atlantic coastal areas from northern Florida through Georgia and the mid-
coast of South Carolina.

Juvenile (76 to 136 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico from Texas through the
Florida Keys; Atlantic coastal areas localized off of the southeast Florida coast and from
West Palm Beach, Florida to Cape Hatteras, North Carolina.

Adult (2137 cm TL): Coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico from Texas through the Florida
Keys. In Atlantic coastal areas southeast Florida to Cape Hatteras.

Bull Shark

v

Neonate/YOY (<95 cm TL): Gulf of Mexico coastal areas along Texas, and localized areas
off of Mississippi, the Florida Panhandle, and west coast of Florida; as well as the
Atlantic mid-east coast of Florida.

Juveniles (96 to 219 cm TL): Gulf of Mexico coastal areas along the Texas coast, eastern
Louisiana to the Florida Panhandle, and the west coast of Florida through the Florida
Keys; Atlantic coastal areas localized from the mid-east coast of Florida to South
Carolina.

Adults (2220 cm TL): Gulf of Mexico along the southern and mid-coast of Texas to
western Louisiana, eastern Louisiana to the Florida Keys; Atlantic coast from Florida to
South Carolina.

Spinner Shark

v

Neonate/YOY (<70 cm TL): Localized coastal areas in the Gulf of Mexico along Texas,
eastern Louisiana, the Florida Panhandle, Florida west coast, and the Florida Keys;
Atlantic coast of Florida to southern North Carolina.

Juveniles (71 to 179 cm TL): Gulf of Mexico coastal areas from Texas to the Florida
Panhandle and the mid-west coast of Florida to the Florida Keys; Atlantic coast of
Florida through North Carolina.

Adults (2180 cm TL): Localized areas in the Gulf of Mexico off of southern Texas,
Louisiana through the Florida Panhandle, and from the mid-coast of Florida through the
Florida Keys; Atlantic coast throughout Florida and localized areas from South Carolina
to Virginia.

Atlantic Sharpnose Shark

v

v

v

Neonate/YOY (<60 cm TL): Gulf of Mexico coastal areas from Texas through the Florida
Keys; Atlantic from the mid-coast of Florida to Cape Hatteras, North Carolina.

Juveniles (61 to 71 cm TL): Gulf of Mexico coastal areas from Texas through the Florida
Keys; Atlantic from the mid-coast of Florida to Cape Hatteras, North Carolina, and a
localized area off of Delaware.

Adults (272 cm TL): Gulf of Mexico from Texas through the Florida Keys out to a depth of
200 meters; Atlantic from the mid-coast of Florida to Maryland.

Shrimp FMP—EFH for shrimp consists of Gulf of Mexico waters and substrates extending from
the US/Mexico border to Fort Walton Beach, Florida, from estuarine waters out to depths of 100
fathoms; Grand Isle, Louisiana, to Pensacola Bay, Florida, between depths of 100 and 325
fathoms; Pensacola Bay, Florida, to the boundary between the areas covered by the GMFMC
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and the SAFMC out to depths of 35 fathoms, with the exception of waters extending from
Crystal River, Florida, to Naples, Florida, between depths of 10 and 25 fathoms and in Florida
Bay between depths of 5 and 10 fathoms.

=  Coastal migratory pelagics FMPs—EFH for coastal migratory pelagics consists of Gulf of Mexico
waters and substrates extending from the US/Mexico border to the boundary between the
areas covered by the GMFMC and the SAFMC from estuarine waters out to depths of 100
fathoms. Managed fish in this fishery include king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobia.
Non-managed fish in this fishery include cero mackerel, little tunny, dolphin, and bluefish.

= Reef fish FMP—EFH for reef fish consists of Gulf of Mexico waters and substrates extending
from the US/Mexico border to the boundary between the areas covered by the GMFMC and the
SAFMC from estuarine waters out to depths of 100 fathoms.
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Figure 4-5: Essential Fish Habitat in the Gulf of Mexico

4.3.7 Marine Mammal Protection Act

The MMPA was enacted on October 21, 1972, to prohibit, with certain exceptions, the “take” of marine
mammals in waters of the United States or by United States citizens on the high seas, and the

importation of marine mammals and marine mammal products into the United States. The MMPA was
passed based on findings that some marine mammal species or stocks were in danger of extinction as a
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result of human activity, measures needed to be taken to replenish stocks, there is inadequate
knowledge of the ecology and population dynamics, and marine mammals have proven to be a resource
of international significance (NOAA, 2016c). Marine mammals that may occur within the vicinity of the
proposed projects include West Indian manatees (Trichechus manatus) and bottlenose dolphins

(Tursiops truncatus).

Table 4-13 details the site-specific considerations regarding protected species and habitat for the
alternatives located in Baldwin County.

Table 4-13: Site-specific Considerations for Protected Species and Habitat in Baldwin County

Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access
Amenities Project

Species and Habitat:

Protected species and their habitats that are known to occur or potentially occur

at the lodge site are characterized in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS (Section

11.7.6.8). In summary, protected species and habitats known to occur or

potentially occurring within the area include:

e Alabama beach mouse — known to occupy parts of Gulf State Park

e Sea turtles known to occur in coastal waters: green, loggerhead, Kemp’s
ridley, hawksbill, and leatherback turtles; only loggerhead and Kemp’s ridley
known to nest in Alabama

e  West Indian manatee — likely to be present in coastal waters

e  Piping plover — potentially present during the overwintering period

e Red knot — potentially present during seasonal migrations

e Wood stork — not likely to be present in action area

o Alabama red-bellied turtle — not likely to be present in action area

e  Eastern indigo snake — not likely to be present in action area

e Gopher tortoise — not likely to be present in action area

Habitat:
e Alabama beach mouse critical habitat

e Loggerhead sea turtle critical habitat

As a general rule, the elements described in this RP/EIS that have been added
since Phase Ill Early Restoration would be located within the footprint of
disturbance analyzed in the Final Phase IIl ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail
from the pier to the lodge, portions of the tram system, and possible public
educational programs would be located outside of that footprint. As a result,
additional details about the affected environment related to these elements are
described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
not include new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a shade
shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt areas.
The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance evaluated
in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long and 8
feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive lobby of
the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These additional areas consist of the
same protected species and habitat as the original project area. Additional tram
stops outside the lodge site would be located on asphalt where there are no
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

species or habitats. As noted under the no action alternative (Section 2.2.3),
construction activities related to the lodge and conference center have
commenced. Ongoing construction activities have the potential to disturb
species, included protected species, in the approximately 13-acre disturbed area.
However, conservation measures are being implemented as stated in the Final
Phase Il ERP/PEIS to minimize impacts on protected species.

Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation

Protected species and their habitats that are known to occur or may potentially
occur at the pier rehabilitation site include:

Species:

e Alabama beach mouse — known to occupy parts of Fort Morgan Peninsula
and likely to be present within the site

e Sea turtles known to occur in coastal waters: green, Kemp's ridley,
loggerhead, leatherback and hawksbill — may occur within or near site; only
loggerhead and Kemp’s ridley are known to nest in Alabama

e Bottlenose dolphin — likely to be present in coastal waters

e  West Indian manatee — likely to be present in coastal waters

e  Gulf sturgeon — potentially present in coastal waters

e  Piping plover — potentially present during the overwintering period

e Red knot — potentially present during seasonal migrations

e Wood stork — not likely to be present in the area

o Alabama red-bellied turtle — not likely to be present in the area

e  Eastern indigo snake — not likely to be present in the area

e Gopher tortoise — not likely to be present in the area

Habitat:

e Alabama beach mouse non-critical habitat

e Loggerhead sea turtle critical habitat — nesting

e Potential Kemp's ridley sea turtle non-critical nesting habitat

e  Bird stopover or wintering habitat (non-critical) for red knots and piping
plover

e EFH — Coastal migratory pelagics, shrimp, red drum, reef fish, and highly
migratory species

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

Protected species and their habitats that are known to occur or may potentially
occur at Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvement sites include:

Species:

e Alabama beach mouse — known to occupy parts of Fort Morgan Peninsula
and likely to be present within action area

e Sea turtles known to occur in coastal waters: green, Kemp's ridley,
loggerhead, leatherback and hawksbill — may occur within adjacent waters;
only loggerhead and Kemp's ridley known to nest in Alabama

e Bottlenose dolphin — likely to be present in coastal waters

e West Indian manatee — likely to be present in coastal waters

e  Gulf sturgeon — potentially present in coastal waters

e  Piping plover — potentially present during the overwintering period

e Red knot — potentially present during seasonal migrations

e  Wood stork — not likely to be present in action area

e  Gopher tortoise — not likely to be present in action area
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Habitat:

Alabama beach mouse critical habitat

Loggerhead sea turtle critical habitat - nesting

Potential Kemp’s ridley sea turtle non-critical nesting habitat

Bird stopover habitat (non-critical) for red knots and piping plover

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

Protected species, and their habitats, which are known to occur or may
potentially occur at this site include:

Species:

Alabama beach mouse — known to occupy parts of Fort Morgan Peninsula
and likely to be present within project site

Sea turtles: green, Kemp's ridley, loggerhead, leatherback and hawksbill —
may occur within adjacent waters; only loggerhead and Kemp’s ridley known
to nest in Alabama; the beachfront portion of the Gulf Highlands parcel
accounts for approximately 51% of Alabama’s sea turtle nesting

West Indian manatee — likely to be present in coastal waters

Bottlenose dolphin — likely to be present in coastal waters

Gulf sturgeon — potentially present in coastal waters

Piping plover — potentially present during the overwintering period

Red knot - potentially present during seasonal migrations

Wood stork — not likely to be present in action area

Eastern indigo snake — not likely to be present in action area

Gopher tortoise — not likely to be present in action area

Habitat:

Alabama beach mouse critical habitat (48.1 acres)
Loggerhead sea turtle critical habitat — nesting

Potential Kemp's ridley sea turtle non-critical nesting habitat
Bird stopover habitat (non-critical) for red knots and piping plover

Laguna Cove Little Lagoon
Natural Resource
Protection

Protected species and their habitats that are known to occur or may potentially
occur at this site include:

Species:

Alabama beach mouse — likely to be present within the site

Sea turtles: green, Kemp's ridley, loggerhead, leatherback, and hawksbill -
not likely to be present at the site because the area does not contain Gulf-
fronting beaches

West Indian manatee — likely to be present in Little Lagoon

Bottlenose dolphin — likely to be present in coastal waters

Gulf sturgeon — potentially occurring but not likely to be present in Little
Lagoon

Piping plover — potentially present during the overwintering period

Red knot - potentially present during seasonal migrations

Wood stork — not likely to be present in the area

Eastern indigo snake — not likely to be present in the area

Gopher tortoise — not likely to be present in action area
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Habitat:

e Alabama beach mouse non-critical habitat (26.25 acres)

e Bird stopover habitat (non-critical) for red knots and piping plover
e  EFH — coastal migratory pelagics, red drum, reef fish, and shrimp

Table 4-14: Site-specific Considerations for Protected Species and Habitat in Mobile County

Mobile County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Dauphin Island Eco-Tourism
and Environmental
Education Area

Protected species and their habitats, which are known to occur or may
potentially occur at this site include:

Species:

e Seaturtles: green, Kemp’s ridley, loggerhead, leatherback and hawksbill —
not likely to be present at project site because project area does not contain
Gulf fronting beaches

e  West Indian manatee — likely to be present in coastal waters

e Bottlenose Dolphin — likely to be present in coastal waters

e  Gulf sturgeon — known to be present in near-shore environments; may occur
near project area

e  Piping plover — not likely to be present in action area

e Red knot — not likely to be present in action area

e  Wood stork — not likely to be present in action area

Habitat:
e EFH — Coastal migratory pelagics, shrimp, red drum, reef fish, and highly
migratory species

Mid-Island Parks and Public
Beach Improvements
(Parcels A, B, and C)

Protected species, and their habitats, which are known to occur or may
potentially occur at this site include:

Species:

e Sea turtles: green, Kemp’s ridley, loggerhead, leatherback and hawksbill —
may occur within adjacent coastal waters; only loggerhead and Kemp’s ridley
known to nest in Alabama (potentially Parcel A)

e  West Indian manatee — likely to be present in coastal waters

e Bottlenose dolphin — likely to be present in coastal waters

e  Gulf sturgeon —known to occupy nearshore environments; may occur near
project area

e  Piping plover — potentially present during the overwintering period

e Red knot — potentially present during seasonal migrations

e  Wood stork — not likely to be present in action area

Habitat:
e  Bird stopover habitat (non-critical) for red knots and piping plover

e  Potential sea turtle non-critical nesting habitat (Parcel A) for loggerhead and
Kemp’s ridley
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Mobile County
Alternatives Site-specific Considerations

Mid-Island Parks and Public | Protected species, and their habitats, which are known to occur or may
Beach Improvements potentially occur at this site include:

(Parcels B and C) .
Species:

e Sea turtles: green, Kemp’s ridley, loggerhead, leatherback and hawksbill —
not likely to be present at project site because project area does not contain
Gulf fronting beaches

e  West Indian manatee — likely to be present in coastal waters

e Bottlenose dolphin — likely to be present in coastal waters

e  Gulf sturgeon — known to occupy nearshore environments; may occur near
project area

e  Piping plover — potentially present during the overwintering period

e Red knot — potentially present during seasonal migrations

e  Wood stork — not likely to be present in action area

Habitat:
e  Bird stopover habitat (non-critical) for red knots and piping plover

4.4 SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT
4.4.1 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

In addition to the ecological significance of its natural resources and rarity of its many habitats, the Gulf
of Mexico is economically important to the people of the region and the nation. The Gulf region’s
economy is highly intertwined with its natural resources, which includes oil and gas deposits;
commercial and recreational fisheries; waterfowl, migratory birds, and other wetland-dependent life;
and coastal beaches and waterways for ports, waterborne commerce, and tourism. Natural habitats in
the region also provide critical natural protection to coastal communities against powerful and
persistent storms, often referred to as a first line of defense. The economy, population characteristics,
and employment sectors in Baldwin and Mobile counties differ substantially. The Gulf State Park Lodge
and Associated Public Access Amenities Project, Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements,
Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements, and the Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation
alternatives would be implemented within Baldwin County, which has a lower percentage minority
population and lower household income than Mobile County. Thus, the two counties were evaluated
separately. Within Baldwin County, the Town of Gulf Shores, where the Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access Amenities Project, Gulf Highlands Land Acquisition and Improvements, Fort
Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements, and the Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation exist was
evaluated separately from the rest of the county. In Mobile County, Dauphin Island, where the Dauphin
Island Eco-Tourism and Environmental Education Area and the Mid-Island Parks and Public Beach
Improvements are located, was compared to the rest of the county’s statistics. The information below
provides the most accurate and updated socioeconomic information since the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS
analysis.

Baldwin County

Population Characteristics. As of July 1, 2015, according to the 2011-2015 American Community Survey
5-year estimate, the estimated year-round population of Baldwin County is 195,121 people. Of the
estimated population, 51.2 percent are female and 48.8 percent are male. The population is 83 percent
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White (not Hispanic or Latino), 9.5 percent Black, 4.5 percent Hispanic, 0.7 percent Asian, 0.5 percent
Native American, and 1.8 percent identify as Other (USCB, 2015a).

The Gulf Coast area has a notably higher concentration of residents who identify themselves as White
alone than Baldwin County (see table 4-15). Even though coastal counties along the Gulf are more
ethnically diverse than they used to be (Cutter and Emrich, 2006), fewer than 1 percent of residents in
the Gulf Shores area identify themselves as Black or African American alone (USCB, 2015b), which is
notably lower than the Baldwin County percentage of 9.5.

Table 4-15: Racial and Ethnic Composition of Study Area Geographies, 2014

Race/Ethnicity Gulf Shores, AL Baldwin County, AL

White alone 89.1% 83.1%

Black or African American alone 0% 9.5%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0.4% 0.6%

Asian alone 2.3% 0.7%
:\i?at:;ee?:n./il;an and Other Pacific 0% 0%
Hispanic or Latino origin 2.9% 4.5%
Other* 5.1% 1.7%
Minority** 10.9% 16.9%

Total 10,703 195,121

Notes: *Other includes all those who identify themselves as being of Some Other Race or Two or More Races.

**EO 12898 defines a minority as any person who identifies themselves as being of a race other than
Non-Hispanic White alone.
Sources: USCB, 2015a, 2015b

EO 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations” defines a minority as any person who identifies themselves as being of a race other than
Non-Hispanic White alone. According to the CEQ, the Fifty Percent analysis can be used to determine if
an affected area necessitates a more robust analysis into environmental justice issues. If an affected
area has a minority population of more than 50 percent or the minority population percentage of the
affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population
or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis, then environmental justice issues should be considered
(USEPA, 2016c). In the Gulf Shores, the number of individuals who identify themselves as minority is
notably smaller than the number in Baldwin County and is significantly less than 50 percent. The
analyses in this RP/EIS comply with EO 128898 and guidance provided by the CEQ.

Economic Characteristics. Baldwin County has the largest number of travel-related employees out of
any county in the state and the highest amount of travel-related revenue (Alabama Tourism
Department, 2015). These employees and this revenue is mainly concentrated in the retail trade sector,
which employs the highest percentage of people in the City of Gulf Shores (see table 4-16). At 23.3
percent, this employment percentage is notably higher than the Baldwin County retail sector
employment percentage (USCB, 2015c, 2015d). The location of Gulf Shores and the availability of
recreational activities help support employment in the arts, entertainment, recreation, and
accommodation and food services sector. The arts, entertainment, recreation and accommodation and
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food services sector is one of the top three employment sectors in each municipality, which could be
related to the high volume of tourists visiting the county.

Table 4-16: Employment by Industry of Study Area Geographies, 2015

Industry Gulf Shores, AL Baldwin County, AL
Civilian employed population 16 years and over 4,759 85,953
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 0.3% 1.5%
Construction 8.5% 8.0%
Manufacturing 4.5% 9.3%
Wholesale trade 1.1% 2.8%
Retail trade 23.3% 15.2%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 1.5% 4.6%
Information 0.3% 1.6%
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 11.7% 6.4%

Professional, scientific, and management, and
administrative and waste management services 10.3% 9.8%

Educational services, and health care and social assistance 13.2% 19.9%

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation

and food services 20.4% 11.4%

Other services, except public administration 2.8% 4.9%

Public administration 2.3% 4.7%
Note: **Bold indicates the top three industries in each geographic area of comparison.

Sources: USCB, 2015c, 2015d

Gulf Shores has a higher unemployment rate than Baldwin County. Baldwin County reports an
unemployment rate of approximately 7.5 percent, and Gulf Shores reports 14 percent (USCB, 2015c,
2015d). Military employment in the area is small, with armed forces making up only 0.4 percent of the
Gulf Shores labor force and 0.3 percent of the Baldwin County labor force (see table 4-17).

Table 4-17: Employment and Unemployment Characteristics, 2015

Employment Status Gulf Shores, AL Baldwin County, AL
In labor force 5,561 93,167
Civilian labor force 5,536 92,925
Employed 96% 92.5%
Unemployed 14% 7.5%
Armed Forces 25 242
Not in labor force 3,477 63,212

Sources: USCB, 2015c, 2015d
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The median household income in Baldwin County as of 2015 was $50,254 with a per capita income of
$27,317 (USCB, 2015c). Typically, an income gap is geographically prevalent along coastal communities
where wealthy people live along the coast and wealth decreases inland (Cutter and Emrich, 2006). In
Gulf Shores the median household income is higher relative to the county at $57,712.

In accordance with EO 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations,” high concentrations of low-income populations are identified if the
percentage of low-income individuals is greater than an appropriate geographic area of comparison. The
percentage of Gulf Shores’ residents living below the poverty line exceeds the Baldwin County average

(see table 4-18).

Table 4-18: Poverty Status and Earnings, 2015

Percent Number Percent
Number Gulf Baldwin Baldwin
Gulf Shores Shores County County
Below Below Baldwin Below Below
Gulf Shores, Poverty Poverty County, Poverty Poverty
Indicator Total Level Level Total Level Level
Population for whom
. X 10,694 1,779 16.6% 192,355 25,798 13.4%
poverty status is determined
Age: Under 18 years 1,976 438 22.2% 43,247 8,282 19.2%
Age: Related children under 1,8976 438 22.2% 42,131 8,211 19%
18 years
Age: 18 to 64 years 6,196 1,090 17.6% 114,299 15,042 13.2%
Age: 65 years and over 2,522 251 10.0% 34,809 2,474 7.1%
Median Household Income $57,712 - - $50,254 - -
Per Capita Income $31,877 - - $27,317 - -

Note: Poverty status is determined for the 12 months prior to reporting.
Sources: USCB, 2015c, 2015d, 2015e, 2015f
Mobile County

Population Characteristics. Mobile County has a total population of 414,251, of which 52.2 percent are
female and 47.8 percent are male; 58.1 percent identify as White alone, 35 percent are Black, 2.6
percent are Hispanic, 0.6 percent are Native American, 1.9 percent are Asian, and 1.7 percent identify as

Other (USCB, 2015g).

Dauphin Island deviates substantially from the county demographics (see table 4-19). Mobile County’s
population is made up of almost 42 percent minorities, while Dauphin Island has only a 3.4 percent
minority population. This is specifically noticeable when looking at the percentage of Black or African
American individuals on Dauphin Island compared to the county as a whole. Dauphin Island’s Black

population is less than one percent of the population recorded in Mobile County.
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Table 4-19: Racial and Ethnic Composition of Study Area Geographies, 2014

Race/Ethnicity Dauphin Island, AL Mobile County, Alabama

White alone 96.7% 58.1%

Black or African American alone 0.4% 35%

American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1.0% 0.6%

Asian alone 0.2% 1.9%

aN|2tr::e Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0% 0%

Other* 1.1% 1.7%

Hispanic or Latino origin 0.7% 2.6%
Minority** 3.4% 41.8%

Total 1,238 414,251

Notes: *Other category includes all those who identify themselves as being of Some Other Race or Two or

More Races.
**EO 12898 defines a minority as any person who identifies themselves as being of a race other than
Non-Hispanic White alone.

Sources: USCB, 2015g, 2015f

Economic Characteristics. On Dauphin Island, the biggest employment sector is educational services,
health care, and social assistance (USCB, 2015h). The high percentage of employment in health care and
social assistance may correlate with the number of elderly people who reside on the Island. About 34
percent of the town’s population is 60 or older (USCB, 2015f), while the percentage over 60 in Mobile
County is only around 20 percent (USCB, 2015g).

The second largest employment sector on Dauphin Island is the manufacturing sector followed by the
arts, entertainment and recreation and accommodation and food sector (see table 4-20) (USCB, 2015i).
The prominence of the arts, entertainment, and recreation, accommodation and food services sector is
most likely due to the fact that Dauphin Island is a vacation destination for tourists from around the
country. Tourists, along with the island’s large number of retirees, are also spending their time on
leisure activities, and therefore tap into the arts, entertainment, and recreation resources available on
the island.

Table 4-21 includes data on employment. The unemployment rate on Dauphin Island (6.4 percent) is
lower than the rate in Mobile County (9.8 percent) and slightly higher than the 2014 national average
(6.2 percent). No members of the labor force on Dauphin Island participate in the Armed Forces (USCB,
2015i).
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Table 4-20: Employment by Industry of Study Area Geographies, 2014

Industry Dauphin Island, AL | Mobile County, AL
Civilian employed population 16 years and over 559 170,900
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 3.9% 1.2%
Construction 9.1% 6.8%
Manufacturing 14.1% 12.0%
Wholesale trade 3.9% 2.9%
Retail trade 2.7% 13.0%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 9.5% 5.3%
Information 0.4% 1.7%
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 8.8% 5.2%
;r:sf;ssr:]c;r:zl,gzcr:ri]zr:]t:fsigrj;c;Smanagement, and administrative and 9.3% 9.7%
Educational services, health care and social assistance 17.9% 24.1%
SAer':\s/,i;nstertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food 13.2% 9.0%
Other services, except public administration 0.7% 5.5%
Public administration 6.4% 3.7%

Note:

Sources: USCB, 2015h, 2015i

**Bold indicates the top three industries in each geographic area of comparison.

Table 4-21: Employment and Unemployment Characteristics, 2014

Employment Status Dauphin Island, AL Mobile County, AL
In labor force 595 190,415
Civilian labor force 595 189,544
Employed 94% 90.2%
Unemployed 6% 9.8%
Armed Forces 0 871
Not in labor force 496 134,737

Sources: USCB, 2015h, 2015i

The Mobile County median household income in 2015 was estimated to be $43,809, with a per capita
income of $22,953 (USCB, 2015h). Dauphin Island reports higher median household and per capita
incomes of $63,594 and $34,281, respectively (USCB, 2015i). Furthermore, Mobile County’s percentage
of people below the poverty line is about five times the Dauphin Island below poverty percentage (see

table 4-22).
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Table 4-22: Poverty Status and Earnings, 2014
Dauphin | Dauphin Mobile Mobile
Island Island, County, County,
Number Percent Number Percent
Dauphin Below Below Mobile Below Below
Island Poverty Poverty County, Poverty Poverty
Indicator Total Level Level Total Level Level
Population for whom poverty 1,287 46 3.6% | 404329 | 77,917 19.3%
status is determined
Age: Under 18 years 241 10 4.1% 99,080 27,808 28.1%
Age: Related children under 18 941 10 4.1% 98 867 27624 27.9%
years
Age: 18 to 64 years 726 36 5% 248,189 44,484 17.5%
Age: 65 years and over 320 0 0.00% 57,060 6,625 11.6%
Median Household Income $63,594 -- - $43,809 - -
Per Capita Income $34,281 - - $22,953 - -
Note: Poverty status is determined for the 12 months prior to reporting.
Sources: USCB, 2015h, 2015i, 2015j, 2015k, 2015l
4.4.2 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources provide insight into the lifestyles of preceding persons. These resources may include
old structures such as homes, buildings, villages, roads, burial sites, entrenchments, mounds, and canals.
They may also include historic artifacts, objects, and inscriptions. Cultural resources can act as an
indication of how earlier societies functioned (NRCS, n.d.b).

Although neither NEPA nor any other federal law defines “cultural resource,” several laws and EOs deal
with resources that are cultural in character (National Preservation Institute, 2016), including:

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), which sets forth government policy and
procedures regarding “historic properties” (i.e., districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places [NRHP]).

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, which requires federal agencies
and federally assisted museums to return “Native American cultural items” to the federally
recognized Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian groups with which they are associated.

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act, which obligates the U.S. government to respect and
protect the rights of Indian tribes to the free exercise of their traditional religions.

The Archeological Resources Protection Act, which prohibits the excavation of archaeological
resources (anything of archaeological interest) on federal or Indian lands without a permit from
the land manager.

The Archeological Data Preservation Act or Archeological and Historic Preservation Act, which
requires agencies to report any perceived impacts that their projects and programs may have on
archaeological, historical, and scientific data and requires them to recover such data or assist
the Secretary of the Interior in recovering them.
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= The Federal Records Act, which requires that agencies manage documents in such a way as to
protect their historical value, and the Abandoned Shipwrecks Act, which asserts U.S. title to
abandoned shipwrecks and transfers title to the states.

= EO 12898, which requires that agencies try to avoid disproportionate and adverse
environmental impacts on low-income and minority populations.

= EO 13006, which requires that agencies give priority to using historic buildings in historic
districts in central business areas to meet their mission requirements.

= EO 13007, which requires that agencies try not to damage “Indian sacred sites” on federal land
and avoid blocking access to such sites by traditional religious practitioners (National
Preservation Institute, 2016).

The Alabama Gulf Coast was home to a number of Indian tribes (City of Gulf Shores, 2017). The coast
served as a source of sustenance to the Native Americans well before European settlers arrived in
America. The first European settlers arrived in the area in the 1500s. National or state historic sites that
are located within the alternatives are detailed below.

Baldwin County

Gulf State Park. Gulf State Park is rich in history and archaeology. Along the 2 miles of coast, Native
Americans arrived to gather shellfish, fish, and other natural resources (City of Gulf Shores, 2017,
University of Southern Alabama, 2006). The park was established in 1939; its creation began to draw
people to the area, and the town transitioned from a small fishing community to a growing area (City of
Gulf Shores, Alabama, n.d.).

Fort Morgan State Historic Site. Fort Morgan is a military fort that has survived four wars, including the
Civil War, the Spanish-American War, and World Wars | and Il. Fort Morgan was preceded by Fort
Bowyer, which was an earthen fort built in 1813 and was vital in two battles of the War of 1812 (Hickey,
2012) Fort Morgan was erected in 1834. It is most well-known for its role in the Battle of Mobile Bay
during the civil war (Alabama Tourism Department, 2017a). Between 1900 and 1923, Fort Morgan
served as the largest permanent military post in the United States (Alabama Tourism Department,
2017a). Site-specific considerations regarding cultural resources for the alternatives located in Baldwin
County are described in Table 4-23.

Table 4-23: Site-specific Considerations for Cultural Resources in Baldwin County

Baldwin County
Alternatives Site-specific Considerations

Gulf State Park Lodge and | Cultural resources that are known to occur or may potentially occur at the Gulf
Associated Public Access State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project site are
Amenities Project characterized in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS (Section 11.7.6.9.3). Surveys were
conducted in the areas disturbed as part of that project. As a general rule, the
elements described in this RP/EIS that have been added since Phase Il Early
Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance analyzed in the
Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier to the lodge,
portions of the tram system, and possible public educational programs would be
located outside of that footprint. As a result, additional details about the affected
environment related to these elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These additional areas consist
of the same cultural resources as the original project area. As noted under the no
action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction activities related to the lodge and
conference center have commenced, and all construction is occurring in
compliance with the previous State Historic Preservation Office consultation. Any
additional cultural resources that may be found within the additional elements will
be addressed following federal guidelines with the assistance of the Alabama
Historical Commission. The ongoing construction activities include earth moving for
building construction over a total disturbed area of approximately 13 acres and
have disturbed soils in this area.

Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation

Cultural resources associated with Fort Morgan State Historic Site could potentially
occur at the Fort Morgan Pier Rehabilitation site. It is likely that submerged cultural
resources are present. Any cultural resources that may be found within the site will
be addressed following federal guidelines with the assistance of the Alabama
Historical Commission.

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

Coordination with the Alabama Historical Commission regarding the extent and
nature of cultural resources at the site is ongoing. As part of this coordination, the
nature of the affected environment at this site in regards to cultural resources will
be identified prior to any work commencing on the site. As noted under Section
5.2.4.2, a complete review of this alternative under Section 106 of the NHPA is
ongoing and would be completed prior to any activities that would restrict
consideration of measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties located within the project area. This alternative would be
implemented in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations concerning the
protection of cultural and historic resources.

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

Coordination with the Alabama Historical Commission regarding the extent and
nature of cultural resources at the site is ongoing. As part of this coordination, the
nature of the affected environment at this site in regards to cultural resources will
be identified prior to any work commencing on the site. As noted under Section
5.2.4.2, a complete review of this alternative under Section 106 of the NHPA is
ongoing and would be completed prior to any activities that would restrict
consideration of measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties located within the project area. This alternative would be
implemented in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations concerning the
protection of cultural and historic resources.
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Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Laguna Cove Little Lagoon
Natural Resource
Protection

Coordination with the Alabama Historical Commission regarding the extent and
nature of cultural resources at the site is ongoing. As part of this coordination, the
nature of the affected environment at this site in regards to cultural resources will
be identified prior to any work commencing on the site. As noted under Section
5.2.4.2, a complete review of this alternative under Section 106 of the NHPA is
ongoing and would be completed prior to any activities that would restrict
consideration of measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties located within the project area. This alternative would be
implemented in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations concerning the
protection of cultural and historic resources.

Mobile County

Dauphin Island. Dauphin Island’s vast natural resources attracted Native Americans and became a

popular site for fishing and hunting and gathering oysters and other shellfish that grew in Mobile Bay.
Shellfish debris from ancient Native American meals resulted in the preservation of mounds of shell
middens within the park (Dauphin Island Park and Beach, 2016b). The French arrived on Dauphin Island
in 1699 and established a settlement, but were raided by pirates in 1711. The settlement survived, and
by 1717, Dauphin Island was the home of the French Governor General of Louisiana (Dauphin Island
Park and Beach, 2016b). The British and Spanish later controlled the island before it became part of the
United States.

Shell Mound Park. Located on the north shore of Dauphin Island, Shell Mound Park is believed to be
remnants of the massive amounts oysters, shellfish, and other delicacies consumed by early Native
Americans from A.D. 1100-1550 (University of South Alabama, 2006) . It is believed that Native
Americans would migrate down to Dauphin Island to gather and roast shellfish in the later winter and
spring. Over the centuries, the waste from shellfish consumption formed massive mounds of shells and
bones (University of South Alabama, 2006). Table 4-24 describes the site-specific considerations
regarding cultural resources for the alternatives located in Mobile County.

Table 4-24: Site-specific Considerations for Cultural Resources in Mobile County

Mobile County

Alternatives Site-specific Considerations

Dauphin Island Eco- Coordination with the Alabama Historical Commission regarding the extent and

Tourism and nature of cultural resources at the site is ongoing. As part of this coordination, the
Environmental Education | nature of the affected environment at this site in regards to cultural resources will
Area be identified prior to any work commencing on the site. As noted under Section

5.2.4.2, a complete review of this alternative under Section 106 of the NHPA is
ongoing and would be completed prior to any activities that would restrict
consideration of measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties located within the project area. This alternative would be
implemented in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations concerning the
protection of cultural and historic resources.
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Mobile County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Mid-Island Parks and
Public Beach
Improvements (Parcels A,
B, and C)

Coordination with the Alabama Historical Commission regarding the extent and
nature of cultural resources at the site is ongoing. As part of this coordination, the
nature of the affected environment at this site in regards to cultural resources will
be identified prior to any work commencing on the site. As noted under Section
5.2.4.2, a complete review of this alternative under Section 106 of the NHPA is
ongoing and would be completed prior to any activities that would restrict
consideration of measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties located within the project area. This alternative would be
implemented in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations concerning the
protection of cultural and historic resources.

Mid-Island Parks and
Public Beach
Improvements (Parcels B
and C)

Coordination with the Alabama Historical Commission regarding the extent and
nature of cultural resources at the site is ongoing. As part of this coordination, the
nature of the affected environment at this site in regards to cultural resources will
be identified prior to any work commencing on the site. As noted under Section
5.2.4.2, a complete review of this alternative under Section 106 of the NHPA is
ongoing and would be completed prior to any activities that would restrict
consideration of measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on
historic properties located within the project area. This alternative would be
implemented in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations concerning the
protection of cultural and historic resources.

4.4.3 Infrastructure

Baldwin County

The proposed project sites in Baldwin County are all located along the Gulf Coast or along Mobile Bay.

These are low-development areas with limited infrastructure. Infrastructure that exists within or around
the proposed sites includes traffic and transportation infrastructure; utility infrastructure (for power and
water resources); and structures such as public restrooms or fishing piers.

Three main roads serve as access routes to the Gulf Shores area—State Highways 59, 182, and 180
(Google Earth, 2015b). State Highway 59 is the main route to the Gulf Shores area from Foley, Alabama,
which is a little more than 11 miles inland from the coast. State Highway 182 is the primary
transportation route east to west along the coast between the towns of Gulf Shores and Orange Beach.
It stretches over 17 miles, entirely in Baldwin County, starting south of Little Lagoon on Fort Morgan
Peninsula where it begins at a cul-de-sac and runs along the coast until it reaches Florida (Google Earth,
2015b). It crosses State Highway 59 before entering Gulf State Park where it bisects State Highway 135
just north of the Gulf State Park fishing pier. State Highway 182 then extends all the way through Orange
Beach until it reaches Florida. State Highway 180 stems from State Highway 135 along the northern
boundary of the park. It then crosses State Highway 59 and runs along the northern part of Fort Morgan
Peninsula, north of Little Lagoon, until it reaches Fort Morgan and serves as the main access route to the

historic site.

Gulf State Park offers a 496-site campground, with recreational vehicle pullouts and is approximately
1.5 miles from the beach shore (Alabama State Parks, 2016). Shuttle services to the Gulf Shores,
provided through a variety of private companies, are located at the airport, select hotels, and in the
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tourist neighborhoods areas of Baldwin County (Gulf Shores and Orange Beach Tourism, 2016b). The
Baldwin Regional Area Transit System offers the BeachLinc Ride to and from Gulf Shores. Riders must
schedule trips to the area 24 to 48 hours in advance (Baldwin County, 2016a).

Two main water and sewer providers serve the Gulf Shores area—Gulf Shores Utilities (public) and
Baldwin County Sewer System (private). Both companies run lines parallel to State Highways 182 and
180 along Fort Morgan Peninsula (BCSS, 2014). However, not all of the residents along the peninsula use
a public or private sector water supplier. Many of them have their own wells and/or septic tanks.

Baldwin EMC, a member-owned cooperative supplying electric service to more than 60,000 members
throughout Baldwin County and southern Monroe County in southwestern Alabama, supplies electricity
to Gulf State Park and surrounding communities. Its service territory is located between Mobile,
Alabama, and Pensacola, Florida, and includes Gulf Shores and Orange Beach.

The structures present are more variable site to site than the other infrastructure types. Table 4-25
details the site-specific considerations for the alternatives located in Baldwin County.

Table 4-25: Site-specific Considerations for Infrastructure in Baldwin County

Baldwin County
Alternatives Site-specific Considerations

Gulf State Park Lodge and | Utilities (water and energy): The utilities of the Gulf State Park Lodge and
Associated Public Access Associated Public Access Amenities Project site are characterized in the Final Phase
Amenities Project Il ERP/PEIS (Section 11.7.6.9.4). Existing water and power lines exist in the vicinity
of the site. As a general rule, the elements described in this RP/EIS that have been
added since Phase Ill Early Restoration would be located within the footprint of
disturbance analyzed in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail
from the pier to the lodge, portions of the tram system, and possible public
educational programs would be located outside of that footprint. As a result,
additional details about the affected environment related to these elements are
described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park and
would not require new ground disturbance. If any additional infrastructure (e.g., a
shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also be located on existing asphalt
areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside the area of disturbance
evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be approximately 620 feet long
and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur outside the interpretive
lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These additional project
elements would not require utility hooks ups or place a demand on utilities. The
ongoing construction activities include bringing the utilities in the vicinity of the
lodge to the project site. Because it is currently under construction, the lodge is not
putting demands on the capacity of the local utilities.

Traffic and Transportation: Current and projected traffic and transportation
conditions at the Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities
Project site are characterized in the Final Phase Ill ERP/PEIS (Section
11.7.6.9.4).The site is bordered on the northern side by the four-lane State
Highway 182 (Google Earth, 2015b). Just east of the site, State Highway 182
intersects with State Highway 135, which crosses over State Highway 182 and turns
into an access road for the Gulf State Park fishing pier parking lot and extends
toward the coast about 615 feet until reaching the lot (Google Earth, 2015b). As a

4-57




Alabama Restoration Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Baldwin County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

general rule, the elements described in this RP/EIS that have been added since
Phase Ill Early Restoration would be located within the footprint of disturbance
analyzed in the Final Phase lll ERP/PEIS; however, the pedestrian trail from the pier
to the lodge, portions of the tram system, and possible public educational
programs would be located outside of that footprint. As a result, additional details
about the affected environment related to these elements are described below.

Although specific sites have not yet been determined, tram stops outside of the
lodge site would be located on existing asphalt areas within Gulf State Park. If any
additional infrastructure (e.g., a shade shelter) is added at these sites, it would also
be located on existing asphalt areas. The pedestrian trail would be located outside
the area of disturbance evaluated in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS and would be
approximately 620 feet long and 8 feet wide. Any educational programs that occur
outside the interpretive lobby of the lodge would likely occur on the beach. These
additional areas consist of the same traffic and transportation conditions as the
original project area because they are, for the most part, adjacent to the existing
project area. As noted under the no action alternative (Section 2.2.3), construction
activities related to the lodge and conference center have commenced. The
ongoing construction activities include earth moving for building construction over
a total disturbed area of approximately 13 acres and have disturbed soils in this
area. Traffic and transportation patterns have not changed except for the closure
of the main road through the center of the park in anticipation of full
implementation of the transportation infrastructure and services linked to the
lodge project (e.g., the tram, rental bicycles). This closure has not affected traffic
operation in the area of the park.

Structures: Structures were not addressed in the Final Phase Il ERP/PEIS. The
proposed Gulf State Park Lodge and Associated Public Access Amenities Project site
is located on a formerly developed lodge site. At the time of the Final Phase IlI
ERP/PEIS, all that remained of the previous development was a portion of the
building foundation. The structures that formerly existed on the site were
destroyed in Hurricane Ivan in 2004. A large parking lot and public pier are to the
west of the proposed alternative site. The fishing pier is 1,540 feet long and 20 feet
wide (Google Earth, 2015b). The fishing pier parking lot is about 2.26 acres and is
connected to create a four-way intersection with State Highways 182 and 135
(Google Earth, 2015b). Construction on the new lodge is underway, and elements
of a new structure are in place but not yet completed. The current construction
includes the foundation and walls (core and shell) for the lodge and conference
center.

Fort Morgan Pier
Rehabilitation

Utilities:

Water: Water and sewer mains run parallel along State Highway 180 all the way to
Fort Morgan (Gulf Shores Utilities, 2016).

Energy: Powerlines run above ground along State Highway 180 to Fort Morgan.
One single line runs across the parking lot of the fishing pier site to power a light
that stands between the fishing pier and the boat ramp on the parking lot (Google
Earth, 2015b).

Traffic and Transportation: The proposed site lies along the north side of State
Highway 180, which is the main access road for Fort Morgan and Mobile Point.
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Structures: The existing fishing pier is approximately 500 feet long and is located in
the Fort Morgan State Historic Site. The pier, which is more than 40 years old, has
fallen in disrepair. In 2014, the Alabama Historical Commission closed the pier to
the public. A public access boat ramp, about 40 feet east of the fishing pier (Google
Earth, 2015b), includes two ramps, each about 14 feet wide and 73 feet long, and a
courtesy dock in the center of the two ramps that extends into the water about 37
feet (Google Earth, 2015b). East of the boat ramp is a human-made gravel berm
that extends into the water about 265 feet and is about 15 feet wide. A parking lot
for about 10 cars is adjacent to the pier and ramp, off of State Highway 180
(ADCNR, 2014).

Fort Morgan Peninsula
Public Access
Improvements

Water: Underground utility lines run along the corridor where the access
improvement sites would be located.

Energy: There are above-ground transmission lines along the corridor.

Traffic and Transportation: The Fort Morgan Peninsula Public Access Improvements
would occur south of State Highway 180. The western access improvements would
be located off of Ponce De Leon Court, which is a residential two-way street south
of State Highway 180 that runs parallel to the Gulf. The eastern access
improvement sites would be off of Beach Boulevard, which is another residential
street paralleling the Gulf.

Structures: No existing structures are located on the access improvement sites
besides the private homes to the east and west of the proposed sites.

Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and
Improvements

Utilities:

Water: No known utility infrastructure exists in the area, but a site survey should
be completed to verify this fact.

Energy: Transmission lines exist along the western border of the parcel, but site
surveys should be completed to verify this and list any additional existing
transmission lines.

Traffic and Transportation: The site is south of State Highway 180, but the
boundaries are not adjacent to this major road. The parcel is bordered on the east
by Gulfway Street, which is a small dirt road that extends from State Highway 180
to the coastline (Google Earth, 2015b). West of the parcel is Plantation Road, which
is a paved, two-lane road that serves as access to various beach condominiums and
the Gulf Highlands Golf Course (Google Earth, 2015b).

Structures: The only existing structure in the boundaries of the Gulf Highlands Land
Acquisition and Improvements area is a 0.4-acre tennis court in the northwest
outcropping of the parcel. Past the proposed alternative boundary, bordering the
within-bounds tennis court, is another larger tennis court of about 0.56 acre.
High-rise housing units and an adjoining parking area border the western site
boundary. The entire adjoining impervious housing area is about 8.4 acres. The
eastern border along the beach adjoins another housing complex for about 200
feet until it transitions to open beach.
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Laguna Cove Little Lagoon | Utilities:
Natural Resource

. Water: Gulf Shores Utilities runs sewer and water lines along State Highway 182
Protection

until the western end of the road (Gulf Shores Utilities, 2016). Baldwin County
Sewer System, the private sewer company, runs lines parallel to the town’s lines
along State Highway 182. These lines are on the southern side of State Highway
182 and do not directly border the site.

Energy: Baldwin EMC runs above-ground power lines along State Highway 182
from its western end on Fort Morgan Peninsula to the Gulf Shores area (Google
Earth, 2015b).

Traffic and Transportation: State Highway 182 borders the south side of the
proposed site. West of the parcel, the road forms a rectangle with Starfish Lane
and Sea Horse Circle (Google Earth, 2015b). North of Sea Horse Circle, Marsh Point
offshoots and runs along Little Lagoon for about 400 feet (Google Earth, 2015b).
These roads are used to access the residences along the beach and the lagoon.

Structures: No public facilities are located on the proposed site. The only structures
around the site are the private homes located south of State Highway 182 along
the Gulf and west of the parcel along Sea Horse Circle (Google Earth, 2015b).

Mobile County

Dauphin Island has a total population of 1,238 people, according to the 2010 U.S. Census (USCB, 2010).
However, even though the population is small, the infrastructure on areas such as Dauphin Island must
be robust enough to handle the population swell that occurs every summer.

The water system for Dauphin Island is public and is managed by the Dauphin Island Water and Sewer
Authority. Water is pumped from the underlying aquifer from a well toward the center of the island
through 6- to 8-inch water mains (Mobile County Commission and Economic Recovery Council, 1980).
The wastewater system was installed in 1956, and it uses a secondary treatment plant and nine
pumping stations that receive wastewater through 8-, 12-, and 15-inch lines (Mobile County Commission
and Economic Recovery Council, 1980). The lines run along State Highway 193 to the treatment plant,
located south of the bridge, to Dauphin Island on Chugae Point where the effluent is discharged into
Aloe Bay (Mobile County Commission and Economic Recovery Council, 1980). Transmission lines also run
down State Highway 193 above ground all the way into Dauphin Island.

State Highway 193 is main road that provides access to Dauphin Island via a causeway. The route begins
in east Theodore and extends as a two-lane road for 26.6 miles into Dauphin Island. Once on Dauphin
Island, State Highway 193 ends at its confluence with Bienville Boulevard, which travels east and west
along the island and is the main thoroughfare traversing the island.

The structures present vary at each site. Table 4-26 provides site-specific considerations for each
proposed alternative site within Mobile County.
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Table 4-26: Site-specific Considerations for Infrastructure in Mobile County

Mobile County
Alternatives

Site-specific Considerations

Dauphin Island Eco-
Tourism and
Environmental Education
Area

Utilities:

Water: Water and sewer mains are assumed to run along State Highway 193;
however, site assessments would be conducted to confirm.

Energy: Above-ground electricity transmission lines run along State Highway 193,
which is the eastern boundary of the alternative’s site.

Traffic and Transportation: As noted above, State Highway 193 borders the
eastern side of the site. This is a two-lane road that serves as the sole traveling
route for cars going to Dauphin Island. The northern part of the parcel abuts El
Dorado Avenue, which is a 0.08-mile, dead-end stretch of road that is used to
access residential mobile homes north of it (Google Earth, 2015a).

Structures: No structures are located on or around the site. Across State Highway
193, the Dauphin Island Marina is used for boat slips, charter fishing, and nature
tours (Dauphin Island Marina, 2015).

Mid-Island Parks and
Public Beach
Improvements (Parcels A,
B, and C)

Utilities:
Water: See above for water utility line evaluation.

Energy: See above for transmission assessment of Parcels B & C. Transmission
lines run along the northern border of Parcel A.

Traffic and Transportation: See below for transportation evaluation for Parcels B
and C. Parcel A is bordered to the north by Bienville Boulevard.

Structures: No existing structures are located on any of the mid-island park
parcels.

Mid-Island Parks and
Public Beach
Improvements (Parcels B
and C)

Utilities:

Water: Bienville Boulevard acts as the southern border of Parcel B. Presumably,
water and sewer mains run along this road out to the Dauphin Island site, but site
assessments would be conducted to confirm. Water utility lines are unknown
surrounding Parcel C and need to be evaluated on site.

Energy: Above-ground electricity lines run along the south side of Bienville
Boulevard, down the western border of the site, which is along the east side of
Pirates Cove Street, and on the north side of Cadillac Avenue, which borders the
parcel to the north. Cadillac Avenue also borders Parcel C to the south. Parcel Cis
also marked by transmission lines on the east side of the site to the west of Pirates
Cove Street. These lines stretch across the parcel to the western border on Pineda
Street.

Traffic and Transportation: Parcel B is bordered on the south by Bienville
Boulevard, on the west by Pirates Cove Street, on the east by Perdido Street, and
on the north by Cadillac Avenue. All of these streets are low traffic residential
streets except for Bienville Boulevard. This street is the main means of
transportation east and west across the island. Along the mid-island parks parcels,
this route splits into a four-lane road separated by a median.
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Structures: No existing structures are located on any of the mid-island park
parcels.

4.4.4 Land and Marine Management

Projects within both Baldwin and Mobile counties are located in a coastal area regulated by the federal
CZMA of 1972. The CZMA defines coastal zones wherein development must be managed to protect
areas of natural resources unique to coastal regions. The act provides the basis for protecting, restoring,
and responsibly developing coastal communities and resources. The program takes a comprehensive
approach to balance competing and conflicting demands of coastal resource use, economic
development, and conservation. The goal of the program is to coordinate local, state, and federal
agency activities using existing laws to ensure that Alabama’s coast is as valuable to future generations
as it is today. In the State of Alabama, the Coastal Management Program is administered by ADCNR and
ADEM (NOAA, 2016d). Public lands in the vicinity of the alternative sites within Baldwin and Mobile
counties include Gulf State Park, Gulf Islands National Seashore, and the Bon Secour National Wildlife
Refug