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Phone: {907) 278-8012 Fax: {907) 276-7178 

September 1994 

Dear Interested Citizen: 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan represents the culmination of a long process of public 
involvement and program development, begun soon after the T /V Exxon 
Valdez ran aground in 1989. The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council charged 
staff with the responsibility for developing an effective plan to use the civil 
settlement funds obtained from Exxon Corporation "for the purposes of 
restoring, replacing, enhancing, or acquiring the equivalent of natural resources 
injured as a result of the Oil Spill and the reduced or lost services provided by 
such resources." 

The Trustees approved and released a Draft Restoration Plan for public comment 
in November 1993. In June of 1994 a Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 
released which reviewed potential effects of implementing the plan. Through 
July a series of meetings in the oil spill area took place. The public comment 
period closed on August 1, 1994. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement includes some changes from the 
Draft, made at the suggestion of the public. See Chapter 5 for information on 
those changes and the public comments received on the Draft EIS. 

This document was developed as a "programmatic" EIS. It reviews the policies 
contained in the Draft Restoration Plan as a whole. Although this EIS completes 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance for the overall 
restoration program, individual projects will still have to be assessed for their 
potential environmental impacts. 

The EIS process will formally close when the federal Trustees sign a Record of 
Decision in late October. The Trustees are also expected to consider and adopt a 
Final Restoration Plan at a meeting in early November. 

The public's involvement in the process is critical to the success of restoration of 
the resources and services injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill. We appreciate 
your interest and look forward to your continued involvement. 

Sincerely yours, 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 

Trustee Agencies 
State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, and Environmental Conservation 

United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture and Interior 
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Lead Agency U.SD.A. Forest Service 
Alaska Region 

Responsible Officials The Secretary of Agriculture 
The Secretary of Commerce 
The Secretary of the Interior 

For Further Information Rod Kuhn 

Abstract 

EIS Project Manager 
Exxon Valdez Restoration Office 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 
907 278-8012 

The Exxon Valdez Trustee Council issued a draft Restoration Plan in November of 1993. The draft 
Restoration Plan provides long-term guidance for restoring the resources and services injured by the 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill ofMarch 24, 1989. This final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the draft Restoration Plan as the Proposed Action
Alternative 5, and four other alternatives that provide different policies and emphasis than the proposed 
action. The alternatives are: (1) No Action, normal agency management would occur, but no 
restoration actions would be funded from by the Trustees; (2) Habitat Protection, habitat acquisition 
and protection actions would be the only restoration actions pursued; (3) Limited Restoration, a mix of 
habitat protection, monitoring and research, and general restoration actions would be implemented for 
the most severely injured resources and services; (4) Moderate Restoration, habitat protection, 
monitoring and research, and general restoration would be used to restore all injured resources and 
services; (5) the Proposed Action (Draft Restoration Plan), uses all three restoration categories to restore 
the injured resources and services, but places a greater emphasis on monitoring and research than any 
other alternative, while still emphasizing habitat protection; general restoration actions would be used 
primarily for resources and services that are still not recovering. 
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The Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill 

Summary 

Summary 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan 
Final Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Background of the Proposed Action 

On March 24, 1989, the tanker Exxon Valdez ran aground onB1ighReefinPrince William 
Sound, Alaska, causing the largest tanker oil spill in U.S. history. Approximately 11 million 
gallons of North Slope crude oil subsequently moved through southwestern Prince William 
Sound and along the western coast of the Gulf of Alaska, causing injury to both natural 
resources and services (human uses) in the area. Figure S-1 shows the extent of surface 
oiling as recorded by satellite iinagery and aerial observation at the time of the spill. 

Because the weather for the first 3 days following the spill was calm, the oil did not move 
from the immediate area, although the slick expanded during that time. On the fourth day, 
however, a major storm moved oil through Prince William Sound to the southwest, where it 
reached beaches on Little Smith, Naked, and Knight Islands. Within 6 days of the spill, oil 
had reached the Gulf of Alaska. The leading edge of the oil slick reached the Chiswell 
Islands and the Kenai Peninsula by April 2 and the Barren Islands by April 11. By the 
middle ofMay 1989, some 470 miles of shoreline had been oiled, including parts of Prince 
William Sound, the Kenai Peninsula, the Kodiak Archipelago, and the Alaska Peninsula. 
During the summer of 1989, oil from the spill was found as far as 600 away miles from Bligh 
Reef, the site of the grounding. 
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Figure S-1 
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Immediately following the spill, efforts to clean the oiled beaches and to assess the extent of 
the damage began. Federal agencies, the State of Alaska, local governments, native 
organizations, private citizens, and the Exxon Corporation and its contractors mobilized 
treatment efforts on the oiled shorelines. In the water, containment booms were used to 
corral the oil. On the beaches, high-pressure hot-water washing, manual rock washing, and 
bioremediation techniques were among the methods used to remove oil :from the shoreline. 

Scientists initiated studies during the summer of 1989 to determine the nature and extent of 
injury to area plants and animals. Although studies began as soon as possible following the 
spill, some opportunities to gather data were lost; the shortage of resources and the difficulty 
of the work made immediate response impossible. In 1989, 72 studies were carried out in 10 
categories of natural resources and related services. The number of studies in progress has 
decreased steadily since 1989, but research is continuing on the effects of residual oil in the 
ecosystem and on the natural recovery process. 
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Summary 

Purpose of the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the proposed action analyzed in this fmal environmental impact statement 
(FEIS) is to restore, insofar as possible, the injured natural resources and thereby the services 
they provide that were affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS). The purpose of this 
document is to analyze the effects of proposed uses of the remaining funds (approximately 
$620 million as of February 1994, after fmal reimbursements) in accomplishing the mission 
of the Trustee Council. The Trustee Council previously completed project-specific National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation on the tirne-<;ritical restoration projects 
undertaken in the 1992 through 1994 Annual Work Plans. This FEIS analyzes the 1995 
through 2002 program under whlch the Annual Work Plans will be developed. 

The Draft Restoration Plan issued by the EVOS Trustee Council in November 1993 is one of 
five general approaches to restoration analyzed in this FEIS. The final restoration approach-
which will be published in the Final Restoration Plan--will be decided by the Trustee 
Council. The impact analysis in this FEIS will be considered in their decision. The Final 
Restoration Plan will provide broad, long-term guidance for implementation of restoration 
activities to restore resources and the services they provide that were injured during the 
EVOS in the area shown in the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Area map preceding the first page of 
this document. (The EVOS area includes the area enclosed by the maximum extent of oiled 
shorelines, severely affected communities and their immediate human-use areas, and uplands 
adjacent to the watershed divide.) 

Planning Process 

Alternatives for the Draft Restoration Plan were prepared for public review and comment in 
the publication, Draft Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan Summary of Alternatives for Public 
Comment, EVOS Trustee Council, April1993. This brochure described five alternative 
courses of action, including the no action alternative; explained the evaluation criteria used; 
and outlined the differences among each of the alternatives. It also discussed an approach to 
implementing the alternatives; and it covered administration, funding allocation guidelines 
and mechanisms, monitoring, and public participation. 

This FEIS was written to inform public officials and citizens of potential environmental 
effects that could result from implementation of the Restoration Plan. This will allow 
decisions about the Restoration Plan to be based on an understanding of the environmental 
consequences. Therefore, a subsequent NEPA compliance document that may be required 
for a proposed site-specific action need only summarize the issues discussed in the final EIS 
and incorporate discussions from the fmal EIS by reference. Because decisions made in the 
restoration process may authorize the use, occupancy, or disposition of Federal public lands, 
the Draft Restoration Plan is also subject to evaluation with respect to its impact on 
subsistence uses in accordance with Section 810 of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act (ANILCA). 

The environmental impact statement (EIS) is a requirement under Federal law (NEPA, 1969) 
for the Federal actions that will take place under the Restoration Plan. The State of Alaska is 
cooperating in this EIS because the Trustee Council will implement actions that are jointly 
funded. 
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Notice of Intent 

Scoping 

Preparation of the 
Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 
fDEISl 

Public Comment 
Period 

Preparation of the 
Final EIS fFEISl 

Record of Decision 
lRODl 

lv• SUMMARY 

A1> a programmatic EIS, this document does not address site-specific situations, proposals, or 
regulations. Such matters will be dealt with in subsequent Annual Work Plans issued by the 
Trustee Council. Such individual matters also may be subject to further review under NEP A 
as well as Section 810 of ANILCA. 

A brief discussion of the EIS process follows . 

. OnApril10, 1992, a Notice of Intent to prepare anEIS for the development of a restoration 
plan following the March 24, 1989, Exxon Valdez oil spill was published in the Federal 
Register (57 FR 12473). This notice stated that public meetings would be held throughout 
the EVOS area to solicit comments on the Restoration Plan and possible effects on resources 
and services. 

On January 14, 1994, a Revised Notice of Intent to prepare anEIS was published in the 
Federal Register (59 FR 2352). An opportunity to submit additional comments was opened 
through February 1994; and a public meeting was held in Anchorage on January 27, 1994. 

The Council on Environmental Quality defmes scoping as "an early and open process for 
determining the scope of issues to be addressed in an EIS and for identifying the significant 
issues related to a proposed action" (40 CFR 1501.7). It is a means for early identification of 
important issues deserving analysis in an EIS. The scoping process for this EIS is discussed 
in greater detail later in this summary. 

The DEIS had several parts. It described the proposed action and alternatives and the 
potentially affected physical, biological, and human environments; provided an analysis of 
potential adverse effects; described mitigating measures to reduce adverse effects; and 
presented a record of consultation and coordination with others during the DEIS preparation. 
The DEIS was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and its availability 
was announced in the Federal Register. 

A 45-day public comment period followed the release of the DEIS. During this period, 
public meetings and at least one hearing were held; and oral and written comments were 
received from the public. Comment letters and the specific responses are contained in 
Chapter 5 of this document. 

Oral and written comments on the DEIS are addressed in this FEIS. Any needed revisions 
were made to the FEIS before it was filed with EPA and made available to the public by 
announcement in the Federal Register. 

Following the release of the FEIS, there is a 30-day waiting period before any action can be 
taken on the proposal. Then, a ROD documenting the fmal decision is issued. The 
decisionmaking process on the Restoration Plan ends with a fmal decision by the Trustees 
regarding the Final Restoration Plan. The ROD is publicly released and announced in the 
Federal Register. 



Implementation 

Issues Addressed in 
the EIS 

Summary 

The selected alternative for the Final Restoration Plan is implemented after a final ROD has 
been signed. 

Major Issues Addressed 

The interdisciplinary team (IDT) assigned to write the EIS reviewed and analyzed the 
concerns and ideas expressed in the public involvement and interagency scoping process. 
The following issue statements describe those concerns and ideas in general terms. The issue 
statements were evaluated to decide which issues were significant and should be addressed in 
theEIS. 

The public, agencies, community leaders, and other knowledgeable individuals and 
organizations raised many issues during the scoping process. The agencies identified the 
significant issues based on "reviews of similar actions, knowledge of the area or areas 
involved, discussions with community leaders, and/or consultations with experts and other 
agencies familiar with such actions and their effects" (Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 
[11.5]). These issues are addressed in this document. 

Five of the issues raised during scoping were determined to be relevant to the environmental 
impact analysis and will be used to evaluate each alternative. Brief explanations of these 
issues are presented below. 

Issue 1: How would restoration activities contribute to restoring injured resources and 
services? 

This issue is central to the analysis performed in the EIS and the evaluation of restoration 
option effectiveness presented in the Draft Restoration Plan. In particular, the public is 
interested in how the rate of recovery of the resources affected by the spill will be affected by 
implementation of the restoration activities. The rate and degree of recovery could be 
measured by changes in population or distribution of species, the time required for recovery, 
or other factors. Besides changes in population and diversity, habitat conditions, and acreage 
or sites protected from development or other physical encroachment, changes in human use 
or management or changes in aesthetic quality also could affect the rate and degree of 
recovery. 

Issue 2: How would activities directed at injured resources and services affect other 
resources and services? 

Each of the proposed restoration options aims to aid injured resources and services; however, 
the potential exists for other resources and services to be affected as well. Although an 
action could be designed to improve recovery of a specific resource, the same action also 
could indirectly affect other resoi.rrces and services. Potential impacts include changes in the 
number or structure of other species populations as a result of restoration-associated changes 
in the amount or quality of available habitat or food sources. 

There would be no adverse impacts to these other resources from any of the alternatives 
under consideration in this FEIS other than those shown in the economic analysis. The 
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Impact Topics 
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benefits to these other resources would be in the nature of restoring or protecting the'if habitat 
and/or increasing their food supply as secondary benefits of restoring or protecting the habitat 
of an injured resource. 

Issue 3: What ecological change would occur in the spill area as a result of restoration 
activities? 

Ecological recovery in the spill area is the intent of the proposed restoration activities. The 
anticipated result of the combined restoration efforts is recovery of the ecosystem to prespill 
conditions and overall biodiversity levels. 

Issue 4: How would restoration activities· affect land uses, local economies, and 
communities? 

Some proposed restoration activities may result in the creation or elimination of jobs; and the 
number and kinds of new jobs, as well as the income associated with them, are of interest to 
the public. A concern is that employment could be reduced in some resource development 
industries that may be adversely affected by some restoration options. The effect of increased 
or decreased employment on the economy and services of the local communities also 
concerns the public as well as government agencies and private industry. 

For example, the public has anticipated that changes in land use could result from land 
acquisition for protection of habitat. Ownership of some land could move from the private 
sector to the public sector. Increased protection of lands already under public management 
may be considered. Some changes in existing land management strategies could decrease 
opportunity for such activities as logging and mining; others could increase access to 
recreation sites and maintain opportunities for commercial tourism. The economic and 
infrastructure implications of these changes are considered in this document. 

Issue 5: What changes to subsistence uses would occur as a result of restoration activities? 

Some of the proposed restoration options are directed at restoring subsistence uses of 
resources in the spill area. Subsistence use was affected by contamination of resources used 
for subsistence and by users' perception of contamin!ltion. Subsistence users also report 
declines in the abundance of many subsistence resources. Restoration activities may focus on 
increasing the abundance of natural resources in the area used for subsistence. Subsistence 
use also may be affected by the implementation of options that are not intended to specifically 
address subsistence use; this potential for secondary impact is considered in the analysis of 
the alternatives. 

There are continuing human health and safety concerns that certain resources used for 
subsistence may have been contaminated. Eating oil-contaminated food is harmful to 
humans, as is direct physical contact with crude oil. To avoid injury to humans, fisheries 
were closed and harvesting of affected species was discouraged immediately after the spill 
occurred. Some of the restoration activities aim to decrease the levels of harmful 
hydrocarbons in resources used for subsistence. Others focus on obtaining information to 
determine the level of persistent contamination, if any, in harvested resources. 

The IDT considered the various proposed alternatives and the issues raised in public 
comment and selected the following impact topics to cover these issues analytically. Some of 
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the key factors that were considered included: whether any actions are proposed that are 
likely to have an environmental impact and the issues and concerns raised by the public 
during scoping. This information along with the public comment, and the recovery status of 
the resources and services, is the basis for the decision to analyze the impacts on the 
following resources and services: 

Pink Salmon 
Pacific Herring 

Sockeye Salmon 

Intertidal Resources (Such as Clams, Fucus, Mussels, Limpets, etc.) 

Marine Mammals 
Harbor Seals 

Common Murres 
Marbled Murrelet 

Other Resources 
Designated Wilderness Areas 

Services 
Commercial Fishing 
Recreation 
Subsistence 

Sea Otters 

Harlequin Duck 
Pigeon Guillemot 

Archaeology 

Sport Fishing 
Tourism 

In addition to the resources and services analyzed in this FEIS, the restoration program may 
include other resources with injuries related to the spill. These resources include killer 
whales, river otters, bald eagles, black oystercatchers, rockfish, and subtidal organisms. At 
this time, actions that have been identified for these resources are primarily monitoring and 
research activities, or management based actions. These types of actions are outside the 
scope of analysis in this FEIS. 

The NEP A requires an analysis of impacts on the human environment. Some topics required 
to be studied by NEP A are not affected by the proposed action. These include land use plans 
and coastal zone management plans. 

Alternatives 

This summary describes the array of management alternatives considered in the development 
of the Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan. It covers the five alternatives for restoration, 
including the "no action" alternative. For more detailed information about the alternatives, 
please refer to the Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan Summary of Alternatives 
for Public Comment (EVOS Trustee Council, April 1993, hereafter referred to as the 
brochure) and the Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan (EVOS Trustee Council, 
November 1993). 

Each of the alternatives addresses policies for selecting possible restoration activities. Each 
of the alternatives is made up of variations of four basic categories of activities: (1) Habitat 
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Protection and Acquisition, (2) General Restoration of resources and services, (3) 
Monitoring and Research, and ( 4) Administration and Public Information. The General 
Restoration category contains general types of actions designed to achieve a particular 
objective in relation to an injured resource. ("Actions" is the term used to refer to site
specific projects to be implemented to achieve the goals of the alternative.) The analysis in 
this FEIS pertains to the alternatives and their associated action patterns but does not 
consider individual actions. Appropriate site-specific environmental analysis for all future 
actions will be conducted by the appropriate agencies. 

Alternative 5 contains an element not present in the other alternatives. In response to public 
comments that a fund should be set aside for long-term restoration and research activities, the 
proposed action includes the establishment of a Restoration Reserve. 

The following program elements are common to all the action alternatives: 

An Ecosystem Approach 
Restoration should contribute to a healthy, productive and biologically diverse 
ecosystem within the spill area that supports the services necessary for the people 
who live in the area. 

Restoration will take an ecosystem approach to better understand what factors 
control the populations of injured resources. 

Restoring a Service 
Projects designed to restore or enhance an injured service must have a sufficient 
relationship to an injured resource. 

Competition and Efficiency 
Competitive proposals for restoration projects will be encouraged. 

Restoration will take advantage of cost sharing opportunities where effective. 

Restoration should be guided and reevaluated as information is obtained from 
damage assessment studies and restoration actions. 

Proposed restoration strategies should state a clear, measurable and achievable end 
point. 

Restoration must be conducted as efficiently as possible, reflecting a reasonable 
balance between costs and benefits. 

Priority shall be given to strategies that involve multi-disciplinary, interagency, or 
collaborative partnerships. 

Scientific Review 
Restoration projects will be subject to open, independent scientific review before 
Trustee Council approvaL 

Past performance of the project team should be taken into consideration when 
making funding decisions on future restoration projects. 



Alternative 1: 
No Action 

Alternative 2: 
Habitat Protection 

Summary 

Restoration will include a synthesis offmdings and results, and will also provide an 
indication of important remaining issues or gaps in knowledge. 

Public Participation 
Restoration must include meaningful public participation at all levels -planning, 
project design, implementation and review. 

Restoration must reflect public ownership of the process by timely release and 
reasonable access to information and data. 

Normal Agency Activities 
Government agencies will be funded only for restoration projects that they would 
not have conducted had the spill not occurred. 

The "No Action" Alternative required by the NEPA consists entirely of normal agency 
management activities. If this alternative were implemented, current management would 
continue, no new activities or programs would be instituted as a result of the oil spill, and the 
scope of present activities and programs would not change. Agency monitoring of natural 
recovery would remain at present levels, and agency responsibilities would remain 
unchanged. None of the remaining funds from the civil settlement would be spent if this 
alternative were implemented. 

The goal of Alternative 2 is to provide maximum protection of strategic lands and habitats 
important to the long-term recovery of injured resources and the services they provide. 
Monitoring and Research and Habitat Protection and Acquisition are the only restoration 
actions included in this alternative. The primary means of protection in this alternative is the 
acquisition of private land interests or changes in the management of currently held public 
lands. Monitoring and Research would be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of 
protection measures and to track the recovery of damaged resources and services. Actions 
that may be undertaken under this alternative would be confmed to the area affected by the oil 
spill. 

Policies 

Habitat of injured resources and the services they provide within the spill area will 
be protected from degradation or disturbance. 

Restoration actions will address all injured resources and the services they provide. 

Restoration actions for recovered resources will continue even after a resource has 
recovered. 

The location of restoration actions will be limited to the spill area. 

Habitat Protection will be used to protect or increase existing human use of the spill 
area. 

SUMMARY•Ix 
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Alternative 3: 
Limited Restoration 

Alternative 4: 
Moderate 
Restoration 

x• SUMMARY 

Alternative 3 focuses on accelerating recovery of the resources and services most severely 
injured by the oil spill. This alternative targets resources whose populations declined as a 
result of the spill and have not yet recovered. Only actions determined to be most likely to 
produce significant improvements over unaided natural recovery are included in this 
alternative. All restoration actions included in Alternative 3 will be confined to the spill area. 
Habitat Protection is a major part of this alternative; none of the proposed actions would 
substantially increase human use within the spill area. Monitoring and Research also are 
included in Alternative 3. 

Policies 

The most effective actions will be taken within the spill area to protect and restore all injured 
resources, and thereby the services they provide, except those biological resources whose 
populations did not measurably decline. The existing character of the spill area will be 
maintained. 

Restoration actions will address all resources except those biological resources 
whose populations did not measurably decline. 

Restoration actions for recovered resources will cease once a resource has 
recovered. 

Restoration actions that provide substantial improvement over natural recovery will 
be conducted. 

The location of restoration actions will be limited to the spill area. 

Restoration actions will be used to restore injured resources and thereby protect 
existing human use of the spill area. 

This alternative is broader than Alternative 3 in that it aims to aid recovery of all injured 
resources and the services they provide--not just those with population level injuries. 
Restoration actions included in Alternative 4 address only those resources and services that 
have not yet recovered from the oil spill. It is also broader than Alternative 3 in terms of the 
resources addressed; in Alternative 4, measures would be taken to aid recovery of resources 
that sustained sublethal injuries. Actions that are judged to provide substantial 
improvements over unaided recovery would be implemented. The actions in this alternative 
would be confmed to Alaska but could extend beyond the spill area. Habitat Protection is 
included in this alternative but to a lesser extent than in Alternatives 2 and 3. This alternative 
may increase opportunities for human use to a limited extent. Monitoring and Research may 
be conducted. 

Policies 

The most effective actions to protect and restore all injured resources and thereby 
the services they provide will be taken. Opportunities for human use of the spill 
area will be increased to a limited extent. 
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Restoration actions will address all injured resources. 

Restoration actions for recovering resources will cease once a resource has 
recovered. 

Restoration actions that provide substantial improvement over natural recovery will 
be conducted. 

Restoration actions could occur anywhere there is a link to injured resources. 

Restoration actions would be used to restore injured resources and thereby protect 
or increase existing human use of the spill area. 

This represents a modification of the Alternative 5 shown in the Draft Exxon Valdez 
Restoration Plan Summru.y of Alternatives for Public Comment (EVOS Trustee Council, 
April1993). Alternative 5 is the broadest in scope of the proposed alternatives. This 
alternative will help all injured resources and the services they provide within the spill area 
and, under specific circumstances, in other parts of Alaska. Unlike Alternatives 3 and 4, this 
alternative will allow actions to aid resources that have already recovered, as well as those 
that have not. Actions likely to produce some improvement over unaided recovery will be 
allowable under this alternative. Habitat Protection is the largest part of this alternative. 
Alternative 5 also allows for expansion of current human use and allows for appropriate new 
uses through the restoration of natural resources. Monitoring and Research will be at the 
highest levels in this alternative. 

Alternative 5 contains an element not present in the other alternatives. In response to public 
comments that a fund should be set aside for long-term restoration and research activities, the 
proposed action includes the establishment of a Restoration Reserve. 

Policies 

Injuries Addressed by Restoration 
Restoration activities may be considered for any injured resource or service. 

Restoration will focus upon injured resources and services and will emphasize 
resources and services that have not recovered. Restoration actions may address 
resources for which there was no documented injury if these activities will benefit 
an injured resource or ~rvice. 

Resources and services not previously identified as injured may be considered for 
restoration if reasonable scientific or local knowledge obtained since the spill 
indicates a spill-related injury. 

Priority will be given to restoring injured resources and services which have 
economic, cultural and subsistence value to people living in the oil spill area, as 
long as this is consistent with other policies. 

Resources and services may be enhanced, as appropriate, to promote restoration. 
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Possible negative effects on resources or services must be assessed in considering 
restoration projects. 

Location of Restoration Actions 
Restoration activities will occur primarily within the spill area. Limited restoration 
activities outside the spill area, but within Alaska, may be considered under the 
following conditions: 
1) when the most effective restoration actions for an injured population are in 

a part of its range outside the spill area, or 
2) when the information acquired :from research and monitoring activities 

outside the spill area will be significant for restoration or understanding 
injuries within the spill area. 

Restoring a Servjce 
Projects designed to restore or enhance an injured service: 
1) must benefit the same user group that was injured, and 
2) should be compatibfe with the character and public uses of the area. 

The essential variation among the alternatives has to do with the balance between Monitoring 
and Research, Habitat Protection, and General Restoration activities. Alternative 2 
principally consists of Habitat Protection with no restoration activities. Alternative 4 places 
the greatest emphasis on General Restoration activities. Alternative 5 proposes a greater 
emphasis on Monitoring and Research than the other alternatives while still emphasizing 
Habitat Protection. 

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 vary in terms of the scope of restoration activities proposed. 
Restoration in Alternative 3 would be limited to actions that would significantly aid natural 
recovery of the most injured resources; all actions would be taken only in the spill area. 

Alternative 4 envisions actions that would aid recovery of all--not just the most injured-
resources and services. These actions could take place within or outside the spill area; none 
would occur outside the State of Alaska. Alternative 5 is the most comprehensive in its 
approach in that all injured resources and services could be aided, regardless of the degree of 
initial injury or recovery status. As in Alternative 4, actions could take place within the spill 
area or elsewhere in the State of Alaska. Under the Alternative 5 approach, not only would 
·assistance to recovery of injured resources occur, but actions to expand current uses and to 
encourage new uses also would pe taken. 

Environmental Consequences 
This section contains the analysis of the environmental consequences that could result :from 
implementing the five alternatives described. In many EIS's the analysis focuses on the 
numbers or degree of loss to various resources. It is an important distinction of this EIS that, 
with few exceptions, the impacts estimated to occur under the various alternatives are 
increases in populations or services :from some existing injured level. 

The analysis of impacts is based in large part upon what has been learned :from studies 
carried on since the EVOS. Much of this research has focused on the area of Prince William 
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Alternative 1: 
No Action. 

Summary 

Sound. As a result, most of the estimated impacts from actions in the alternatives are based 
on what we have learned from the Prince William Sound studies and extrapolated for analysis 
in the other areas of the EVOS. 

The current situation provides the basis for comparing the effects of the action alternatives. 
In this programmatic docwnent, it should be noted that the No Action Alternative consists of 
normal agency management activities and the asswnptions that ( 1) natural recovery will be 
the only restoring agent at work and (2) private land owners will harvest their commercial 
timber lands in the long term. 

If the No Action Alternative were implemented, current management would continue, no new 
activities or programs would be instituted as a result of the oil spill, and the scope of present 
activities and programs would not change. Agency monitoring of natural recovery would 
remain at present levels, and agency responsibilities would remain unchanged. None of the 
remaining funds from the civil settlement would be spent at this time on restoration activities 
if this alternative were implemented. 

Monitoring and research, as actions, generally do not impact resources and services and 
therefore are analyzed only for their economic impacts. It is recognized that the general 
restoration category also includes such actions as data gathering, surveys, and analysis that 
would not impact the resources; thus, these activities would not be included in the EIS 
analysis, except for the impacts on the economy. 

The definition of the term "recovery" has a significant bearing on the discussion of the 
various alternatives described in this summary. The settlement funds may be used for the 
purpose of, " ... restoring, replacing, enhancing, rehabilitating, or acquiring the equivalent of 
natural resources injured as a result of the Exxon Valdez oil spill and the reduced or lost 
services provided by such resources." The goal of restoration is recovery of all injured 
resources and services. For some resources, little is known about their injury and recovery, 
so it is difficult to defme recovery or develop restoration strategies. 

In the analysis of impacts to the various resources in the EIS, it may be that an action will 
accelerate the rate of recovery and not measurably impact the nwnber of individuals in the 
population for several years. This is still viewed as having a significant beneficial impact on 
the resource analyzed. 

In general, resources and services will have recovered when they return to conditions that 
would have existed had the spill not occurred. Because it is difficult to predict conditions 
that would have existed in the al:isence of the spill, recovery is often defmed as a return to 
prespill conditions. For resources that were in decline before the spill, such as marbled 
murrelets, recovery may consist of stabilizing the population at a lower level than before the 
spill. 

Biological Resources 

Intertidal Zone. With the exception of certain habitats and specific organisms, the intertidal 
zone has largely recovered from the effects of the EVOS. Fucus and the organisms 
associated with the rockweed still have not recovered in the upper intertidal zone, and many 
mussel beds are still contaminated with oil. With no intervention, it may take over a decade 
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before the algal based communities resemble the prespill condition. The oil that is trapped 
beneath mussels is likely to remain unweathered for many years. The consequences of the 
presence of these sources of relatively :fresh oil are unknown, but they may have negative 
impacts on other organisms that rely on mussels for prey. 

Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seal. At this time, there is too little infonnation available to predict when the 
populations within the EVOS area will recover. Recovery is unknown for all regions of the 
spill area. 

Sea Otter. Assuming moderate growth rates, a low immigration rate, and that the 
subsistence level remains negligible, sea otters in Prince William Sound could recover in 7 to 
35 years after the population begins to increase. For other regions in the EVOS area, the 
populations should return to their prespilllevels in less time. 

Birds 

Harlequin Duck. In the short tenn through 1995, populations likely will remain at 1990-
1993 levels in both oiled and nonoiled areas. However, if reproductive failure continues in 
harlequin ducks in the oiled area, natural mortality would cause the population to decrease. 
No measures to restore the injured harlequin duck population would be taken, nor would the 
status of the injured population be known. The long-term effects of this alternative would 
possibly be a loss of critical nesting habitat in forested riparian habitat and subsequent 
reduction of reproduction capacity in the EVOS area. 

Murres. Over the long tenn, this alternative could take the Barren Islands population 20 to 
80 years to recover fully. However, recent insight on population recovery of common murre 
populations, based on 20 years of data from the Bering Sea, suggests that the population at 
the Barren Islands may recover within 20 years (Roseneau, oral comm., 1994 ). 

Pi2eon Guillemot. The short-tenn effects of this alternative on the injured pigeon guillemot 
population in Prince William Sound through 1995 are expected to be negligible. Expected 
effects outside of Prince William Sound are unknown. The local population at Naked Island 
may continue to decrease slowly in the short tenn; but in the long term through 2001, the 
guillemot population for all of Prince William Sound should stabilize or slowly increase. 
This alternative would have a low-negative overall effect on recovery of the pigeon guillemot 
population. 

Marbled Murrelet. Projected logging with the accompanying loss of nesting habitat, in the 
long term, would have a moderate-to-high negative effect on recovery of the injured murrelet 
population. 

Fish 

Pink Salmon. No changes are expected within one life cycle. Long-term recovery of the 
injured pink salmon resource is expected to require approximately 20 years (1 0 generations), 
and wild stocks may never recover to 100 percent of the pre spill population (EVOS Trustee 
Council, April I 993 ). Because of inheritable changes in egg survival, it is likely that there 
also will be a reduction of the population of pink salmon within Prince William Sound 
(Geiger et al, 1995: Spies, 1994). Fortunately, this reduction is not expected throughout the 
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entire EVOS area. Wherever spawning habitat may become reduced as a result of 
developmental activities, however, pink salmon populations may be further affected. 

Sockeye Salmon. No recovery can be expected to accrue in one life cycle; but a long-term 
recovery may be expected within 10 to 50 years, and it is reasonable to expect that the 
injured populations may recover to prespill conditions (EVOS Trustee Council, Aprill993). 
However, there also is a moderate risk that the zooplankton populations and populations of 
sockeye salmon fi:y may never achieve the same balance of prespill conditions or that some 
habitat degradation may occur because of developmental activities. 

Pacific Herrin~:. No improvements are expected to accrue within one life cycle. The long
term recovery of Pacific herring is unknown because, although there is evidence to suggest 
that the EVOS had an effect on Pacific herring reproduction, it is not possible to blame their 
population declines solely on the oil spill (Spies, 1994). Ultimately, however, some 
spawning groups may not recover to prespill conditions; and some can be expected to 
recover sooner than others. 

Social and Economic Impacts 

Archaeolo~:ical Resources. Under this alternative, cultural resources in the spill area would 
not be protected, enhanced, or understood better than at present. Over the short term, the 
impacts of this alternative would be negligible since it is expected that any changes would be 
gradual. Over the long term, this would constitute a low-negative impact to archaeological 
and historical sites and to the understanding and appreciation of cultural resource values as 
they apply to the spill area. 

Subsistence. In the No Action Alternative, the existing trends in subsistence harvest 
species populations and subsistence use are likely to continue over the long term, although 
changes are expected to occur gradually. The continued hiatus in subsistence activities 
would have negligible short-term and potentially high, potentially permanent, long-term 
negative effects on the perpetuation of cultural values and subsistence uses within some of 
the villages in the spill area. 

Recreation and Tourism. The short-term impacts of the No Action Alternative on 
recreation and tourism would be negligible since all changes are expected to be gradual. The 
long-term effects would be low level negative impacts on tourism and moderate negative 
impacts on recreation, these effects stemming from continued damage to the resources on 
which these services depend. 

Wilderness. The short-term negative impact to Designated Wilderness and Wilderness 
Study Areas, and to the wilderness character of other lands, would be low because of the 
slow rate at which changes are expected to accrue. The long-term negative impact to the 
wilderness quality of the spill area would be high, resulting from continued logging and other 
developments on private lands. 

Commercial Fishin~:. No observable improvements are expected within one life cycle of 
the commercially important species--Pacific herring and pink and sockeye salmon. Long
term recovery can be expected through the natural process, although some areas or 
commercial fisheries may never recover to prespill conditions and some populations may 
recover sooner than others. 

SUMMARY• xv 



Summary 

Alternative 2: 
Habitat Protection 

xvi • SUMMARY 

Sport Fishin~. No improvements are expected within one life cycle of the sport fish species. 
Long-term recovery to or near prespilllevels can be expected, although some resources and 
some populations will recover sooner than others; some resources or populations may never 
recover to prespilllevels. Confidence in the rates of recovery will be low without 
monitoring. Real or perceived recovery of the injured resources and services may require 10 
or more years (EVOS Trustee Council, Aprill993). 

Economy. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. For long-term impacts, 
qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 1 will result in moderate-negative effects in 
commercial fisheries and recreation. Quantitative analysis reflects effects in several sectors 
resulting from investment but no effects on commercial fishing or recreation. Quantitative 
analysis indicates that Alternative 1 results, in annual averages in output for a 1 0-year period, 
---in increases of $1.6 million for the finance, insurance, and real estate sector, $0.76 million 
in the services sector; and $3 million for all other sectors. Employment increases jobs by 21 
in the fmance, insurance, and real estate sector; 15 in services; and 4 7 total. 

Biological Resources 

Intertidal Zone. The short-term effects would be negligible. A change in ownership would 
not necessarily translate into a change in current activities. 

The long-term effects would be moderately beneficial. The protection can span a large 
portion of the intertidal zone, but the potential for reducing disturbance or preventing 
additional injury would vary substantially between parcels. 

Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seal. The short-term effects would be negligible. Compared to the existing 
condition of the habitat, the protection of upland parcels is not expected to produce any 
notable change in disturbance of harbor seals. 

The long-term effects would have low to moderate benefits. Of the 81 parcels included in 
this analysis, over half include haulout sites near or on the parcels. Although the type ofuse 
at these haul out sites is not known, many of them may be used during pupping and molting. 

Sea Otter. The short-term effects would be negligible. Compared to the existing condition 
of the habitat, the protection of upland parcels is not expected to produce any notable change 
in disturbance or in the health of the injured sea otter population. 

The long-term effects would have low to moderate benefits to the sea otter populations 
throughout the EVOS area. Assuming that the adverse effects of disturbance are likely to be 
most notable when large-scale disturbances are near concentrations of females and pups, the 
benefits of habitat protection would be low. Of the 81 parcels included in this analysis, 25 
percent are near known pupping concentrations. Of these, several are in areas where there is 
less risk of large-scale disturbance. However, because the effects of disturbance are 
unknown, the benefits may be greater. 
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Birds 

Harlequin Duck. The short-tenn effects through 1995 of land acquisition on harlequin duck 
recovery are likely to be negligible, and populations would remain at levels observed during 
1990-1993 surveys. 

The_higbly beneficiallong-tenn effects of this alternative would provide maximum protection 
of the existing reproductive potential of harlequin ducks, therefore guarding against possible 
future loss of nesting habitat through development. 

Murres. All large colonies ofmurres, and most smaller ones, are already protected; so the 
short-term effects of habitat protection to murres would be negligible. 

The long-term effects of this alternative on murre populations throughout the EVOS area 
would be low. However, acquisition of Gull Island in Kachemak Bay would ensure 
protection of this colony and thus may have a moderate long-term local benefit to murres. 

Pi2eon Guillemot. Habitat acquisition would have a negligible effect on pigeon guillemot 
population recovery in the short tenn because there appears to be no development slated for 
private land with known coloniel'l. 

In the long term, protecting habitat where two of the largest colonies in Prince William 
Sound are located would be moderately beneficial in allowing population recovery and in 
preventing further inroads to the injured population through habitat degradation. 

Marbled Murrelet. Depending on the potential for imminent logging on land parcels that 
contain prime habitat, the short-term effect of protecting habitat under this alternative could 
have high benefits. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. On the long term, acquisition of old-growth 
forest habitat would have the highest possible benefit for ensuring murrelet population 
recovery. 

Fish 

Pink Salmon. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits from habitat 
protection would be accrued within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions would have a long-term benefit to pink salmon stocks in the EVOS area by helping to 
ensure maintenance of wild-stock production. More than half of the parcels that may be 
purchased have moderate or high value for pink salmon. 

Sockeye Salmon. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits from habitat 
protection can be expected within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions would benefit sockeye salmon stocks in the EVOS area by helping to ensure 
maintenance of wild-stock production; however, fewer than one-fourth of the individual 
parcels that may be purchased are rated as moderate or high value for sockeye salmon. 
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Pacific Herrin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits would accrue 
within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions would benefit Pacific herring stocks in the EVOS area by helping to ensure 
maintenance of production. Over one-half of the parcels that may be purchased have 
moderate or high value for Pacific herring. 

Social and Economic Impacts 

Archaeolo2ical Resources. The short-term direct benefit of habitat protection and 
acquisition on cultural resources would be low. Long term, this alternative would provide 
moderate benefit to the protection of archaeological and historical resources on acquired 
parcels. 

Subsistence. Short-term impacts on subsistence-harvest species and subsistence users 
would be negligible because of no change in subsistence regulations, activities, or locations. 
Changes in subsistence uses are expected to occur gradually. Long term, the level of parcel 
acquisition possible in this alternative may allow for localized increases of populations of 
:fish, wildlife, and intertidal resmrrces important for the perpetuation of subsistence activities 
and their associated lifestyle in the spill area. This would be a long-term low to moderate 
benefit to subsistence. 

Recreation and Tourism. Short-term benefits to recreation and tourism would be 
negligible because any changes are expected to take a considerable amount of time. Long
term benefits are likely to be low to moderate in terms of both direct effects on maintaining 
the quality of the landscape and indirect effects on maintaining stable ecosystems on which 
recreation and tourism depend in the spill area. 

Wilderness. The effects of protecting lands from development will cause no 
apparent change from the existing situation in the short-term, so benefits will be 
negligible. However, high benefits are likely to accrue long-term from greater 
protection of the wilderness-like setting of acquired lands in terms of both the 
maintenance of wilderness qualities inside designated Wilderness, and extension of 
those qualities to de facto wilderness in the EVOS area. 

Commercial Fishin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits would 
accrue within one life cycle of the protected species. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions may have a long-term benefit to salmon and Pacific herring stocks in the EVOS area 
by helping to ensure maintenance of wild-stock production to support the commercial fishing 
industry. 

Sport Fishin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits would accrue for 
sport :fishing opportunities immediately upon a purchase. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions may have a long-term benefit to sport fish species in the EVOS area by helping to 
ensure maintenance of fish production and access for the sport fishing activities. 
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Economy. Short-term impacts would be negligible. 

For long-term impacts, qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 2 would result in 
moderate economic benefits to commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate negative 
effects to forestry. Quantitative analysis reflects effects resulting :from habitat acquisition on 
forestry and other sectors but not effects on commercial fishing and recreation. Quantitative 
analysis indicates that Alternative 2 results, in annual averages for a 1 0-year period, in a loss 
of approximately $3 8 million in forestry industry output, an increase of $7 million in 
construction industry output, and $3 million in services. The corresponding changes in 
employment are a loss of 440 jobs in forestry, an increase of 65 in construction, and an 
increase of959 in services. 

Biological Resources 

Intertidal Zone. The short-term effects of the restoration actions would be negligible. All 
of the proposed actions would require some time before changes could be expected. 

The combined long-term effects on intertidal organisms are unknown. For direct restoration 
actions, effects are unknown because both of the actions analyzed are still being tested. The 
long-term effects of the Habitat Protection actions for reducing disturbance or preventing 
additional injury to intertidal organisms are moderately beneficial and will vary substantially 
between parcels. 

Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seal. The short-term effects on harbor seals would be negligible. All of the 
proposed actions require some time after implementation before any changes could be 
expected. 

The combined long-term effects would be moderately beneficial. The proposed actions could 
reduce negative impacts on harbor seals and may result in increased recovery rates in local 
areas. 

Sea Otter. The short-term effects would be negligible. All of the proposed actions will 
take time before any results could be expected. 

The combined long-term effects would be moderately beneficial. The proposed actions 
improve the habitat quality for sea otters through reducing the risk of exposure to oil, the 
potential for disturbance, and the impacts :from subsistence harvest. These effects may 
produce a change in abundance of sea otters in some areas but are not likely to produce a 
notable increase on a regional scale. 

Birds 

Harlequin Duck. The short-term effects through 1995 of land acquisition on harlequin duck 
population recovery are expected to be negligible, and populations are expected to remain at 
1990-1993 levels. 

The long-term effects of this alternative would have a high benefit for maintaining, 
protecting, and increasing the reproductive potential of harlequin ducks. Cleaning oiled 
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mussel beds would eliminate the source of hydrocarbon contamination of body tissues and 
also enhance the food base of l~al populations. 

Murres. All large colonies of murres, and most smaller ones, are already protected, so the 
benefit of habitat protection to murres would be negligible in the short term. 

The long-term effects ofthls alternative on murre populations throughout the EVOS area 
would be low. However, acquisition of Gull Island in Kachemak Bay would ensure 
protection ofthls colony and thus may have a moderate long-term local benefit to murres. 

Pi2eon Guillemot. Because there appears to be no development planned on private lands 
with known pigeon guillemot colonies, the short-term effects ofthls alternative on population 
recovery would be negligible. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. In the long term, acquiring habitat 
where two of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound are located would moderately 
benefit population recovery and prevent further inroads to the injured population through 
habitat degradation. 

Marbled Murrelet. Depending on the potential for imminent logging on individual land 
parcels that contain prime murrelet nesting habitat (i.e., old growth coniferous forest), the 
short-term effects ofland acquisition could be of high benefit. On the long term, thls 
alternative would have moderate benefits for restoring the injured marbled murrelet 
population. 

Fish 

Pink Salmon. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits from habitat 
protection would accrue within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions would assist the recovery of the injured wild stocks of pink salmon by protecting 
important habitats. 

Sockeye Salmon. The short-term effects would be low. Some benefits in some drainages 
may accrue within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. These actions would assist in recovery of 
the injured wild sockeye salmon stocks; however, some of these actions may be more 
beneficial in certain portions of the EVOS area and some other populations may not become 
restored. 

Pacific Herrin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits would accrue 
within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions may have a long-term value to Pacific herring stocks in the EVOS area by helping to 
assure maintenance of reproductive potential. 
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Social and Economic Impacts 

Archaeolo2ical Resources. Short-term effects of the proposed actions range from low to 
high benefit, or moderate benefit overall, stemming from habitat acquisition, site monitoring 
and stewardship, site monitoring, and salvage excavations. Long-term benefits are likely to 
be moderate because high local benefits are expected. 

Subsistence. Short-term benefits to populations ofharvestable subsistence resources, and 
thus to subsistence users, would be low. 

The proposed actions may help locally to reduce the negative impacts on species important to 
subsistence use, as well as improve subsistence users' confidence in determining the 
healthfulness of subsistence foods, which would be a long-term moderate benefit to 
subsistence uses. 

Recreation and Tourism. The short-term benefits of both habitat protection and acquisition 
and general restoration actions would be low changes in numbers of visitors or locations of 
recreation/tourism activities. 

The long-term benefits of habitat protection and acquisition would be moderate protection 
for lands against extractive activities. The long-term benefits of general restoration actions 
would be moderate stabilization of existing recreational opportunities. 

Wilderness. Short-term effects on designated Wilderness and to de facto wilderness 
would be 1m£ in terms of greater protection against extractive activities. Long-term 
moderate to hi~h benefits are likely to result from greater protection of the 
wilderness-like setting of acquired lands. 

Commercial Fishin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. New runs probably 
cannot be established within one life cycle to support new commercial fisheries to replace 
opportunities lost because of fishing closures or reduced harvests. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. These actions would assist the 
replacement oflost commercial fishing opportunities; however, some portions of the EVOS 
area would obtain greater benefits than others. 

Sport Fishin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. New sport fisheries probably 
cannot be established within one life cycle of sport fish species to replace lost sport fishing 
opportunities. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. After salmon and trout production is 
expanded, newly established sport fisheries can be expected to provide substantial 
recreational benefits. 

Economy. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

For long-term impacts, qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 3 would result in 
moderate economic benefits in commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate negative 
effects in forestry. Quantitative analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat acquisition on 
forestry and other sectors but no effects on commercial fishing and recreation. Quantitative 
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analysis indicates that Alternative 3 results, in annual averages for a 1 0-year period, in a loss 
of approximately $3 2 million in forestry industry output, an increase of $8 million in 
construction industry output, and $3 million in services. The corresponding changes in 
employment are a loss of330 jobs in forestry, an increase of70 in construction, and an 
increase of766 in services. 

Alternative 4: Biological Resources 

Moderate Restoration 

xxii • SUMMARY 

Intertidal Zone. The short-term effects of the restoration actions would be negligible. All 
of the proposed actions would require some time before changes could be expected. 

The combined long-term effects on intertidal organisms are unknown. For direct restoration 
actions, effects are unknown because both of the actions analyzed are still being tested. The 
long-term effects of the Habitat Protection actions for reducing disturbance or preventing 
additional injury to intertidal organisms are moderately beneficial and will vary substantially 
between parcels. 

Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seal. The short-term effects would be negligible. All of the proposed actions 
require some time after implementation before any changes could be expected. 

The long-term effects would be moderately beneficial. The proposed actions could reduce 
negative impacts on harbor seals and may result in increased recovery rates in local areas. 

Sea Otter. The short-term effects would be negligible. All of the proposed actions would 
take time before any results could be expected. 

The combined long-term effects would be moderately beneficial. The proposed actions 
improve the habitat quality for sea otters through reducing the risk of exposure to oil, the 
potential for disturbance, and the impacts from subsistence harvest. These effects may 
produce a change in abundance of sea otters in some areas but are not likely to produce a 
notable increase on a regional scale. 

Birds 

Harlequin Duck. The short-term effects through 1995 of this alternative on harlequin duck 
population recovecy are expected to be negligible, and populations should remain at 1990-
1993 levels. 

The long-term effects of this alternative would have a moderate benefit for maintaining, 
protecting, and increasing the reproductive potential of harlequin ducks. Cleaning oiled 
mussel beds would eliminate the source of hydrocarbon contamination of body tissues and 
also enhance the food base of local populations. 

Murres. There would be a negligible short-term effect on the injured murre population from 
this action within the EVOS area. 

Predator control outside of the EVOS area, and acquisition of carefully selected parcels, 
would provide a low overall long-term benefit to murre populations. 
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Pi2eon Guillemot. This alternative would likely have negligible short-term effects on 
pigeon guillemots through 1996. 

In the long term, acquiring habitat where two of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound 
are located, one of which is included in the high-priority-acquisition package, would have a 
moderate effect on allowing population recovery and in preventing further inroads to the 
injured population through habitat degradation. 

Marbled Murrelet. The short-term effects of land acquisition on the injured marbled 
murrelet population could have a high benefit if logging is imminent. On the long term, this 
alternative would have low benefits for restoring the injured marbled murrelet population. 

Fish 

Pink Salmon. The short-term effects would be low. Although some benefits may be 
accrued quickly, it is not reasonable to expect substantial results within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. It can be expected that these actions 
may assist the recovery of the injured wild stocks of pink salmon. Long-term benefits, 
however, may accrue in only portions of the EVOS area. 

Sockeye Salmon. The short-term effects would be low. Some benefits in some drainages 
may be accrued within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. It can be expected that these actions would 
assist the recovery of the injured wild stocks of sockeye salmon. Certain actions, however, 
may be useful in only portions of the EVOS area; and not all populations may be totally 
restored. 

Pacific Herrin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits would be accrued 
within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions can be expected to have a long-term value to Pacific herring stocks in the EVOS area 
by helping to assure maintenance of production potential. 

Social and Economic Impacts 

Archaeolo2ical Resources. The proposed actions would increase the level of protection for 
archaeological resources and improve the understanding or appreciation of cultural resource 
values in the short-term. Since the degree of change is expected to increase gradually, the 
effect is estimated to be moderate benefits to archaeological resources in the short term. 

In the long-term, the proposed actions may increase protection for archaeological resources 
and substantially improve the understanding or appreciation of cultural resource values, 
creating moderate to high benefits. 

Subsistence. The proposed actions require some time after implementation before any 
changes could be expected, so the short-term benefits to subsistence uses are expected to be 
low. 
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Moderate to high benefits to subsistence use are expected in the long-tenn. The proposed 
actions are expected to moderately increase populations of subsistence harvest species 
negatively affected by the EVOS and to substantially increase the confidence of subsistence 
users in determining the healthfulness of subsistence foods. 

Recreation and Tourism. The proposed actions may increase numbers of visitors, types of 
recreation opportunities available, and quality of experiences; but this is expected to occur 
gradually, accruing low benefits over the short term. 

Moderate to high benefits are ex}:lected over the long term because the proposed actions may 
increase recreational use levels, types, and opportunities. This is expected to occur locally in 
some cases and throughout the spill area in other cases. 

Wilderness. Short-term effects on designated Wilderness and the wilderness 
character of non-designated wildlands would be 1m£ benefit from greater protection 
and removal of traces of residual oil. Long-term moderate benefits are likely to 
result from greater protection of the wilderness-like setting of acquired lands, 
reduction of residual oil, increased populations of wildlife, and increased public 
awareness of the level of recovery in designated Wilderness and wilderness-like 
areas. 

Commercial Fishin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. New runs of salmon 
probably cannot be established within one life cycle to support new commercial fisheries that 
would replace opportunities lost because of fishing closures or reduced harvests. 

The long-tenn effects would have moderate benefits. These actions would assist the 
replacement oflost commercial-fishing opportunities; however, some portions of the EVOS 
area would obtain greater benefits than in other portions. 

Sport Fishin2. The short-term effects would be negligible. New sport fisheries to replace 
lost sport fishing opportunities probably cannot be established within one life cycle of sport 
fish species. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. After salmon and trout production is 
expanded, newly established sport fisheries can be expected to provide substantial 
recreational benefits. . 

Economy. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

For the long-term impacts, qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 4 would result in 
moderate economic benefits in commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate negative 
effects on forestry. Quantitative analysis reflects there would be effects resulting from habitat 
acquisition on forestry and other sectors but not on commercial fishing and recreation. 
Quantitative analysis indicates that Alternative 4 would result, in annual averages for a 10-
year period, in a loss of approximately $23 million in forestry industry output, an increase of 
$11 million in construction industry output, and $2 million in government. The 
corresponding changes in employment would be a loss of 143 jobs in forestry, an increase of 
96 in construction, an increase of306 in services, and an increase of 45 in government. 
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Biological Resources 

Intertidal Zone. The short-term effects of the restoration actions would be negligible. All 
of the proposed actions would require some time before changes could be expected. 

The combined long-term effects on intertidal organisms are unknown. For direct restoration 
actions, effects are unknown because both of the actions analyzed are still being tested. The 
long-term effects of the Habitat Protection actions for reducing disturbance or preventing 
additional injury to intertidal organisms would be moderately beneficial and would vary 
substantially between parcels. 

Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seal. The short-term effects would be negligible. All of the proposed actions 
would require some time after implementation before any changes could be expected. 

The long-term effects would be moderately beneficial. The proposed actions could reduce 
negative impacts on harbor seals and may result in increased recovery rates in local areas. 

Sea Otter. The short-term effects would be negligible. All of the proposed actions would 
take time before any results could be expected. 

The combined long-term effects would be moderately beneficial. The proposed actions 
improve the habitat quality for sea otters through reducing the risk of exposure to oil, the 
potential for disturbance, and the impacts from subsistence harvest. These effects may 
produce a change in abundance of sea otters in some areas but are not likely to produce a 
notable increase on a regional scale. 

Birds 

Harlequin Duck. The short-term effects through 1996 of the proposal on harlequin duck 
recovery would be negligible, and populations would likely remain at 1990-1993 levels in 
both oiled and nonoiled areas. 

The long-term effects of this alternative would have a moderate benefit to help maintain and 
protect the reproductive potential of harlequin ducks. Acquisition of the high priority 
package of land parcels would maximize the recovery potential of the injured harlequin duck 
population by guarding against loss of feeding and nesting habitat. Cleaning oiled mussel 
beds would eliminate the source of hydrocarbon contamination of body tissues that may be 
interfering with reproduction and also would enhance the food base of local populations. 

Murres. There would be a negligible short-term benefit to the injured murre population 
from this action within the EVOS area. 

Reducing disturbance that causes additional mortality at the Barren Islands would allow 
population recovery to proceed at a faster rate than otherwise possible, resulting in a low 
long-term overall benefit to the injured murre population. 

Pi~:eon Guillemot. This alternative likely would have negligible short-term effects for 
pigeon guillemots through 1996. 
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In the long term, acquiring habitat where two of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound 
are located--one of which is included in the high priority acquisition package--would have a 
moderately beneficial effect on population recovery and in preventing further inroads to the 
injured population through habitat degradation. 

Marbled Murrelet. The short-term effects of land acquisition for the injured marbled 
murre let population could have a high benefit if logging is imminent On the long term, this 
alternative would have low benefits for restoring the injured marbled murrelet population. 

In the long term, land acquisition is the highest possible benefit to the injured murrelet 
population. 

Fish 

Pink Salmon. The short-term effects would be low. Although some benefits may accrue, it 
is not reasonable to expect substantial results within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. It is expected that these actions would assist 
the recovery of the injured wild stocks of pink salmon. The long-term effects of some or all 
of these actions may be realized in 6 to 10 years (3 to 5 generations of pink salmon). Certain 
actions, however, may be useful only in portions of the EVOS area; and not all populations 
may be totally restored. 

Sockeye Salmon. The short-tehn effects would be low. Some benefits in some drainages 
may accrue within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. It can be expected that these actions would 
assist the recovery of the injured wild stocks of sockeye salmon. Long-term effects of some 
or all of these actions may be realized in 10 to SO years (2 to 1 0 generations of sockeye 
salmon). Certain actions, however, may be useful in only portions of the EVOS area, and all 
populations may not be totally restored. 

Pacific Herring. The short-term effects would be negligible. No benefits would accrue 
within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition 
actions would have a long-term value to Pacific herring stocks in the EVOS area by helping 
to ensure maintenance of production. Over half of the parcels that may be purchased have 
moderate or high value for Pacific herring. 

Social and Economic Impacts 

Archaeological Resources. The proposed actions would increase the level of protection for 
archaeological resources and improve the understanding or appreciation of cultural resource 
values in the short term. Since the degree of change is expected to increase gradually, the 
effect is estimated to be moderate benefits to archaeological resources in the short term. 

In the long tenn, the proposed actions may increase protection for archaeological resources 
and substantially improve the understanding or appreciation of cultural resource values, 
creating moderate to high benefits. 
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Subsistence. Short-term increases in populations ofharvestable subsistence resources, and 
thus benefits to subsistence uses, would be kill:. 

The proposed actions may help locally to reduce the negative impacts on species important to 
subsistence use, as well as improve subsistence users' confidence in determining the 
healthfulness of subsistence foods, which would be a long-term moderate benefit to 
subsistence uses. 

Recreation and Tourism. The proposed actions may increase numbers of visitors, types of 
recreation opportunities available, and quality of experiences; but this is expected to occur 
gradually, accruing low benefits over the short term. 

Moderate to high benefits are expected over the long term because the proposed actions may 
increase recreational use levels, types, and opportunities. This is expected to occur locally in 
some cases and throughout the spill area in other cases. 

Wilderness. Short-term effects on designated Wilderness and the wilderness 
character of non-designated wildlands would be 1m£ benefit from greater protection 
and removal of traces of residual oil. Long-term moderate benefits are likely to 
result from greater protection of the wilderness-like setting of acquired lands, 
reduction of residual oil, increased populations of wildlife, and increased public 
awareness of the level of recovety in designated Wilderness and wilderness-like 
areas. 

Commercial Fish in~. The short-term effects would be negligible. New runs to support 
new commercial fisheries probably cannot be established within one life cycle of salmon to 
replace opportunities lost because of fishing closures or reduced harvests. 

The long-term effects would have moderate benefits. These actions wou~d assist the 
replacement oflost commercial fishing opportunities. However, some portions of the EVOS 
area would obtain greater benefits than other portions. 

Sport Fish in~. The short-term effects would be negligible. New sport fisheries to replace 
lost sport fishing opportunities probably cannot be established within one life cycle. 

The long-term effects would have high benefits. After salmon and trout production is 
expanded, newly established sport fisheries can be expected to provide substantial 
recreational benefits. 

Economy. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

In long-term impacts, qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 5 would result in 
moderate economic benefits in commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate negative 
effects in forestry. Quantitative analysis reflects that there would be effects resulting from 
habitat acquisition on forestry and other sectors but not on commercial fishing and recreation. 
Quantitative analysis indicates that Alternative 5 would result, in annual averages for a 10-
year period, in a loss of approximately $28 million in forest industry output, an increase of $6 
million in construction industry output, and $2 million in services. The corresponding 
changes in employment would be a loss of279 jobs in forestry, an increase of 55 in 
construction, and an increase of 320 in services. 
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The Proposed Action 

The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) Trustee Council has the joint responsibility under a 
Memorandum of Agreement for the restoration of natural resources and services injured by 
the EVOS of 1989. The proposed action is to restore the injured natural resources and 
services through implementation oh Restoration Plan. The Draft Restoration Plan that is 
Alternative 5 in this fmal environmental impact statement (FEIS) is the proposed action. 
This represents a modification of the Alternative 5 shown in the Draft Exxon Valdez 
Restoration Plan Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment, EVOS Trustee Council, 
April 1993 (later referred to as the brochure). The Draft Restoration Plan was issued in 
November 1993, and was also made available concurrent with the DEIS. 

Purpose of and Need for the Proposed 
Action 

The purpose of the proposed action analyzed in this FEIS is to restore, in so far as possible, 
the injured natural resources and thereby the services they provide affected by the EVOS. 
The purpose of this document is to analyze the effects of proposed uses of the remaining 
funds (approximately $620 million as ofF ebruary 1994, after fmal reimbursements) in 
accomplishing the mission of the Trustee Council. The Trustee Council previously 
completed project-specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation on the 
time-critical restoration projects undertaken in the 1992 through 1994 Annual Work Plans. 
This FEIS will analyze the 1995 through 2002 program under which the Annual Work Plans 
will be developed. (See the following section on "Litigation and Settlement" for a more 
complete discussion of the terms of this settlement.) 

The Draft Restoration Plan issued by the EVOS Trustee Council in November 1993 is one of 
five general approaches to restoration analyzed in this FEIS. The fmal restoration approach-
which will be published in the Final Restoration Plan--will be decided by the Trustee 
Council. The impact analysis in this FEIS will be considered in their decision. The Final 
Restoration Plan will provide broad, long-term guidance for implementation of restoration 
activities to restore resources and the services they provide that were injured during the 
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EVOS in the area shown in the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Area map preceding the ftrst page of 
the Summary of this document. (The EVOS area includes the area enclosed by the maximum 
extent of oiled shorelines, severely affected communities and their immediate human-use 
areas, and uplands adjacent to the watershed divide.) 

The Federal and State governments, acting as Trustees for natural resources are responsible 
for taking actions necessary to restore resources and the services they provide that were 
injured by the EVOS. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) ( 33 
U.S.C. § 1321[f]) and Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) (42 U.S. C.§ 9607[f]) provide the legal basis for these 
responsibilities. 

The EVOS contaminated approximately 1,500 miles of Alaska's coastline. In 1991, Exxon 
agreed to pay the United States and the State of Alaska $900 million in civil settlement funds 
to restore the resources injured by the spill and the reduced or lost services (human uses) they 
provide. Of that amount, approximately $620 million remains available to fund restoration 
activities as ofFebruary 1994. 

The EVOS Restoration Plan will provide long-term guidance to the Trustee Council for 
using these funds in restoring the resources and services injured by the oil spill. 

Litigation and Settlement 

After the spill, President George Bush and Alaska Governor Steve Cowper both declared 
their intent to restore the affected ecosystem as well as the local economy. Both the United 
States and the State of Alaska filed civil complaints against the Exxon Corporation and other 
parties; separate criminal complaints also were filed. 

A settlement between the Exxon companies and the United States and the State of Alaska 
were approved by the Federal District Court in Civil Actions A91-082 (United States v. 
Exxon Corp.) andA91-083 (Sta.te of Alaska v. Exxon Corp.) on October 9, 1991. As part of 
this settlement, the Exxon companies agreed to pay the United States and the State of Alaska 
$900 million over a period of 10 years. Generally, these payments are deposited in the 
registry of the U.S. District Court for Alaska where they are invested through the Federal 
Court Registry Investment System. As funding needs for restoration projects are identified, 
the Trustee Council, through the Alaska Department of Law and the U.S. Department of 
Justice, applies to the court for disbursement of funds from the Registry. 

Civil ActionA91-081 (United States v. State of Alaska) resolved the claims the United 
States and the State of Alaska had against each other as a result of the spill. Under the 
Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree, the United States and the State act as co
trustees in the collection and joint use of the restoration funds. Under the Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA), the governments may use these funds for the purposes of" ... restoring, 
replacing, enhancing, rehabilitating, or acquiring the equivalent of natural resources injured 
as a result of the Exxon Valdez oil spill and the reduced or lost services provided by such 
resources." 
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The MOA also provides for the reimbursement of certain spill-related expenses such as 
litigation. costs, cleanup, and damage assessment. Such amounts are not deposited in the 
Court Registry, but are paid directly by Exxon to the respective government. 

The MOA provides that the six Trustees are responsible for making all decisions regarding 
funding, injury assessment, and restoration. Six individuals have been designated to serve as 
Trustees; three represent the State of Alaska and three represent the Federal Government. 
The individuals serving in this capacity are the Commissioner of the Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation (ADEC), the Commissioner of the Alaska Department ofFish 
and Game (ADF&G), the State Attorney General, the Secretary of the U.S. Department of 
the Interior (USDOI), the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the 
Administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOM). In 
accordance with a subsequent Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) executed by the six 
Trustees, the Alaska-based EVOS Trustee Council was formed to coordinate and oversee the 
development and implementation of the restoration program. The State Trustees serve as 
members of the Trustee Council. Each of the Federal Trustees appointed a representative to 
the Trustee Council. The Regional Forester of the Forest Servicerepresents USDA, the 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks represents USDOI, and the Regional 
Director of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) represents NOM. The planning, 
evaluation, and implementation of restoration activities require the Unanimous agreement of 
the Trustee Council. 

In addition to the civil claims described above, the United States and the State of Alaska also 
filed criminal claims against the Exxon Corporation and Exxon Shipping Company. These 
claims were settled on October 8, 1991, along with the civil claims. Exxon Corporation and 
Exxon Shipping entered guilty pleas, admitting that they had violated several environmental 
laws. A fme of $150 million dollars was imposed, of which $125 million was remitted 
because the Exxon companies had cooperated with the Government during the cleanup, 
already had paid many private claims, and had tightened their environmental controls after 
the spill. Of the remaining $25 million, $12 million was deposited into the North American 
Wetlands Conservation Fund, and $13 million was deposited into the Victims of Crime 
Account. These funds are not controlled by the Trustee Council and the expenditure of these 
sums therefore are not considered in the Restoration Plan. 

Under the criminal settlement, the companies also agreed to pay $100 million as restitution. 
Half of this money was paid to the United States and half was paid to the State of Alaska. By 
agreement of the governments; these funds are managed separately by the United States and 
by the State of Alaska. Although these funds are to be used exclusively for restoration 
projects within the State of Alaska relating to the Exxon Valdez oil spill, they are outside the 
scope of the Restoration Plan and this FEIS because they are managed by each government. 

Decision to be Made Following public review and comment on the Draft Restoration Plan and the draft 
environmental impact statement (DEIS), the Trustees will decide which of the five 
alternatives will be adopted as the Final Restoration Plan. During implementation, the 
Restoration Plan may be amended as needed to respond to new information about injuries 
and recovery, to make use of new technology, or to respond to other changing conditions. 
Public participation will be sought before any changes would be made to the Restoration 
Plan. 
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Background of the Proposed Action 

On March 24, 1989, the tanker Exxon Valdez ran aground on Bligh Reef in Prince William 
Sound, Alaska, causing the largest tanker oil spill in U.S. histozy. Approximately 11 million 
gallons of North Slope crude oil subsequently moved through southwestern Prince William 
Sound and along the western coast of the Gulf of Alaska, causing injuzy to both natural 
resources and services (human uses) in the area. Figure 1-1 shows the extent of surface 
oiling as recorded by satellite imagery and aerial observation at the time of the spill. 

Spread of Oil During the First 56 Days 

~~~~~~~~~· Observed Distribution of Oil 

~ 0 204060 80 100 
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Because the weather for the :first 3 days following the spill was calm, the oil did not move 
:from the immediate area, although the slick expanded during that time. On the fourth day, 
however, a major storm moved oil through Prince William Sound to the southwest, where it 
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reached beaches on Little Smith, Naked, and Knight Islands. Within 6 days of the spill, oil 
had reached the Gulf of Alaska. The leading edge of the oil slick reached the Chiswell 
Islands and the Kenai Peninsula by April 2 and the Barren Islands by April 11. By the 
middle of May 1989, some 470 miles of shoreline had been oiled, including parts of Prince 
William Sound, the Kenai Peninsula, the Kodiak Archipelago, and the Alaska Peninsula. 
During the summer of 1989, oil from the spill was found as far as 600 miles from Bligh Reef, 
the site of the grounding. 

Immediately following the spill, efforts to clean the oiled beaches and to assess the extent of 
the damage began. Federal agencies, the State of Alaska, local governments, native 
organizations, private citizens, and the Exxon Corporation and its contractors mobilized 
treatment efforts on the oiled shorelines. In the water, containment booms were used to 
corral the oil. On the beaches, high-pressure hot-water washing, manual rock washing, and 
bioremediation techniques were among the methods used to remove oil from the shoreline. 

Scientists initiated studies during the summer of 1989 to determine the nature and extent of 
injury to area plants and animals. Although studies began as soon as possible following the 
spill, some opportunities to gather data were lost; the shortage of resources and the difficulty 
of the work made immediate response impossible. In 1989, 72 studies were carried out in 1 0 
categories of natural resources and related services. The number of studies in progress has 
decreased steadily since 1989, but research is continuing on the effects of residual oil in the 
ecosystem and on the natural recovery process. 

The Trustee Council began developing a restoration plan in 1990. Most of the effort at that 
time was focused on identifying and developing possible restoration techniques. Following 
the October 9, 1991 settlement between the Exxon companies, the United States, and the 
State of Alaska, the Trustee Council decided to continue development of a restoration plan 
and to provide for meaningful public participation therein. Following public review and 
comment on the brochure in April 1993, the Trustee Council developed the Draft Restoration 
Plan in November 1993 as the proposed action for the EIS. The Final Restoration Plan will 
assist the decisionmaking process by establishing management direction for identifying and 
selecting activities to restore injured resources and services. Program-level guidelines will 
assist in evaluating and implementing future proposed restoration activities. These activities 
will be developed as part of the Trustee Council's Annual Work Program and will be 
evaluated by the policies set forth in the Restoration Plan. Each Annual Work Program will 
contain descriptions of the restoration activities to be funded that year, based on the policies 
and spending guidelines of the Restoration Plan, public comments, and changing restoration 
needs. 

Alternatives for the Draft Restoration Plan were prepared for public review and comment in 
the publication, Draft Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan Summary of Alternatives for Public 
Comment, EVOS Trustee Council, April 1993. The brochure described five alternative 
courses of action, including the no action alternative; explained the evaluation criteria used; 
and outlined the differences among each of the alternatives. It also discussed an approach to 
implementing the alternatives; and it covered administration, funding allocation guidelines 
and mechanisms, monitoring, and public participation. 

Based on public comment on the alternatives presented in the brochure, the Trustee Council 
has modified and designated Alternative 5 as the proposed action for the environmental 
impact statement (EIS) and has published this modified alternative as the Draft Restoration 
Plan. This FEIS is intended to assist decisionmakers and the public in assessing the merits of 
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the various alternatives and determining which of the possible alternatives should be selected 
as the Final Restoration Plan. 

As stated above, each restoration alternative is made up offour types of activities, and each 
alternative places different emphasis on each categoty. These activities are as follows: 

Habitat protection and acquisition. 

This activity is designed to limit further injuzy to species and services within the 
spill area by protecting habitats. Habitat protection options include acquiring 
privately held land, obtaining less than fee simple acquisition of rights to privately 
held land, or changing the management of publicly held land. 

General restoration. 

General Restoration includes a wide variety of restoration activities. Some General 
Restoration activities will improve the rate of natural recovery by directly 
manipulating the environment. Other activities protect natural recovery by 
managing human uses or reducing marine pollution. A few general restoration 
activities may involve facilities. Facilities may direct human use away :from 
sensitive areas, support other restoration activities, or replace facilities needed for 
access and damaged by the spill. 

Monitoring and research. 

Monitoring and Research includes gathering information about how resources and 
services are recovering, whether restoration activities are successful, and what 
continuing problems exist in the general health of the affected ecosystems. It 
provides important information to help direct the restoration program. In addition, 
it will provide useful information to resource managers and the scientific 
community that will help restore the injured resources and services. 

Administration and public information. 

Funding levels for administration and public information activities depend on the 
number and scope of the other activities. As more projects and programs are 
implemented, the percentage of funds allocated to management and administration 
decreases. These activities also include providing information to the public about 
restoration activities and the progress of recovery. 

Description of the Process 

This FEIS was written to inform public officials and citizens of potential environmental 
effects that could result :from implementation of the Restoration Plan. This will allow 
decisions about the Restoration Plan to be based on an understanding of the environmental 
consequences. Because decisions madf; in the restoration process may authorize the use 
occupancy, or disposition of Federal public lands, the Draft Restoration Plan is also subject 
to evaluation with respect to its impact on subsistence uses in accordance with §81 0 of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). 
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The FEIS is a requirement under Federal law (NEPA, 1969) for the Federal actions that will 
take place under the Restoration Plan. The State of Alaska is cooperating in this FEIS 
because the Trustee Council will implement actions that are jointly funded. 

As a programmatic FEIS, this document does not address site-specific situations, proposals, 
or regulations. Such matters will be dealt with in subsequent Annual Work Plans issued by 
the Trustee Council. Such individual matters may also be subject to further review under 
NEPA as well as §81 0 of ANILCA. 

A brief discussion of the EIS process follows. 

On April1 0, 1992, a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the development of a restoration 
plan following the March 24, 1989, Exxon Valdez oil spill was published in the Federal 
Register (57 FR 12473). This notice stated that public meetings would be held throughout 
the EVOS area to solicit comments on the Restoration Plan and possible effects on resources 
and services. 

On January 14, 1994, a Revised Notice of Intent to prepare anEIS was published in the 
Federal Register (59 FR 2352). An opportunity to submit additional comments was opened 
through February 1994, and a public meeting was held in Anchorage on January 27, 1994. 

The Council on Environmental Quality defmes scoping as "an early and open process for 
determining the scope of issues ~o be addressed in an EIS and for identifying the significant 
issues related to a proposed action" ( 40 CFR 1501. 7). It is a means for early identification of 
important issues deserving analysis in an EIS. The scoping process for this EIS is discussed 
in greater detail later in this chapter. 

The DEIS had several parts. It described the proposed action and alternatives and the 
potentially affected physical, biological, and human environments~ provided an analysis of 
potential adverse effects; described mitigating measures to reduce adverse effects; and 
presented a record of consultation and coordination with others during the DEIS preparation. 
The DEIS was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and its availability 
was announced in the Federal Register. 

A 45-day public comment period followed the release of the DEIS. During this period, · 
public meetings and at least one hearing were held, and oral and written comments were 
received from the public. Comment letters and the specific responses are contained in 
Chapter 5 of this document. 

Oral and written comments on the DEIS are addressed in this FEIS. Any needed revisions 
were made to the FEIS before it was filed with EPA and made available to the public by 
announcement in the Federal Register. 

Following the release of the FEIS, there is a 30-day waiting period before any action can be 
taken on the proposal. Then, a ROD documenting the fmal decision is issued. The 
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decisionmaking process on the ~estoration Plan ends with a fmal decision by the Trustees 
regarding the Final Restoration Plan. The ROD is publicly released and announced in the 
Federal Register. 

The selected alternative for the Final Restoration Plan is implemented after a fmal ROD has 
been signed. 

Scoping Process 

Roles of the Agencies 

The Trustee Council selected the USDA Forest Service to act as the lead agency in 
developing the EIS for the Restoration Plan (see 40,CFR 1501.5-7, 1503.1, and 1508.16). 
The USDOI, the NMFS, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR), the ADEC, 
and the ADF&G are acting as cooperative agencies with the Forest Service in preparing the 
EIS and scoping the action but are technically joint agencies in making the fmal decision. 

The lead agency is responsible for coordinating the public scoping process, which is required 
by 40 CFR 150 1. 7. During the scoping process, the Forest Service coordinated with affected 
Federal, State, and local agencies and other interested parties, including the public; 
determined the scope and significance of issues to be analyzed in the EIS; identified and 
eliminated issues that were not germane to the analysis; and oversaw development of the EIS. 
As required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 1506.6(f), the 
planning record for the Restoration Plan EIS includes the data and information used in the 
analysis of the alternatives, scoping records, a chronology, and other relevant information. 
The planning record is available for public review on request. 

Role of the Public 

The MOA between the Federal and State governments requires meaningful public 
involvement in the decisionmaking process. Toward that end, virtually all decisions made by 
the Trustee Council have been made in an open public forum with opportunity for public 
comment. Public comments received on the Restoration Framework document also were 
used to identify significant issues related to implementing a restoration program. A 
Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment on the Draft Restoration Plan was released in 
April1993. Public comments on the Summary ofAltematives, the Draft Restoration Plan, 
and the DEIS will be used to refme the Final Restoration Plan. 

Since approval of the settlement, the Trustee Council has provided five different 
opportunities for formal public comments to be submitted. The first was in January and 
February 1992, to solicit input for the formation of a Public Advisory Group. The second 
occurred in May 1992, when the public was invited to comment on the Restoration 
Framework at meetings in Seldovia (teleconferenced to Port Graham), Horner, Kodiak, 
Juneau, Tatitlek, Valdez, Seward, Whittier, Chenega Bay, Anchorage, Cordova, and 
Fairbanks. These comments were used to identify issues related to implementing a 
restoration program. The third period for public comment was in November 1992, when 
agencies and individuals were invited to an "open house" held in Anchorage to discuss input 
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for the DEIS. fu the fourth period, a round of meetings was held in April 1993 to collect 
public comments on the Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment, released in April 
1993. These meetings were held in Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, Chenega Bay, Karluk, 
Kodiak, Port Graham, Ouzinkie, Port Lions, Seldovia, Larsen Bay, Homer, Akhiok, Old 
Harbor, Nanwalek (English Bay), Anchorage, Valdez, Seward, Tatitlek, Juneau, Cordova, 
Fairbanks, and Whittier. A fifth period for public comment was held in late January and 
early February 1994 after the publication of the Draft Restoration Plan and the Revised 
Notice offutent to prepare an EIS. A public meeting was held in Anchorage at that time. 

The DEIS and the Draft Restoration Plan were available for public comment for 45 days. 
The comments received from the public were used to create this FEIS. 

fu addition, a Public Advisory Group, formed in October 1992, was established to provide 
comment to the Trustee Council on all matters relating to planning, evaluating, and allocating 
funds, as well as planning, evahiating, and conducting injury assessments and restoration 
activities. This group is made up of 15 members who represent a cross-section of the interest 
groups and the public affected by and concerned about the spill. Additionally, there are two 
ex officio members representing the Alaska Legislature. 

The Trustee Council has sought public comment on the following questions concerning the 
Draft Restoration Plan: 

Which resources and services should be targeted for restoration efforts? 

Should restoration actions address all injured resources and services, or should they 
address only those biological resources whose populations declined measurably as a 
result of the spill? 

How long should restoration actions last? 

Should they be undertaken until a resource or service has recovered, then stopped? 
Or should they continue beyond that determined point of restoration? 

Which restoration actions should be undertaken? 

Should the Restoration Plan include only those actions that are expected to produce 
substantial improveme{lt over the rate of natural (unaided) recovery? Or should 
actions believed to produce at least some improvement over the rate of unaided 
recovery be included as well? 

fu what geographic area should restoration actions be taken? 

Should actions be limited to the spill area, or should they be taken in any area where 
there is a link to injured resources or services? 

To what extent, if any, should restoration actions create opportunities for human 
use? 

Should human use of, and access to, the spill area be decreased? Protected? 
fucreased? Or should new opportunities for human use be considered? 
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The interdisciplinary team (IDT) assigned to write the FEIS reviewed and analyzed the 
concerns and ideas expressed in the public involvement and interagency scoping. The 
following issue statements describe those concerns and ideas in general terms. The issue 
statements were evaluated to decide which issues were significant and should be addressed in 
theFEIS. 

The public, agencies, community leaders, and other knowledgeable individuals and 
organizations raised many issues during the scoping process. The agencies identified the 
significant issues based on "reviews of similar actions, knowledge of the area or areas 
involved, discussions with community leaders, and/or consultations with experts and other 
agencies familiar with such actions and their effects" (Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 
[11.5]). These issues are addressed in this document. 

Issues Addressed in the EIS 

Five of the issues raised during scoping were determined to be relevant to the environmental 
impact analysis and will be used to evaluate each alternative. Brief explanations of these 
issues are pi·esented below. 

Issue 1: How would restoration activities contribute to restoring injured resources and 
services? 

This issue is central to the analysis performed. in the EIS and the evaluation of restoration 
option effectiveness presented in the Draft Restoration Plan. In particular, the public is 
interested in how the rate of recovery of the resources affected by the spill will be affected by 
implementation of the restoration activities. The rate and degree of recovery could be 
measured by changes in population or distribution of species, the time required for recovery, 
or other factors. Besides changes in population and diversity, habitat conditions, and acreage 
or sites protected :from development or other physical encroachment, changes in human use 
or management or changes in aesthetic quality also could affect the rate and degree of 
recovery. 

Issue 2: How would activities directed at injured resources and services affect other 
resources and services? 

Each of the proposed restoration options aims to aid injured resources and services; however, 
the potential exists for other resources and services to be affected as well. Although an 
action could be designed to improve recovery of a specific resource, the same action also 
could indirectly affect other resources and services. Potential impacts include changes in the 
number or structure of other species populations as a result of restoration-associated changes 
in the amount or quality of available habitat or food sources. 

There would be no adverse impacts to these other resources :from any of the alternatives 
under consideration in this EIS other than those shown in the economic analysis. The 
benefits to these other resources would be in the nature of restoring or protecting their habitat 
and/or increasing their food supply as secondary benefits of restoring or protecting the habitat 
of an injured resource. 
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Issue 3: What ecological change would occur in the spill area as a result of restoration 
activities? 

Ecological recovery in the spill area is the intent of the proposed restoration activities. The 
anticipated result of the combined restoration efforts is recovery of the ecosystem to prespill 
conditions and overall biodiversity levels. 

Issue 4: How would restoration activities affect land uses, local economies, and 
communities? 

Some proposed restoration activities may result in the creation or elimination of jobs; and the 
number and kinds of new jobs, as well as the income associated with them, are of interest to 
the public. A concern is that employment could be reduced in some resource development 
industries that may be adversely affected by some restoration options. The effect of increased 
or decreased employment on the. economy and services of the local communities also 
concerns the public, as well as government agencies and private industry. 

For example, the public has anticipated that changes in land use could result from land 
acquisition for protection of habitat. Ownership of some land could move from the private 
sector to the public sector. Increased protection of lands already under public management 
may be considered. Some changes in existing land management strategies could decrease 
opportunity for such activities as logging and mining; others could increase access to 
recreation sites and maintain opportunities for commercial tourism. The economic and 
infrastructure implications of these changes are considered in this document. 

Issue 5: What changes to subsistence uses would occur as a result of restoration activities? 

Some of the proposed restoration options are directed at restoring subsistence uses of 
resources in the spill area. Subsistence use was affected by contamination of resources used 
for subsistence and by users' perception of contamination. Subsistence users also report 
declines in the abundance of many subsistence resources. Restoration activities may focus on 
increasing the abundance of natural resources in the area used for subsistence. Subsistence 
use also may be affected by the implementation of options that are not intended to specifically 
address subsistence use; this potential for secondary impact is considered in the analysis of 
the alternatives. 

There are continuing human health and safety concerns that certain resources used for 
subsistence may have been contaminated. Eating oil-contaminated food is harmful to 
humans, as is direct physical contact with crude oil. To avoid injury to humans, fisheries 
were closed and harvesting of affected species was discouraged immediately after the spill 
occurred. Some of the restoration activities aim to decrease the levels of harmful 
hydrocarbons in resources used for subsistence. Others focus on obtaining information to 
determine the level of persistent contamination, if any, in harvested resources. 

Issues Not Addressed in this EIS 

The public raised many issues during the various public comment periods and public 
meetings that were relevant to developing the Draft Restoration Plan but are not relevant to 
analyzing the effects of the proposed action and alternatives. Those issues are identified in 
the Restoration Framework document published in April 1992 and in the Draft Restoration 
Plan (November 1993). Those issues relate to planning and were dealt with in those 
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documents. They were determined to not address issues which would have a significant 
effect on the human environment. 

Impact Topics Studied by the EIS 
During the scoping process for the EIS and the Draft Restoration Plan, many resources and 
services were named as having been injured or reduced as a result of the EVOS. Tables 1-1 
and 1-2 show the resources and services that were identified at some point in the scoping. 
The injwy status of these resources and the services they provide was evaluated in the 
development of the Draft Restoration Plan and was displayed in Appendix B, Tables B-4, B-
5, and B-6 (pp. 35-55). Some resources identified in Table 1-1 showed no oil spill mortality. 
This was especially true of most. of the terrestrial mammals. Several other resources showed 
mortality but no measured population decline because of spill injwy. Other resources 
identified by the public are believed to be recovering. Table B-1, in AppendixB of the Draft 
Restoration Plan, shows the latest information on the status of the injured resources and 
services. 

The brochure published in April 1993 listed the resources and the services they provide that 
were reduced or injured by the oil spill and categorized the natural resources by whether a 
population decline had occurred. In the Draft Restoration Plan released on November 28, 
1993, Table B-1, the injured biological resources were grouped by recovery status, not by 
measured population decline. The other resources and human uses injured or reduced also 
were shown. 
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Resources Identified in Seeping 1 

Mammals Fish and Shellfish Birds Intertidal 
Organisms 

Harbor Seal Cutthroat Trout Bald Eagle Seaweed 
Sea Otter Dolly Varden Black Oystercatcher Snail 
Killer Whale Pacific Herring Common Murre Barnacle 
River Otter Pink Salmon Harlequin Duck Sea Urchin 
Black Bear Sockeye Salmon Marbled Murrelet 
Mountain Goat Rockfish Pigeon Guillemot 
Deer Tomcod Eider Duck 
Mink Silver Salmon Other Ducks 
Dall Porpoise Northern Swan 
Sea Lion Smoothtongue Brant 

Chum Salmon Canada Geese 
King Salmon Loon 
Bottomfish Cormorant 
Candlefish Grebe 
King Crab Bonaparte's Gull 
Tanner Crab Arctic Tern 
Dungeness Crab Black-Legged Kittiwake 
Shrimp Tufted Puffm 

1Note: Common names of species used in public comments. 

Source: Summary of Public Comment on Alternatives, EVOS Trustee Council, September 
1993. 

Table 1-2 

Services and Other Resources Identified in Seeping 

Services (Human Uses) 

Commercial Fishing 
Commercial Tourism 
Passive Use 
Recreation Including 
Sport Fishing, Sport Hunting, 
And Other Recreation Use 

Subsistence 

Other Resources 

Air, Water, and 
Sediments 

Archaeological 
Resources 

Designated Wilderness Areas 

Source: Summary of Public Comment on Alternatives, EVOS Trustee Council, September 
1993. 

The IDT considered the various proposed alternatives and the issues raised in public 
comment and selected the following impact topics to cover these issues analytically. Some of 
the key factors that were considered included: whether any actions are proposed that are 
likely to have an environmental impact; and, the issues and concerns raised by the public 
during scoping. This information, along with the public comment, and the recovery status of 
the resources and services is the. basis for the decision to analyze the impacts to the following 
resources and services: 
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full 
Pink Salmon 
Pacific Herring 

Sockeye Salmon 

Intertidal Resources (Such as· Clams, Fucus, Mussels, Limpets, etc.) 

Marine Mammals 
Harbor Seals 

mrma 
Common Murres 
Marbled Murrelet 

Other Resources 
Designated Wilderness Areas 

Services (Human Uses) 
Commercial Fishing 
Recreation 
Subsistence 

Sea Otters 

Harlequin Duck 
Pigeon Guillemot 

Archaeology 

Sport Fishing 
Tourism 

In addition to the resources and services analyzed in this FEIS, the restoration program may 
include other resources with injuries related to the spill. These resources include killer 
whales, river otters, bald eagles, black oystercatchers, rockfish, and subtidal organisms. At 
this time, actions that have been identified for these resources are primarily monitoring and 
research activities, or management based actions. These types of actions are outside the 
scope of analysis in this FEIS. 

Endangered Species 

Following is a biological assessment of the effects of the action alternatives on Threatened 
and Endangered Species known to occur within the EVOS area. The Office of Endangered 
Species, Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 7, determined the occurrence ofthe species 
considered. As restoration actions are proposed, each will be re-evaluated for compliance 
regarding its effects on rare and endangered species. 

Current Endangered and Threatened Species in EVOS Area 

Short-tailed Albatross (Diomedea albatrus) - Status: Endangered 
A remnant population of short-tailed albatrosses breeds on a small island off Japan (AOU 
1983). The species is considered a rare summer and fall visitant to oceanic and continental 
shelf waters of the Gulf of Alaska (DeGange and Sanger 1986). None were sighted anywhere 
in Alaskan waters during surveys of the Alaskan Outer Continental Shelf Environmental 
Assessment Program in the 1970's, and there have been few sightings in the Gulf of Alaska 
in the past 10 years. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 will not affect the short-tailed albatross 
because the chances of this species occurring in the EVOS area are extremely small. 

American pere2rine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum)- Status: Endangered 
Actions proposed under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 will not affect American peregrine falcons 
that may migrate through the EV.OS area. Habitat acquisition would provide more habitat for 
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avian prey of this sub-species than would likely occur under the No Action Alternative in the 
long term. 

Arctic peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius)- Status: Threatened 
This race of peregrine falcon has been proposed for de-listing, and will not be affected by 
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 because the chances of it occurring in the EVOS area are 
extremely small. There is some doubt whether there are any records for this race within the 
EVOS zone. However, any habitat acquisition will provide added protection to any Arctic 
peregrine falcons and their avian prey that may occur in the EVOS area. 

Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia) - Status: Threatened 
This endangered race of Canada goose breeds on a few islands in the Aleutians, and on one 
of the Semidi Islands, just within the southern limits of the EVOS region. This sub-species is 
believed to migrate directly between breeding islands and their wintering grounds in the 
Pacific Northwest. There are no records of this race within the EVOS zone other than at the 
Semidi Islands. Therefore, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 should have no adverse affect on the 
Aleutian Canada goose, although any habitat acquisition will provide added protection to any 
Aleutian Canada geese that may happen to occur in the EVOS area. 

Steller's eider (Polysticta stelleri) - Status: Proposed Threatened 
This species was considered a rare winter visitant to the EVOS area in the early 1970's 
(Islieb and Kessel, 1973), and none have been seen since the EVOS during intensive marine 
bird surveys ofPWS in March or July (Agler, Seiser, Kendall and Irons, written comm., 
1994). Actions proposed under Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 will not affect this species 
adversely. Cleaning remaining oil from beneath mussel beds, a proposed summer restoration 
action, would benefit intertidal foraging habitat by decreasing the chances for oil 
contaminating the eider's food supply. 

Conclusions 

Species 
Short-tailed albatross 
(Diomedea albatrus) 
American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 
Arctic peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus tundrius) 
Aleutian Canada goose 
(Branta canadensis leucopareia) 
Steller's eider 
(Polysticta stelleri) 

Determination 
No adverse effects 

No adverse effects (may benefit) 

No adverse effects 

No adverse effects 

No adverse effects (may benefit) 

Possible Conflicts Between the Proposed Action and Other Plans 

The NEPA requires an analysis of impacts on the human environment. Some topics required 
to be studied by NEP A are not affected by the proposed action. These include land use plans 
and coastal zone management plans and are discussed below. 

A review of the Coastal Management Programs and other land management plans to 
identify any conflicts between them and the Draft Restoration Plan (the proposed action in 
the FEIS) was made in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.16( c). 
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The programs and plans that were reviewed include: 

The 1964 Chugach National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended. 
The Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge CCP. 
The Alaska Maritime Natiml.al Wildlife Refuge CCP. 
The Kenai Fjords National Park General Management Plan (GMP) (1984) 
The Katmai National Park and Preserve GMP, Wilderness Suitability, and Land 
Protection Plan (LPP) (1986) 
The Kenai Fjords LPP (1988 as amended 1992) 
The Kenai Fjords Wilderness Recommendations FEIS (1988) 
The Katmai National Park and Preserve Wilderness Recommendations FEIS (1988) 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) land use plans for restricted Native allotments 
Eyak Lake AMSA Cooperative Management Plan 
The 1986 Kenai River Comprehensive Management Plan. 
The 1988 Prince William Sound Area Plan for State Lands. 
The 1989 Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) Statutes and Regulations. 
The 1989 City of Whittier Coastal Management Program. · 
The Valdez Coastal Management Program, reprinted July 1992. 
The 1986 Cordova Coastal Management Program. 
The 1990 Kenai Peninsula Borough Coastal Management Program. 
The 1992 Port Graham/Nanwalek Area Which Merits Special Attention. 
The 1983 Kodiak Island Borough Coastal Management Program. 
The Regional Comprehensive Salmon Enhancement Plans for: 

Prince William Sound, 1983, 1986, and 1994; 
Cook Inlet, 1982; and, 
Kodiak, 1984 and 1992. 

Findings 

Chugach National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. The Forest Planning 
Staff reviewed the relationship between the Chugach Forest Plan and EVOS activities and 
reached the following conclusions: 

1. Current Forest Plan management direction allows for implementation ofEVOS restoration 
activities identified in the Draft Restoration Plan. 

2. Habitat protection and acquisition are compatible and consistent with Forest Plan 
direction. Much of the Chugach National Forest has a protective management prescription 
and is naturally protected because of remoteness or topography. 

3. The Forest Plan does not need to be amended to achieve the goals of the Draft Restoration 
Plan. 

4. Restoration activities approved to date are appropriate and consistent with the current 
Forest Plan management prescriptions section where appropriate management practices and 
activities are identified. 

5. The goals and objectives of the proposed EVOS Monitoring and Research programs are 
fully compatible with those outlined in the Forest Plan. 
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6. Iffunded and implemented, many of the scheduled Chugach National Forest projects will 
provide incidental benefits toward reaching EVOS restoration objectives. 

National Wildlife Refuze System Comprehensive Conservation Plans. The Fish and 
Wildlife Service has reviewed the relationship between the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 
CCP, and Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge CCP, and the EVOS Draft Restoration 
Plan and reached the following conclusions: 

Habitat protection and acquisition are compatible and consistent with the Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge and Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge CCP's. 

Acquisition of high value habitats and inholdings within the Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge and Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge is supported by the CCP's. Also, 
the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge Land Protection Plan describes and set priorities for 
all refuge inholdings for protection status. 

Certain specific actions that could be undertaken in implementing the Restoration Plan, 
such as developing new facilities or employing habitat manipulation techniques, could be 
in conflict with refuge plans. However, the Draft Restoration Plan does not identify 
where any actions will occur and requires that all actions be in compliance with Federal 
and State laws and regulations. There is no provision or direction in the Draft 
Restoration Plan to conduct activities on any Federal, State, or private lands when the 
land manager is not in agreement with the action. 

National Park System Plans. The National Park Service has reviewed the relationship 
between the proposed action and the GMP's and LPP's for Kenai Fjords National Park and 
Katmai National Park and Preserve, and we reached the following conclusions: 

Habitat protection and acquisition are compatible and consistent with the GMP's and 
LPP's for Kenai Fjords National Park and Katmai National Park and Preserve. 

Acquisition of high value habitats and inholdings within Kenai Fjords National Park and 
Katmai National Park and Preserve is supported by the GMP's and LPP's. 

The National Park Service is not aware of any conflicts between the Draft Restoration 
Plan the Park GMP's and LPP's. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs Restricted Native Allotments. The Bureau of Indian Affairs 
indicated that there are no conflicts between the proposed action and land use plans for 
restricted Native allotments managed by the Bureau. They also stated that they will continue 
to work with the affected tribes to ensure subsistence activities and resources are restored 
and protected. 

Prince William Sound Area Plan for State Lands. The areawide land management 
policies outlined in Chapter 2 of the Area Plan consist of goals and management guidelines 
for coordination and public notice; fish and wildlife habitat and harvest areas; floating 
residential and commercial facilities; forestry; instream flow; mariculture; materials; public 
and private access; recreation, tourism, cultural and scenic resources; settlement; shoreline 
development; subsurface resources; and transportation and utilities. Many of the 
management guidelines presented in the Area Plan compliment restoration objectives 
outlined in the Draft Restoration Plan. While some of the activities that could be carried out 
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on State land within Prince William Sound could conflict with restoration objectives, the 
Area Plan itself does not conflict with the Draft Restoration Plan. 

Alaska Coastal Mana~tement Pro~tram Statutes and Re~tulations. The pertinent section 
of the ACMP is 6 AAC Chapter' SO. This chapter details the standards used by State 
agencies in carrying out their responsibilities under the Alaska Coastal Management Act. 
Standards have been established for activities related to coastal development; geophysical 
hazard areas; recreation; energy facilities; transportation and utilities; fish and seafood 
processing; timber harvest and processing; subsistence; habitats; air, land, and water quality; 
historic, prehistoric, and archaeological resources; and areas that merit special attention. 

All of the standards in the Alaska Coastal Management Act are designed to minimize 
conflicts between resource use and resource protection. The intent of the standards appears 
to be maintaining a healthy functioning ecosystem. Objectives of the ACMP, under which 
fall the coastal management programs of all borough, city, or Areas Meriting Special 
Attention (AMSA's) are outlined below. 

The use, management, restoration, and enhancement of the overall quality of the coastal 
environment; 

the development of industrial or commercial enterprises that are consistent with the 
social, cultural, historic, economic, and environmental interests of the people of the 
State; 

the orderly, balanced utilization and protection of the resources of the coastal area 
consistent with sound conservation and sustained yield principals; 

the management of coastal land and water uses in such a manner that, generally, those 
uses that are economically or physically dependent on a coastal location are given higher 
priority when compared to uses that do not economically or physically require a coastal 
location; 

the protection and management of historic, cultural, natural, and aesthetic values and 
natural systems or processes within the coastal area; 

the prevention of damage to or degradation of land and water reserved for their natural 
values as a result of inconsistent land or water usages adjacent to that land; 

the recognition of the need for a continued supply of energy to meet the requirements of 
the State and the contribution of a share of the State's resources to meet National energy 
needs; and, 

the full and fair evaluation of all demands on the land and water in the coastal area. 

The ACMP policies, standards, and objectives are not in conflict with the goals and 
objectives of the Draft Restoration Plan. The Draft Restoration Plan is consistent with the 
ACMP to the maximum extent practicable. 

Eyak Lake AMSA Cooperative Mana~tement Plan. The policies and guidelines of the 
Eyak Lake AMSA Cooperative Management Plan are designed to protect to the maximum 
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extent possible resource values important to the community. and it does not appear there is 
any conflict between the Draft Restoration Plan and the Eyak Lake AMSA. 

Kenai River Comprehensive Mana2ement Plan. The goals and objectives section is the 
pertinent section of the Kenai River Management Plan. The plan is designed to protect and 
perpetuate the fish and wildlife and their habitats along the Kenai River while protecting and 
enhancing public use and enjoyment of the river. These goals and objectives are in hannony 
with the Draft Restoration Plan goals and objectives. and there are no apparent conflicts 
between the two plans. 

City of Whittier Coastal Mana2ement Pro2ram. The City of Whittier Coastal 
Management Program covers the western and southern portion ofPassage Canal from the 
Anchorage Municipality boundary to about one mile east of Shotgun Cove. The goals and 
objectives outlined in the program revolve around a theme of providing for orderly 
development of the Whittier coastal management area while protecting other resource values 
to the extent possible. Improving access to Whittier and Shotgun Cove and developing 
Shotgun Cove for residential use and as a small boat harbor are examples of the plan goals. 
Two areas which merit special attention are identified in the plan, the Shotgun Cove/Emerald 
Bay Subdivision and the Whittier Port and Harbor. 

The Whittier CMP policies are designed to minimize impacts to coastal resources while 
allowing appropriate development to occur within the coastal area. The goals, objectives, 
and policies of the Whittier CMP are not in conflict with the goals and objectives of the Draft 
Restoration Plan. 

Valdez Coastal Mana2ement Pro2ram. This program covers the Valdez Municipal 
Boundary and roughly extends from the mouth of Valdez Narrows on the west to Keystone 
Canyon on the east. The goals of the program are designed to facilitate reasonable 
community expansion and development while meeting resource protection laws and 
regulations. The goals dealing with industrial, commercial, and residential development 
could be construed to be in conflict with the Draft Restoration Plan. However, this 
development is focused in areas already receiving high human use or on lands with low value 
as habitat for injured resources. Other coastal program goals are designed to protect coastal 
habitats and scenic beauty and therefore compliment the objectives of the Draft Restoration 
Plan. 

Cordova Coastal Mana2ement Program. The Cordova Coastal Management Program 
covers the city limits of Cordova. The objectives outlined in the program are to be used in 
evaluating plans or permit applications for development within the program boundaries. 
They are designed to minimize impacts to the coastal zone while allowing for water-related 
or water-dependent uses. These objectives do not appear to conflict with the goals and 
objectives of the Draft Restoration Plan. 

Port Graham/Nanwalek AMSA. This AMSA covers most of the Port Graham and 
Nanwalek Village Corporation lands to the west ofKachemak Bay State Wilderness Park. 
The AMSA includes Windy Bay, Port Chatham and the Chugach Islands. The area was 
designated as an AMSA to 1) protect traditional human subsistence needs; 2) maintain the 
high quality and productivity of important coastal habitats and resources; 3) minimize 
conflicts between uses of coastal resources and development activities; and 4) preserve 
unique cultural values, lifestyles, sites of historic and archaeological significance, and areas 
of outstanding scenic beauty. ~e goals for water quality, coastal erosion, fish and wildlife 
habitat, subsistence, commercial fishing, mariculture, cultural resources, transportation, 
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recreation and tourism, navigation obstruction, timber harvest, fish and seafood processing, 
and oil spill emergency preparedness and response--and the enforceable policies developed 
to further those goals--go beyond the Kenai Peninsula Borough Coastal Management 
Program in providing protection to resources. There does not appear to be any conflict 
between the goals and policies of this program and the Draft Restoration Plan. 

Kenai Peninsula Borou2h Coastal Management Program. The Kenai Peninsula 
Borough Coastal Management Program covers the entire Kenai Peninsula Borough up to the 
1 ,000-ft contour. It is tiered off the ACMP and provides more specific direction on review of 
uses and activities requiring permits and approvals within the coastal zone. Broad goals, 
specific objectives, and enforceable policies are spelled out for coastal development; 
geophysical hazards; recreation and public access; energy and industrial development; 
transportation and utilities; fishing and seafood processing; mariculture; timber management; 
mining and mineral processing; subsistence; fish and wildlife habitat; air, land, and water 
quality; and archaeological and historic resources. 

The goals, objectives and policies are designed to allow for compatible development while 
maintaining a quality environment. There does not appear to be a conflict between the Kenai 
Peninsula Borough Coastal Management Program and the Draft Restoration Plan. 

Kodiak Island Borough Coastal Management Program. The Kodiak Island Borough 
Coastal Management Program covers the entire Borough, from sea level to the tops of the 
mountains. The Borough boundary- is the Kodiak Archipelago. Goals, objectives, and 
policies that address coastal development; recreation; energy facilities; transportation; 
utilities; fisheries; timber harvesting and processing; agriculture; and mining and mineral 
processing provide direction in reviewing and approving activities and uses of the coastal 
zone. These goals, objectives, and policies are tiered off of the ACMP. There does not 
appear to be any conflict between this coastal management program and the Draft 
Restoration Plan. 

Regional Comprehensive Salmon Enhancement Plans. These documents provide 
comprehensive plans for the management, rehabilitation and enhancement of salmon 
resources according to State of Alaska Legislative mandate (Chapter 113 SLA 1971) that 
directed the Alaska Department ofFish and Game to "develop and continually maintain a 
. comprehensive, coordinated long-range plan for the orderly present and long-range 
rehabilitation ... of all aspects of the state's fishery." Projects that may be proposed and 
funded as a result of this programmatic EIS will be reviewed according to this established 
plan to assure that they will be consistent projects identified in that plan. The goals and 
objectives of the Restoration Plan are consistent with those of the Regional Comprehensive 
Salmon Enhancement Plans. (Cook Inlet Regional Planning Team, 1981; Kodiak Regional 
Planning Team, 1992; Prince William Sound Planning Team, 1983; 1986) 

Impacts and Alternatives Considered But 
Not Analyzed in Detail in the EIS 

The following are those impact topics and alternative elements considered but not analyzed 
in detail in the development of this FEIS. The topics and elements are briefly described and 
the reasons for not pursuing them further are given. 
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Resources and the services they provide that currently are recovering and are not the subject 
of proposed restoration actions under any of the proposed alternatives, except that monitoring 
and research may be done to ensure that the resources do recover fully. These resources are 
as follows: 

Bald eagle--recovering, 
black oystercatcher--recovering, 
intertidal organisms (other than clams, mussels, and Fucus )--no actions proposed, 
killer whale--recovering, and 
subtidal organisms--no actions proposed. 

The status of recovery of the following resources and services is unknown at this time. 
Impacts on these resources and services will not be analyzed in the FEIS, except as noted. 
They represent a minor portion of the various alternatives and thus would have few actions 
associated with them other than monitoring. 

Biological Resources: 
Cutthroat trout --no actions proposed (except creating or enhancing runs for sport fishing, 
which is an injured service), 
Dolly V arden--no actions proposed (except creating or enhancing runs for sport fishing, 
which is an injured service), 
river otter--no actions proposed, and 
rockfish--no actions proposed. 

Services (Human Uses): 
Sport hunting--Sport hunting is most directly affected by specific agency regulations of 
theADF&G. 
Passive uses--Injuries to passive uses are tied to public perceptions of~ured resources. 
Any restoration objective that aids recovery of injured resources, or prevents further 
injuries, will help recovery of passive-use values. Passive uses will have recovered 
when people perceive that aesthetic and intrinsic values associated with the natural 
resources injured by the spil.l area are no longer diminished. 

Agency Management Actions 

The Trustee Council uses funds from the civil settlement for activities to restore injured 
resources and the services they provide. The Trustee Council does not manage fish and 
wildlife resources or manage land. Fish and game management decisions are made by fish 
and game boards, or by appropriate Federal or State agencies. Before the oil spill, there 
existed a level of management activity sufficient to appropriately manage the fish, wildlife, 
and habitat in the oil spill area. That level of management is funded through normal agency 
appropriations. 

The Trustee Council may fund research necessary for restoration. The analysis in the FEIS is 
limited to those actions funded by the Trustee Council that impact (positively or negatively) 
the resources identified as the subject of some action (impact topics). 

Monitoring and Research 

The alternatives analyzed in this FEIS consist of four categories of restoration activities: 
administration and public information, monitoring and research, general restoration, and 
habitat protection. Of the anticipated activities that may occur under each of these categories, 
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only some activities in the general restoration and habitat protection categories have the 
potential to produce environmental effects to be analyzed in this FEIS. Other activities, 
especially monitoring and research, could result in projects that would be only informational 
in nature but extremely beneficial to the restoration of injured resources or the services they 
provide. These benefits either depend on the results of research that is not yet completed or 
require an agency management action that is outside the jurisdiction of the Trustee Council. 
Therefore, the impacts of these actions will not be analyzed in this FEIS. 

For example, the restoration program may include research projects designed to determine if 
changes in the forage fish populations are contributing to the long-term decline or slow 
recovery of the injured marbled murre let populations. The implementation of research 
projects is not likely to produce an environmental effect, although this will be determined 
during the project -specific NEPA assessment at the time the research is undertaken. In this 
example, there are at least two possible outcomes from the research: 

1. Key forage fish populations are stable and readily available in important marbled 
murrelet foraging areas, or 

2. Forage fish populations are lower than expected in important marbled murrelet foraging 
areas. 

Either of these fmdings provide valuable information in the restoration effort to help marbled 
murrelets. In the first case, scientists and managers would .know to focus their restoration 
efforts on other possible explanations, such as disease or habitat loss. In the second case, 
efforts could be made to improve the forage fish populations. Some of these activities, such 
as management changes to commercial fisheries, are outside the jurisdiction of the Trustee 
Council. In this example, the decision to implement management changes that could cause a 
change in the forage fish population and, subsequently, a change in the recovery of marbled 
murrelets may be made by the State Board ofFish and Game or appropriate federal agency 
and is outside the authority of the Trustee Council. 

Because it is impossible to predict the outcome of potential research activities that may be a 
part of the restoration program alternatives, these activities are not included in the analysis of 
effects in this FEIS. Similarly, monitoring and general restoration projects that are designed 
to improve our ability to manage an injured resource but require action outside the authority 
of the Trustee Council is beyond the scope of this FEIS. 
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Introduction 

This chapter describes the array of management alternatives considered in the development 
of the Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan. It covers the five alternatives for restoration, 
including the "no action" alternative. The injured resources and services (human uses) that 
would likely be affected by implementation of each of the alternatives are summarized below 
under the Comparison of Alternatives section. For more detailed information about the 
alternatives, please refer to the Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan Summary of 
Alternatives for Public Comment (EVOS Trustee Council, April 1993; hereafter referred to 
as the brochure) and the Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan (EVOS Trustee 
Council, November 1993). 

Each of the alternatives addresses policies for selecting possible restoration activities. Each 
of the alternatives is made up of variations of four basic categories of activities: (1) Habitat 
Protection and Acquisition; (2) General Restoration of resources and services; (3) 
Monitoring and Research; and ( 4) Administration and Public Information. The General 
Restoration category contains general types of actions designed to achieve a particular 
objective in relation to an injured resource. ("Actions" is the term used to refer to site
specific projects to be implemented to achieve the goals of the alternative.) The analysis in 
this fmal environmental impact statement (FEIS) pertains to the alternatives and the their 
associated action patterns but does not consider individual actions. Appropriate site-specific 
environmental analysis will be conducted by the appropriate agencies for all future actions. 
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Alternative 5 contains an element not present in the other alternatives. In response to public 
comments that a fund should be set aside for long-term restoration and research activities, the 
proposed action includes the establishment of a Restoration Reserve. 

Program Elements Common to All 
Alternatives 

- Restoration should contribute to a healthy, productive and biologically diverse ecosystem 
within the spill area that supports the services necessary for the people who live in the 
area. 

• Restoration will take an ecosystem approach to better understand what factors control the 
populations of injured resources. 

These policies recognize that recovery from the oil spill involves restoring the ecosystem 
as well as restoring individual resources. An ecosystem includes the entire community of 
organisms including people that interact with one another and their physical surrounding, 
including people and their relationship with other organisms. The ecosystem will have 
recovered when the population of flora and fauna are again present, healthy, and 
productive; there is a full complement of age classes; and people have the same 
opportunities for the use of public resources as they would have had if the oil spill had not 
occurred. Restoration proposals should, as much as practical, reflect an understanding of 
their impact on ecosystem relationships of related resources and services. 

For General Restoration activities, preference is given to projects that benefit multiple 
species rather than to those that benefit a single species. However, effective projects for 
restoring individual resources will also be considered. This approach will maximize 
benefits to ecosystems and to injured resources and services. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition emphasizes protection of multiple species, ecosystem 
areas, such as entire watersheds, or areas around critical habitats. This approach will be 
more likely to ensure that the habitat supporting an injured resource or service is 
protected. In some cases, protection of a small area will benefit larger surrounding areas, 
or provide critical protection to a single resource or service. 

Monitoring and Research activities require more than resource-specific investigations to 
understand the factors affecting recovery from the oil spill. Restoration issues are 
complex, and research must often take a long-term approach to understand the physical 
and biological interactions that affect an injured resource or service, and may be 
constraining its recovery. The results of these efforts could have important implications 
for restoration, for how fish and wildlife resources are managed, and for the communities 
and people who depend upon the injured resources. 

- Projects designed to restore or enhance an injured service must have a sufficient 
relationship to an injured resource. 
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This policy requires that a project to restore or enhance an injured service must be 
sufficiently related to a natural resource. It can be related to a natural resource in various 
ways. It could directly restore a resource, provide an alternative resource, or restore 
access or people's use of the resource. The strength of the required relationship has not 
been defmed by law, regulation, or the courts. However, a connection with an injured 
resource is necessary. In determining whether to fund a project to restore services, the 
strength of the project's relationship to injured resources will be considered. 

- Competitive proposals for restoration projects will be encouraged. 

Most restoration projects have been undertaken by state or federal agencies. However, 
the number of competitive contracts awarded to nongovernmental agencies have increased 
each year and will continue to increase. 

This policy encourages active participation from individuals and groups in addition to the 
trustee agencies and may generate innovation and cost savings. This approach may be 
inappropriate for some restoration projects, but, where appropriate, competitive proposals 
will be sought for new project ideas and to implement the projects themselves. 

- Restoration will take advantage of cost sharing opportunities where effective. 

- Restoration should be guided and reevaluated as information is obtained from damage 
assessment studies and restoration actions. 

Activities should be coordinated to decrease project costs and be designed to assess and 
incorporate available and late-breaking information to ensure the most effective restoration 
program. 

- Proposed restoration strategie~ should state a clear, measurable and achievable end point. 

A clear, measurable, and achievable endpoint is necessary to determine whether a strategy 
is successful. 

- Restoration must be conducted as efficiently as possible, reflecting a reasonable balance 
between costs and benefits. 

This policy reflects the important fact that there is not sufficient money available to 
complete all useful restoration activities. Implementation of this policy will not be based 
on a quantified cost/benefit analysis, but on a broad consideration of the direct and indirect 
costs, and the primary and secondary benefits. It will also take into account whether there 
is a less expensive method of achieving substantially similar results. 

- Priority shall be given to strategies that involve multi-disciplinary, interagency, or 
collaborative partnerships. 

Projects that use this type of approach are more likely to take advantage of a diversity in 
viewpoints, skills, and strengths and will be more likely to result in cost-effective 
restoration. 
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- Restoration projects will be subject to open, independent scientific review before Trustee 
Council approval. 

This policy continues an existing practice. Independent scientific review gives an 
objective evaluation of the scientific merits of the project. It also assures the public that 
scientific judgements are without bias. · 

- Past performance of the project team should be taken into consideration when making 
funding decisions on future restoration projects. 

The ability to complete projects in a timely and effective manner is essential to the 
restoration effort. 

- Restoration will include a synthesis offmdings and results, and will also provide an 
indication of important remaining issues or gaps in knowledge. 

To the extent possible, all restoration actions will take into account the other relevant 
activities to help the Trustee Council conduct an integrated research program. In addition, 
a synthesis offmdings and results will be available for the public, scientists, and agency 
staff to help understand the status of injured resources and services, and to plan for future 
restoration. 

- Restoration must include meaningful public participation at all levels - planning, project 
design, implementation and review. 

Public participation is not a once-a-year government activity limited to commenting on 
draft documents. Rather, to the greatest extent possible, individual projects should 
integrate the affected and knowledgeable public in planning, design, implementation, and 
review of these subjects. Some projects have a more easily identifiable public, for 
example those designed to affect services or the resources that support them. However, 
incorporating public preferences and information into any project is likely to improve its 
cost-effectiveness, take advantage of available knowledge, and help ensure that the 
restoration program is understood and accepted by the public. 

The Trustee Council has emphasized its commitment to involve the public in all phases of 
restoration activities. Evidence of meaningful public involvement will be sought as part of 
the project evaluation process. 

- Restoration must reflect public ownership of the process by timely release and reasonable 
access to information and data. 

Information from restoration projects must be available to other scientists and to the 
general public in a form that can be easily used and understood. An effective restoration 
program requires the timely release of such information. This policy underscores the fact 
that since the restoration program is funded by public money, the public owns the results. 
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- Government agencies will be funded only for restoration projects that they would not have 

conducted had the spill not occurred. 

Many public comments have expressed concern that restoration funds should not support 
activities that government agencies would do anyway. This policy addresses .that concern 
and affirms the practice that has been in effect since the beginning of the restoration 
process. To determine whether work would have been conducted had the spill not 
occurred, the Trustee Council will consider agency authorities and the historic level of 
agency activity. 
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Alternative 1 : 
No Action 
The "no action" alternative required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
consists entirely of normal agency management activities, which are described below. If this 
alternative were implemented, current management would continue, no new activities or 
programs would be instituted as a result of the oil spill, and the scope of present activities 
and programs would not change. Agency monitoring of natural recovery would remain at 
present levels, and agency responsibilities would remain unchanged. None of the remaining 
funds from the civil settlement would be spent if this alternative were implemented. 

The following text briefly summarizes the normal agency management activities that would 
apply to the EVOS area. The U.S. Forest Service manages the Prince William Sound portion 
of the Chugach National Forest with a primary management emphasis on recreation and fish 
and wildlife. No timber harvesting is planned within the Prince William Sound area at this 
time. Recreation management is primarily directed at providing marine-based recreation, 
cabins, and wilderness experience. Wildlife and fish management is directed at improving 
habitat for sport and commercial species and subsistence use and of maintaining wild stock 
habitat. 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA) normal agency 
management activities for living marine resources in Alaska occur principally under three 
statutes: The Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and Management Act, which calls for 
NOAA to manage the commercial fisheries in Federal waters by developing and 
implementing Fishery Managem,ent Plans; the Endangered Species Act, which requires the 
protection of, and promotes the recovery of, endangered and threatened species; and the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, which requires the conservation, protection, and 
management of species of whales, porpoises, and pinnipeds from adverse human activities. 
All of these management activities are implemented through regulation, enforcement, and 
research. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) manages the national wildlife refuges to 
accomplish the following purposes: 

- To conserve fish and wildlife populations and habitats in their natural diversity, including 
but not limited to marine mammals; marine birds and other migratory birds; the marine 
resources upon which they rely; and bears, caribou, and other mammals. 

- To fulfill the international treaty obligations of the United States with respect to fish and 
wildlife and their habitats. 

- To provide the opportunity for continued subsistence uses by local residents. 

- To provide.a program of national and international scientific research on marine resources. 

- To ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, water quality and necessary water quantity 
within refuges under its management. 
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There are cWTently no plans to change any USFWS management activities in response to the 
oil spill. 

The National Park Service (NPS) manages the National Park System and the National 
Historic Register to accomplish the following purposes: 

- To conserve the scenery and the natural and historical objects and the wildlife therein and 
to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave 
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. 

- To provide the opportunity for continued subsistence uses by local residents. 

- To document and protect nationally significant archeologial and historic resources. 

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) regulates activities that 
could directly affect resources because of pollution or other environmental injury. It 
formulates regulations limiting the amount, kind, and location or other restrictions necessary 
to protect the resources and environment. The ADEC is involved in education efforts and 
technology transfer directed at reducing pollution. 

The Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) manages State land and resources 
and regulates timber harvest on private and State land under the Alaska Forest Practices Act. 
Through the State Office of History and Archaeology, ADNR is responsible for protection of 
archaeological resources statewide. In the spill area, the ADNR manages Shuyak State Park 
(Afognak Island), Kachemak Bay State Park (Kenai Peninsula), and several marine parks in 
Prince William Sound; conducts an active oil and gas leasing program in Cook Inlet; and 
authorizes use of public waters, for example, for hatcheries and glacier ice harvesting. 
Management of State-owned lands in the spill area also includes such actions as authorizing 
aquatic farming, timber transfer facilities, or shore :fishery leases on tidelands; selling certain 
designated uplands; transferring uplands to municipalities to fulfill their entitlements; issuing 
rights-of-way across State lands; and entering into land exchanges or cooperative 
management agreements beneficial to the State. 

The Alaska Department ofFish and Game (ADF&G) is charged with managing, protecting, 
and enhancing the :fish, game, and aquatic plant resources of the State. Functions include 
managing harvests to ensure sustained yields of wild stocks offish and game, granting 
permits for activities in anadromous :fish streams, administering ADF&G Special Areas, 
overseeing and coordinating :fisheries enhancement activities, and collecting data on 
subsistence harvest activities. In addition, the Department reviews and comments on a 
variety of permit applications and plans that potentially impact State-managed species and 
habitats. The ADF&G also makes management recommendations to the State Board of 
Fisheries and Game, which is responsible for determining :fish and wildlife allocation issues 
and establishing harvest regulations. The ADF &G has the authority to order emergency 
harvest openings and closures. 
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One aspect of significance to the analysis of the alternatives in this EIS is the assumption that 
under Alternative 1 -- the No Action alternative -- the private lands in the EVOS area are 
subject to private use and as a result could be used for some purposes that could effect the 
habitat and possibly the resources that were injured by the spill itself. Because this is the 
case, it was assumed for purposes of analysis in this EIS that those lands would be put to 
such uses and would result in adverse impacts to the injured resources and services being 
analyzed. 

The analysis of the impact of habitat protection is based on the 863 ,I 00 acres considered in 
the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 
Volumes I and II (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). These parcels are shown in Figures 2-1 
through 2-3. Appendix A, Table A -1 shows the specific benefits associated with protecting 
each of these parcels. 

The parcels evaluated in the large parcel process were drawn :from parcels nominated by 
landowners and were limited to parcels greater than 1,000 acres. The pool of candidate lands 
will change as more landowners express interest in having their land considered and as 
smaller parcels are considered. However, the large parcels evaluated and ranked in 1993 are 
assumed to be indicative of the benefit that may result :from habitat protection . 
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Alternative 2: 
Habitat Protection 
The goal of Alternative 2 is to provide maximum protection of strategic lands and habitats 
important to the long-tenn recovety of injured resources and the services they provide. 
Monitoring and Research and Habitat Protection and Acquisition are the only restoration 
actions included in this alternative. The primacy means of protection in this alternative is the 
acquisition of private land interests or changes in the management of currently held public 
lands. Monitoring and Research would be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of 
protection measures and to track the recovety of damaged resources and services. Actions 
that may be undertaken under this alternative would be confmed to the area affected by the oil 
spill. 

- Habitat of injured resources and the services they provide within the spill area will be 
protected from degradation or disturbance. 

- Restoration actions will address all injured resources and the services they provide. 

- Restoration actions for recoveredresources will continue even after a resource has 
recovered. 

- The location of restoration actions will be limited to the spill area. 

- Habitat Protection will be used to protect or increase existing human use of the spill area. 

Of the remaining balance of approximately $620 million, it is assumed for purposes of this 
analysis that approximately $564 million, would be used to acquire and/or otherwise protect 
lands within the spill area, $31 million would be spent on Monitoring and Research, and $25 
million would be spent on Administration and Public Infonnation. This does not represent a 
commitment of actual resources, but is illustrative only for purposes of analysis. 

The implementation of this alternative means that most, if not all, of the remaining funds, 
apart from those spent on Administration and Public Infonnation and Monitoring and 
Research, would be spent on Habitat Protection. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition may include purchase of private land or interests in land 
such as conservation easements, mineral rights, or timber rights. Different payment options 
are possible, including multi-year payment schedules to a landowner. Acquired lands or 
other rights would be managed to protect injured resources and the services they provide. In 
addition, cooperative agreements with private owners to provide increased Habitat Protection 
are also possible. 

At this time, we do not know what the cost of various levels of protection will be at fair 
market value. For purposes of analysis in this alternative, we are assuming that all the 
parcels shown in Figures 2-1 through 2-3 would receive some level of protection. The 
specific benefit that would accrue for each resource and service for each parcel is shown in 
Table A-1, Appendix A. 
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Alternative 3: 
Limited Restoration 

Alternative 3 focuses on accelerating recovery of the resources and services most severely 
injured by the oil spill. This alternative targets resources whose populations declined as a 
result of the spill and that have not yet recovered. Only actions determined to be most likely 
to produce significant improvements over unaided natural recovery are included in this 
alternative. All restoration actions included in Alternative 3 will be confmed to the spill area. 
Habitat Protection is a major part of this alternative; none of the proposed actions would 
substantially increase human use within the spill area. Monitoring and Research are also 
included in Alternative 3. 

The most effective actions will be taken within the spill area to protect and restore all injured 
resources and thereby the services they provide except those biological resources whose 
populations did not measurably decline. The existing character of the spill area will be 
maintained. 

- Restoration actions would address all resources except those biological resources whose 
populations did not measurably decline. 

- Restoration actions for recovered resources will cease once a resource has recovered. 

- Restoration actions will be conducted that provide substantial improvement over natural 
recovery. 

- The location of restoration actions will be limited to the spill area. 

- Restoration actions will be used to restore injured resources and thereby protect existing 
human use of the spill area. 

Although the majority of the funds will be used to acquire and/or otherwise protect lands 
within the spill area, this alternative also includes funding for General Restoration activities. 
Of the remaining balance of approximately $620 million, it is assumed for purposes of this 
analysis that approximately $465 million will be used for Habitat Protection and Acquisition, 
$7 5 million will be used for General Restoration, $43 million will be used for Morutoring 
and Research, and $37 million will be used for Administration and Public Information. This 
does not represent a commitment of actual resources, but is illustrative only for purposes of 
analysis. 

Typical Actions Assumed Under Alternative 3 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition may include purchase of private land or interests in land 
such as conservation easements, mineral rights, or timber rights. Different payment options 
are possible, including multi-year payment schedules to a landowner. Acquired lands or 
other actual rights would be managed to protect injured resources and the services they 
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provide: In addition, cooperative agreements with private owners to provide increased 
Habitat Protection are also possible. 

At this time, we do not know what the cost of various levels of protection will be at fair 
market value. For purposes of analysis in this alternative, we are assuming one end of the 
range of protection possibilities is that all parcels. shown in Figures 2-1 through 2-3 would 
receive some level of protection. The other end of the range assumes that since fair market 
value and the actual rights negotiated will vary widely, not all parcels could be protected. 
This assumed smaller range of parcels is shown in Figure A -1, Appendix A. The specific 
benefit that would accrue for each resource and the services they provide for each parcel is 
shown in Table A-1, Appendix A. 

General Restoration 

Marine Mammals 
Cooperative programs with subsistence users 
Cooperative programs with fishermen 

Subsistence Uses 
Food testing 

Fish 
Salmon egg incubation boxes 
Net pens 
Hatchery rearing 
Create new fisheries (sport and commercial) 
Enhance or create replacement runs (sport and commercial) 

Birds 
Predator control 
Clean mussel beds - 60 potential sites have been identified in Prince William Sound. 

Recreation/Tourism 
Stabilize existing recreation opportunities 

Intertidal Resources 
Transplant Fucus (seaweed) 

Archaeology 
Salvage sites - 24 sites have been identified as injured 
Implement site stewardship program 
Preserve sites (stabilize) 
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Alternative 4: 
Moderate Restoration 
This alternative is broader than Alternative 3 in that it aims to aid recovery of all injured 
resources and the services they provide; not just those with population level injuries. 
Restoration actions included in Alternative 4 address only those resources and services that 
have not yet recovered :from the oil spill. It is also broader than Alternative 3 in terms of the 
resources addressed; in Alternative 4, measures would be taken to aid recovery of resources 
that sustained sublethal injuries.· Actions that are judged to provide substantial 
improvements over unaided recovery would be implemented. The actions in this alternative 
would be confmed to Alaska but could extend beyond the spill area. Habitat Protection is 
included in this alternative, but to a lesser extent than in Alternatives 2 and 3. This 
alternative may increase opportunities for human use to a limited extent. Monitoring and 
Research may be conducted. 

- The most effective actions to protect and restore all injured resources and thereby the 
services they provide will be taken. Opportunities for human use of the spill area will be 
increased to a limited extent. 

- Restoration actions will address all injured resources. 

- Restoration actions for recovering resources will cease once a resource has recovered. 

- Restoration actions will be conducted that provide substantial improvement over natural 
recovery. 

- Restoration actions could occur anywhere there is a link to injured resources. 

- Restoration actions would be used to restore injured resources and thereby protect or 
increase existing human use of the spill area. 

About half of the settlement funds would be used for Habitat Protection and Acquisition. A 
significant portion of funds would go to General Restoration; and monitoring and 
administration funds would be slightly increased over Alternative 3. 

Of the remaining balance of approximately $620 million, it is assumed for purposes of this 
analysis that approximately $310 million will be used for Habitat Protection and Acquisition, 
$217 million will be used for General Restoration, $50 million will be used for Monitoring 
and Research, and $43 million will be used for Administration and Public Information. This 
does not represent a commitment of actual resources, but is illustrative only for purposes of 
analysis. 

Typical Actions Assumed Under Alternative 4 

Habitat Protection and Acguisitjon 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition may include purchase of private land or interests in land 
such as conservation easements, mineral rights, or timber rights. Different payment options 
are possible, including multi-year payment schedules to a landowner. Acquired lands or 
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other actual rights would be managed to protect injured resources and the services they 
provide. In addition, cooperative agreements with private owners to provide increased 
Habitat Protection are also possible. 

At this time, we do not know what the cost of various levels of protection will be at fair 
market value. For purposes of analysis in this alternative, we are assuming one end of the 
range of protection possibilities is that all parcels shown in Figures 2-1 through 2-3 would 
receive some level of protection. The other end of the range assumes that since fair market 
value and the actual rights negotiated will vary widely, not all parcels could be protected. 
This assumed smaller range of parcels is shown in Figure A-1, Appendix A. The specific 
benefit that would accrue for each resource and the services they provide for each parcel is 
shown in Table A-1, Appendix A. 

General Restoration 

Marine Mammals 
Cooperative programs with subsistence users 
Cooperative programs with fishermen 

Subsistence Uses 
Food testing 

Fish 
Salmon egg incubation boxes 
Net pens 
Hatchery rearing 
Nutrient enrichment 
Create new fisheries (sport and commercial) 
Enhance or create replacement runs (sport and commercial) 
Enhance existing runs of uninjured pink and sockeye salmon 
Relocate hatchery runs of pink salmon 

Birds 
Predator control - 18 islands have been identified. 
Clean mussel beds - 60 potential sites have been identified in Prince William Sound. 

Recreation/Tourism 
Improve existing recreation opportunities 
Stabilize existing recreation opportunities 

Intertidal Resources 
Transplant Fucus (seaweed) 

Archaeology 
Salvage sites - 24 sites have been identified as injured. 
Implement site stewardship program 
Preserve sites (stabilize) 
Acquire replacement artifacts 
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The Proposed Action 
Modified Alternative 5: 
Comprehensive Restoration 

This represents a modification of the Alternative 5 shown in the Draft Exxon Valdez 
Restoration Plan Summacy of Alternatives for Public Comment (EVOS Trustee Council, 
Aprill993). Alternative 5 is the broadest in scope of the proposed alternatives. This 
alternative will help all injured resources and the services they provide within the spill area 
and, under specific circumstances, in other parts of Alaska. Unlike Alternatives 3 and 4, this 
alternative will allow actions to aid resources that have already recovered, as well as those 
that have not. Actions likely to produce some improvement over unaided recovery will be 
allowable under this alternative. Habitat Protection is the largest part of this alternative. 
Alternative 5 also allows for expansion of current human use and allows for appropriate new 
uses through the restoration of natural resources. Monitoring and Research will be at the 
highest levels in this alternative. 

Alternative 5 contains an element not present in the other alternatives. In response to public 
comments that a fund should be set aside for long-term restoration and research activities, the 
proposed action includes the esta~lishment of a Restoration Reserve. 

Injuries Addressed by Restoration 
- Restoration activities may be considered for any injured resource or service. 

- Restoration will focus upon injured resources and services and will emphasize resources 
and services that have not recovered. Restoration actions may address resources for which 
there was no documented injury if these activities will benefit an injured resource or 
service. 

- Resources and services not previously identified as injured may be considered for 
restoration if reasonable scientific or local knowledge obtained since the spill indicates a 
spill-related injury. 

As required by the Consent Decrees, restoration must benefit the resources and services 
injured by the spill. However, an ecosystem approach to restoring injured resources and 
services allows restoration to also focus on a resource's prey or predators, or on the other 
biota and physical surroundings it depends on. In addition, our knowledge of injury 
changes with each year's research, and new information may identify other injuries and 
consequences of the spill. 

- Priority will be given to restoring injured resources and services which have economic, 
cultural and subsis~~;:nce value to people living in the oil spill area, as long as this is 
consistent with other policies. 

Continuing injuries to resources and services with important economic, cultural and 
subsistence value to people living in or using the oil spill area cause continuing hardship. 
For example, subsistence users say that maintaining a subsistence culture depends upon 
uninterrupted use of subsistence resources. The more time users spend away from 
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subsistence activities, the less likely they will return to it. Continuing injury to natural 
resources used for subsistence may affect the way of life of entire communities. Similarly, 
each year that commercial fish runs remain below prespilllevels compounds the injury to 
the fishermen and, in many instances, the communities in which they live or work. 

This policy recognizes that waiting for natural recovery may be the most effective 
approach in many instances, but that the time required for natural recovery can have 
important adverse consequences for resources and services which the people of the spill 
area rely upon. 

- Resources and services may be enhanced, as appropriate, to promote restoration. 

- Possible negative effects on resources or services must be assessed in considering 
restoration projects. 

Restoring one resource or service should not come at the cost of injuring another. An 
assessment of possible negative effects on non-target resources or services will be part of 
the project proposal evaluation process. 

Location of Restoration Actions 
- Restoration activities wiU occur primarily within the spill area. Limited restoration 

activities outside the spill area, but within Alaska, may be considered under the following 
conditions: 
l) when the most effective restoration actions for an injured population are in a part of its 

range outside the spill area, or 
2) when the information acquired :from research and monitoring activities outside the 

spill area will be significant for restoration or understanding injuries within the spill 
area. 

The vast majority of restoration funds will be focused on the spill area, where the most 
serious injury occurred and the need for restoration is greatest. At the same time, the 
policy provides the flexibility to restore and monitor outside the spill area under limited 
circumstances. Examples are some restoration and monitoring activities for migratory 
seabirds and marine mammals. 

Restoring a Seryjce 
- Projects designed to restore or enhance an injured service: 

1) must benefit the same user group that was injured, and 
2) should be compatible with the character and public uses of the area. 

This policy ensures that the injured user groups are the beneficiaries of restoration. If the 
justification for an action is to restore a service, it is important that the user group that was 
injured be the one that is helped. The last part of the policy addresses a public concern 
about possible changes in the use of the spill area. It allows improvements in the services 
without producing major changes in use patterns. For example, a mooring buoy may 
improve boating safety without changing patterns of use. Projects to be avoided are those 
that create different uses for an area, such as constructing a small-boat servicing facility in 
an area that is wild and undeveloped. 
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Of the remaining balance of approximately $620 million, it is assumed for purposes of this 
analysis that approximately $295 to $325 million will be used for Habitat Protection and 
Acquisition, $65 to $100 million will be used for General Restoration, $130 to $165 million 
will be used for Monitoring and Research, $20 to $35 million will be used for Administration 
and Public Information, and $100 to $130 million will be placed in a Restoration Reserve 
account. This does not represent a commitment of actual resources, but is illustrative only 
for purposes of analysis. 

Typical Actions Assumed Under Alternative 5 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition may include purchase of private land or interests in land 
such as conservation easements, mineral rights, or timber rights. Different payment options 
are possible, including multi-year payment schedules to a landowner. Acquired lands or 
other actual rights would be maq.aged to protect injured resources and the services they 
provide. In addition, cooperative agreements with private owners to provide increased 
Habitat Protection are also possible. 

At this time, we do not know what. the cost of various levels of protection will be at fair 
market value. For purposes of analysis in this alternative, we are assuming one end of the 
range of protection possibilities is that all parcels shown in Figures 2-1 through 2-3 would 
receive some level of protection. The other end of the range assumes that since fair market 
value and the actual rights negotiated will vary widely, not all parcels could be protected. 
This assumed smaller range of parcels is shown in Figure A-1, Appendix A The specific 
benefit that would accrue for each resource and the services they provide for each parcel is 
shown in TableA-1,AppendixA. · 

General Restoration 

Marine Mammals 
Cooperative programs with subsistence users 
Cooperative programs with fishermen 
Reduce disturbance to harbor seals 

Subsistence Uses 
Food testing 

Fish 
Salmon egg incubation boxes 
Net pens 
Hatchery rearing 
Nutrient enrichment 
Fish migration corridor improvements (blockage removal and fish passes) 
Habitat improvements (spawning channels, etc.) 
Relocation of hatchery runs 
Create new fisheries (sport, subsistence, and/or commercial) 
Enhance or create replacement runs (sport, subsistence, and/or commercial) 
Enhance existing runs of uninjured pink and sockeye salmon 
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Birds 

Predator control - 2 islands have been identified 
Clean mussel beds - 60 potential sites have been identified in Prince William Sound. 
Reduce disturbance to common murres 
Reduce disturbance to pigeon guillemots 

Recreation/Tourism 
Improve existing recreation opportunities 
Stabilize existing recreation opportunities 
Create new recreation opportunities 
Promote public land recreation use 

Intertidal Resources 
Transplant Fucus (seaweed) 
Mariculture clams 

Archaeology 
Salvage sites - 24 sites have been identified 
Implement site stewardship program 
Preserve sites (stabilize) 
Acquire replacement artifacts 

Restoration Reserve 

It is unlikely that all the effects from the oil spill will be fully understood even by the receipt 
of the fmal payment from Exxon in the year 2001. With this in mind, the Trustee Council has 
proposed a restoration reserve as part of this proposed action--Alternative 5. One purpose of 
including a restoration reserve in the array of alternatives is to provide the Trustees with a 
means to respond to the restoration needs beyond the final payment. 

The restoration reserve may be used tp fund actions consistent with the policies contained in 
the Final Restoration Plan. 

Other Alternatives Considered and 
Rejected 

An alternative that consisted only of natural recovery monitoring was considered but rejected 
from detailed consideration. This alternative was similar to Alternative 1 except that some of 
the settlement funds would be spent on monitoring the recovery of the resources. This aspect 
of the alternative is contained in the other alternatives and did not require a new alternative. 
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Comparison of Alternatives 

Table 2-1 identifies and compares how each of the proposed alternatives addresses the five 
restoration issues posed in Chapter 1. Alternative 1 is not included because it would have a 
very limited effect on these issues. The alternatives cannot be rank-ordered as to their 
relative effectiveness because this judgment is tied to the values assigned to the issues. 

Each alternative in the Draft Restoration Plan is structured to give varying degrees of 
emphasis among four categories of activities: (1) Habitat Protection and Acquisition; (2) 
General Restoration; (3) Monitoring and Research; and ( 4) Administration and Public 
Information. The no action alternative (Alternative 1) does not contemplate any activities in 
the categories above and beyond normal agency management actions. 

The comparative emphasis on categories of actions for Alternatives 2 through 5 as illustrated 
by the variations in budget emphasis is shown in Table 2-2. The essential variation among 
the alternatives has to do with the balance between Monitoring and Research, Habitat 
Protection, and General Restoration activities. Alternative 2 principally consists ofHabitat 
Protection with no restoration activities. Alternative 4 places the greatest emphasis on 
General Restoration activities. Alternative 5 proposes a greater emphasis on Monitoring and 
Research than the other alternatives while still emphasizing Habitat Protection. 

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 vary in terms of the scope of restoration activities proposed. 
Restoration in Alternative 3 would be limited to actions that would significantly aid natural 
recovery of the most injured resources; all actions would be taken only in the spill area. 

Alternative 4 envisions actions that would aid recovery of all injured resources and services, 
not just the most injured. These actions could take place within or outside the spill area; 
none would occur outside the State of Alaska. Alternative 5 is the most comprehensive in its 
approach in that all injured resources and services could be aided, regardless of the degree of 
initial injury or recovery status. As in Alternative 4, actions could take place within the spill 
area or elsewhere in the State of Alaska. Under the Alternative 5 approach, not only would 
assistance to recovery of injured resources occur, but also actions to expand current uses and 
to encourage new uses would be taken. 

Table 2-3 is a comparison of the impacts of the various alternatives on the impact topics 
analyzed in this DEIS. The complete discussion of these impacts is found in Chapter 4. 
Table 2-4 contains the definitions ofthe various levels of impact. 

Alternative 5 represents a modification from that shown in the Draft Exxon Valdez 
Restoration Plan Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment (EVOS Trustee Council, 
April1993). 
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l.Howwould Largest percent of 
restoration allocation for Habitat 
activities contribute Protection of all 
to restoring injured alternatives, could 
resources and enhance natural rate of 
services? recovery. 

2.Howwould Habitat Protection 
activities directed would greatly enhance 
at injured resources ecosystem functioning 
and services affect and nontarget species. 
non-target 
resources and 
services? 

3. What ecological Habitat Protection 
change would would enhance the 
occur in the spill ecological integrity of 
area as a result of the EVOS area and 
restoration therefore prevent 
activities? adverse ecological 

change to the largest 
degree. 

Alternatives 

3 4 

Second highest allocation of Third highest allocation of 
restoration funding for restoration funding for 
Habitat Protection. Only Habitat Protection. Would 
high rate of recovery include only those resources 
options selected under this and services that have not 
alternative. recovered fromEVOS. 

Habitat Protection would Habitat Protection would 
greatly enhance ecosystem moderately enhance ' 
functioning and nontarget ecosystem functioning and 
species. nontarget species. 

Habitat Protection would Habitat Protection would 
enhance the ecological enhance the ecological 
integrity of the EVOS area integrity of the EVOS area 
to the second largest degree and Geri.eral Restoration 
and General Restoration could enhance recovery of 
could enhance recovery of natural ecological 
natural ecological conditions for selected 
conditions for selected species. 
species. 

5 

Least amount allocated to 
Habitat Protection. Would 
include all injured 
resources and services. 
Largest amount allocated to 
Monitoring and Research. 

Habitat Protection would 
moderately enhance 
ecosystem functioning and 
nontarget species. 

Habitat Protection would 
enhance the ecological 
integrity of the EVOS area 
and General Restoration 
could enhance recovery of 
natural ecological 
conditions for selected 
species. 
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Table 2-1 (cont.J 

ssues Add db AI resse IV ternat1ves 

Issues 
2 

4.Howwould Habitat Protection could 
restoration preclude areas from 
activities affect resource extraction. 
land uses, local Tourism and fishing 
economies, and economies may benefit 
communities? 

5. What changes to Habitat Protection 
subsistence uses would preserve 
would occur as a opportunities for 
result of restoration subsistence uses on 
activities? certain lands. 

Alternatives 

3 4 5 

Habitat Protection may Habitat Protection may Habitat Protection may 
preclude areas from preclude areas from preclude areas from 
resource extraction. resource extraction. resource extraction. 
Tourism and fishing Tourism and fishing Tourism and fishing 
economies could benefit· economies could benefit. economies may benefit 
Short-term disruption of Short-term disruption of Short-term disruption of 
fishing. fishing. fishing. 

Habitat Protection would Habitat Protection would Habitat Protection would 
preserve opportunities for preserve opportunities for preserve opportunities for 
subsistence uses on certain subsistence uses on certain subsistence uses on certain 
lands. General Restoration lands. General Restoration lands. General Restoration 
could enhance opportunities could substantially enhance could moderately enhance 
for subsistence use. opportunities for opportunities for 

subsistence use. subsistence use. 



Alternatives 2 

Table 2-2 

Comparative Budget Emphasis of Restoration Categories by Alternative 

Projected Budget (in millions of dollars}1 

Alternatives 

Category 1 2 3 4 5 

Administration and Public $0 $25 $37 $43 $20-35 
Information 

Monitoring and Research 0 31 43 50 130-165 

General Restoration 0 0 75 217 65-100 

Habitat Protection 0 564 465 310 295-325 

Restoration Reserve 0 0 0 0 100-130 

Reimbursements2 $25-35 $25-35 $25-35 $25-35 $25-35 

1 This table does not reflect the interest earnings that will accrue to the various balances over the payment period and will 
be available for Trustee Council expenditures. 

2 Note: Reimbursements are determined by the governments--not the Trustee Council and, therefore, are not part of this 
analysis. 
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2 Alternatives 

Table 2-3 

Comparison of Long-Term Impacts of the Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Resource 2 3 4 5 

Intertidal Organisms Moderate Unknown Unknown Unknown 
(moderate (moderate (moderate 
protective) protective) protective) 

Harbor Seals Low-Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Sea Otters Low to Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Moderate 

Harlequin Duck High High Moderate Moderate 

Common Murre Low Low Low Low 

Pigeon Guillemot Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Marbled Murrelet High Moderate Low Low 

Pink Salmon Moderate Moderate Moderate High 

Sockeye Salmon Moderate High High High 

Pacific Herring Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

ArchaeologicaV Moderate Moderate Moderate to Moderate to 
Cultural Resources High High 

Subsistence Low to Moderate Moderate to Moderate to 
Mderate High High 

Recreation ffourism Moderate Moderate Moderate to Moderate to 
High High 

Wilderness High Moderate to Moderate Moderate 
High 

Commercial Fishing Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Sport Fishing Moderate High High High 

Economy (Forestry) Negative Negative Negative Negative 
Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Economy Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
(Commercial Fishing) 

Economy (Rcreation) Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Note: Impacts are beneficial and not adverse to the resources unless otherwise stated. 
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Table 2-4 

Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGffiLE 

Intertidal Little or no 
organisms improvement in the 

resource's ability to 
recover, or in the 
quality of its habitat. 
Little or no reduction 
in impacts from 
human interactions. 

Marine Little or no 
Mammals improvement in the 

resource's ability to 
recover, or in the 
quality of its habitat. 
Little or no reduction 
in impacts from 
human interactions. 

Birds Little or no change 
expected in 
population level, 
productivity rate, or 
sub-lethal injury. 

LOW 

Proposed restoration actions 
may reduce negative impacts 
from the spill or from some 
anticipated, or current, human 
activities. These reduced 
negative effects do not create 
an improvement in the ability 
of the injured population to 
recover either locally or 
regionally. 

Proposed restoration actions 
may reduce negative impacts 
from the spill or from some 
anticipated, or current, human 
activities. These reduced 
negative effects do not create 
an improvement in the ability 
of the injured population to 
recover either locally or 
regionally. 

Unlikely to affect regional 
recovery of population level, 
productivity rate, or sub-lethal 
injury, but may enhance 
recovery of local segment of 
population. 

MODERATE IDGH 

Proposed restoration actions have a high Proposed restoration 
potential to reduce negative impacts actions have a high 
from the spill or from anticipated, or potential to change the 
current, human activities. These ability of the injured 
reduced negative effects could improve population to recover, so 
the ability of the injured population to that the expected time 
recover more rapidly but measurable period to reach recovery 
increases would only occur in localized is reduced on a regional 
areas. basis. 

Proposed restoration actions have a high Proposed restoration 
potential to reduce negative impacts actions have a high 
from the spill or from anticipated, or potential to change the 
current, human activities. These ability of the injured 
reduced negative effects could improve population to recover, so 
the ability of the injured population to that the expected time 
recover more rapidly but measurable period to reach recovery 
increases would only occur in localized is reduced on a regional 
areas. basis. 

Likely to enhance to a measurable High probability of 
degree the regional recovery of substantially enhancing 
population level, productivity rate, or to population level, 
reduce sub-lethal injury, and may productivity rate, or for 
substantially enhance recovery of local reducing sub-lethal 
segment of population. injury throughout EVOS 

region. 



Table 2-4 (cont.) 

Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGIBLE LOW 

Fish Little or no increase or Unlikely or small increase 
recovery of the injured or recovery of the injured 
resource sooner than resource sooner than by 
by natural recovery; natural recovery; or, limited 
or, little or no protection of the habitat 
protection of the from disturbance. 
habitat from 
disturbance. 

Cultural Little or no protection Small increase in protection 
Resources for achaeological or for archaeological or 

historic sites; or little historic sites; or small 
or no improvement of improvement of the 
the understanding or understanding or 
appreciation of appreciation or cultural 
cultural resource resource values in limited 
values within the locations within the EVOS 
EVOS area. area. 

Subsistence Little or no change in Small increase in 
populations of populations of subsistence 
subsistence harvest harvest species injured by 
species injured by the EVOS; or small increase 
EVOS; or small in confidence by 
increase in confidence subsistence users that 
by subsistence users subsistence foods lack 
that subsistence foods contamination.. Increases 
lack contamination. may be localized or 

throughout the EVOS area. 

MODERATE 

Moderate increase or partial 
recovery of the injured resource or 
service sooner than by natural 
recovery; or, high benefits in 
limited area(s); or, moderate 
protection of the habitat from 
disturbance. 

Moderate increase in protection for 
achaeological or historic sites; or 
moderate improvement of the 
understanding or appreciation of 
cultural resource values througout 
the EVOS area;. or substantial 
improvement of the understanding 
or appreciation of cultural resource 
values in limited locations within 
the EVOS area. 

Moderate increase in populations 
of subsistence harvest species 
negatively affected by EVOS; or 
moderate increase in confidence 
by subsistence users that 
subsistence foods lack 
contamination throughout the 
EVOS area; or substantial 
increases in populations or 
confidence levels in localized 
areas. 

lllGH 

Recovery of the injured 
resource sooner than by 
natural recovery; or, 
recovery of the injured 
resource to a greater than 
pre-spill amounts; or, 
substantial protection of the 
habitat from disturbance. 

Substantial increase in 
protection for 
archaeological or historic 
sites; or substantial 
improvement of the 
understanding or 
appreciation of cultural 
resource values throughout 
the EVOS area. 

Substantial increase in 
populations of subsistence 
harvest species negatively 
affected by EVOS; or 
substantial increase in 
confidence by subsistence 
users that subsistence foods 
lack contamination 
throughout the EVOS area. 
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Table 2-4 (cont.) 

Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGIBLE 

Recreation Little or no change in 
&Tourism numbers of users, or on 

the quality of their 
expenence. 

Wilderness Little or no reduction of 
residual EVOS oil and 
clean-up materials, no 
change in public 
perception of injury to 
Wilderness, and no 
change in wilderness 
character of designated 
Wilderness or adjacent 
wild lands. 

LOW 

Small increase in numbers of 
users, or small increase in 
protection or improvement 
of recreation quality in 
localized areas within the 
EVOSarea. 

Small reduction of residual 
EVOS oil and clean-up 
materials, or small change in 
public perception of injury 
to Wilderness, or small 
change in wilderness 
character of designated 
Wilderness or adjacent wild 
lands. 

MODERATE IDGH 

Moderate increase in numbers of Substantial increase in 
users, or moderate increase in numbers of users, or 
protection or improvement of substantial increase in 
recreation quality throughout the protection or improvement of 
EVOS area; or substantial increase recreation quality throughout 
in numbers of users or substantial the EVOS area. 
improvement of recreation quality 
in localized areas within the EVOS 
area. 

Moderate reduction of residual Substatntial reduction of 
EVOS oil and clean-up materials, residual EVOS oil and clean-
or moderate change in public up materials, or substantial 
perception of injury to Wilderness, change in public perception of 
or moderate change ill wilderness injury to Wilderness, or major 
character of designated Wilderness change in wilderness 
or adjacent wild lands. character of designated 

Wilderness or adjacent wild 
lands. 
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Table 2-4 (cont.) 
Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGIBLE LOW MODERATE IDGH 

Commercial Little or no increase or Unlikely or small increase or Moderate increase or partial Recovery of the injured 
Fishing recovery of the injured recovery of the injured recovery of the injured service service sooner than by 

& service sooner than by service sooner than by natural sooner than by natural recovery; natural recovery; or, 
Sport natural recovery; or, recovery; or, limited or, high benefits in limited recovery of the injured 
Fishing little or no protection of protection of the habitat from area(s); or, moderate protection of resource to a greater than 

the habitat from disturbance. the habitat from disturbance. pre-spill amounts; or, 
disturbance. substantial protection of the 

habitat from disturbance. 

Economy Barely measurable Less than a substantial Moderately substantial Very substantial 
contribution to contribution to employment contribution to employment and contribution to employment 
employment and and economic output over a economic output over a 1 0-year and economic output over a 
economic output over a 1 0-year period or longer. period or longer. 1 0-year period or longer. 
1 0-year period or 
longer. 
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This chapter describes the areas within the Gulf of Alaska from Prince William Sound 
to the Alaska Peninsula directly affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS). The 
first part of the chapter 

describes the physical and biological environment including the physical 
setting; marine, coastal, and terrestrial ecosystems; and individual biological 
resources; and 

summarizes injury to the birds including results of the natural resource 
damage-assessment studies. 

The second part of the chapter 

describes the social and economical environment in the affected area before 
and after the spill and 

gives the historical background of the affected regiorts, as well as information 
about the socioeconomic and cultural impacts of the spill on affected 
communities. 

Physical Setting 

The EVOS area is located in southcentral Alaska, including the northern and 
western portions of the Gulf of Alaska, and encompasses a surface area of 
approximately 75,000 square miles. The EVOS area is divided into 4 regions as 
shown in Figure 3-1. At the northeastern edge of the EVOS area is Prince 
William Sound, which is about the size of Maryland's Chesapeake Bay or 
Washington State's Puget Sound (Mickelson, 1989). Southwest of Prince William 
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Sound are the Kenai Peninsula and Kodiak Island. South of the Kenai Peninsula 
is the Shelikof Strait, which lies between Kodiak Island and the Alaska Peninsula. 
The Alaska Peninsula narrows into the Aleutian islands. The EVOS area contains 
15 major islands, 19 minor islands; and 150 lesser islands. 

Figure 3-1 
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The geology of the region is young and relatively unstable; glaciers, earthquakes, 
and active volcanoes are common. In March 1964, an earthquake with an 
epicenter west of Columbia Glacier in Prince William Sound shook for 
approximately 5 minutes and destroyed the towns of Valdez, Kodiak, Seward, and 
Chenega. Winter winds in the Gulf of Alaska generally are easterly or 
southeasterly and interact with currents to push waters into Prince William Sound. 
This produces complex flow patterns that result in strong downwelling and an 
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outflow of swface waters to the southwest. Most of the EVOS area has a maritime climate 
with heavy precipitation that averages 150 inches annually in Prince William Sound. Much 
of the area is snow covered in the winter, with up to 21 feet of snowfall per year in Valdez. 
In Prince William Sound, 15 percent of the total area, mostly in the mountains, is covered 
with permanent ice and snow (Mickelson, 1989). 

Greater EVOS Ecosystem 

The Draft EVOS Restoration Plan (November .1993) states that ecosystems include the entire 
community of organisms that interact with each other and their physical surroundings, 
including people and their relationship with other organisms. The greater EVOS ecosystem 
could be divided into numerous smaller ecosystems based on differing vegetative 
communities, amounts of rainfall, human activities, or countless other factors. For the 
purposes of this document, there are three primary ecosystem divisions within the oil spill 
area: the terrestrial (upland), the coastal (shoreline), and the marine (pelagic) ecosystems. In 
addition to describing these ecosystems, this chapter also describes the particular resources 
and services (human uses) that were most affected by the oil spill. Table 3-1 illustrates how 
these individual resources relate to the three ecosystem subdivisions. Appendix B shows the 
scientific names and common names of all species discussed in this environmental impact 
statement EIS. 

Table 3-1 

Distribution of Resources by Ecosystem Category 

Resource Terrestrial Coastal Marine 
Natural Resources 

Harbor Seal X X 

Sea Otter X 

Sockeye Salmon X X X 

Pacific Herring X X 

Pink Salmon X X X 

Coinmon Murre X X 

Harlequin Duck X X 

Marbled Murrelet X X X 

Pigeon Guillemot X X 

Intertidal drganisms X 

Other Resources 

Archaeological Resources X 

Designated Wilderness X 

The marine ecosystem in the EVOS area is characterized by deep water (hundreds of meters) 
and cold temperatures. Most of the marine waters within the oil spill area are located above 
the continental shelf and are less than 200m deep. The offshore waters of the Gulf of Alaska. 
strongly influence the ecology of the shallower coastal waters. This deeper, open water 
region is not directly affected by.wave action, terrestrial runoff, or other near-shore 
processes. In general, water flows throughout the Gulf of Alaska in a counterclockwise 

CHAPTER 3 • 3 



3 
Affected 
Environment 

Coastal Ecosystem 

4 • 3 CHAPTER 

pattern. . The Alaska Coastal Current dominates the shelf waters from Prince William Sound 
around the coast to the beginning of the Aleutian Islands (Reed and Schumacher, 1986). 
Waters in Prince William Sound and Cook Inlet have lower salinity than the rest of the Gulf 
due to meltwater from glaciers and snow covered mountains, outflow from numerous rivers, 
and from high rainfall in the summer (Reed and Schumacher, 1986). High winds and strong 
currents provide mixing of waters and the important plankton communities. 

The EVOS area includes some of the most productive high-latitude shelf waters in the world 
(Sambrotto and Lorenzen, 1986). Phytoplankton blooms occur in the late spring and decline 
during the summer. Zooplankton follow the distribution of phytoplankton and peak 1 to 2 
months later. Copepods, euphausiids, and other zooplankton are the major food source for 
many marine species, including whales and salmon (Cooney, 1986). Polychaete annelids and 
mollusks dominate a diverse benthic community of more than 200 species to depths of 200 m 
(O'Clair and Zimmerman, 1986). 

Diverse and abundant communities offm:fish and shellfish are present in the EVOS region, 
especially in Prince William Sound, Cook Inlet, and Shelikof Strait. Five species of Pacific 
salmon (chinook, coho, pink, chum, and sockeye) leave the open ocean to spawn in the 
intertidal zones and rivers of the region. Abundant saltwater fm:fish include halibut, sole, 
flounder, sable:fish, pollock, and Pacific Ocean perch. King, Tanner, and Dungeness crabs 
are present in many areas within the EVOS region and, in summer months, move to 
shallower water for spawning. Shrimp, clams, and scallops also are important shellfish in the 
region. 

Large populations of marine mammals are an important component of the marine ecosystem. 
The most abundant species are sea lions, harbor seals, sea otters, and whales. It is estimated 
that 100,000 individual marine mammals annually reside in or migrate through the Gulf of 
Alaska. Many areas within the oil spill region contain large concentrations of marine 
mammals, e.g., sea otters in Prince William Sound, sea lions on the Barren Islands, and seals 
throughout the bays and river deltas of the mainland and Kodiak Island. 

The coastal ecosystem is vital to the health of the greater EVOS area ecosystem. It connects 
the highly productive marine ecosystem to the rugged terrestrial ecosystem and provides food 
and shelter for marine and terres.trial organisms. Tectonic and glacial influences have 
produced an extremely irregular coast characterized by long beaches and dune ridges backed 
by high marine terraces. Short meltwater streams and large river deltas !!dd to the diversity 
of the coastal topography. The coastal ecosystem includes the terrestrial and aquatic areas 
dominated by near-shore processes such as tidal movement, salt spray, intertidal and 
shoreline vegetation, marshes, and beach areas where salt and shoreline processes dominate, · 
as well as shallower offshore waters that are greatly influenced by near-shore processes. It 
also includes narrow fjords and channels that occur in the spill area. The coastal ecosystem 
has two distinct zones: the subtidal and the intertidal. 

Subtidal Zone 

The nearshore, shallow subtidal zone provides the transition area between the marine, deep
water environment and the intertidal zone. The subtidal zone extends from the low tide 
boundary of the intertidal zone into the open-water area. Because the nearshore subtidal 
community is similar in many respects to the intertidal community, it is considered separately 
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from the marine ecosystem. Monitoring and research are the most likely restoration actions 
to focus on the subtidal communities. Because monitoring and research are not likely to 
produce environmental impacts (see the discussion on Monitoring and Research in Chapter 
1, pg 19) organisms in the subtidal community are not analyzed in this EIS. However, clams 
occur in both intertidal and subtidal zones and may be affected by some of the proposed 
actions.. Therefore, the impacts on clams will be analyzed along with other intertidal 
organisms. 

Intertidal Zone 

The intertidal zone is the environment located between the extent of high and low tides. 
Because of the rise and fall of the tides, the area is not always covered with water. The size 
of the intertidal area is determined by the slope of the shore and the extent of the rise and fall 
of the tides. Some of the more abundant inhabitants of the intertidal zone consist of algae 
(e.g., Fucus), mussels, clams, barnacles, limpets, amphipods, isopods, marine worms, and 
certain species offish. The intertidal zone is used as a spawning or rearing area for many 
species offish (EVOS Trustee Council, 1992) and serves as a feeding ground for marine 
consumers (e.g., sea otters, Dungeness crabs,juveni1e shrimps, rockfish, cod, and juvenile 
fishes), terrestrial consumers (e.g., bears, river otters, and humans), and birds (e.g., black 
oystercatchers, harlequin ducks, numerous other species of ducks, and shorebirds). Because 
of the nature of the intertidal environment, the intertidal zone is especially vulnerable to 
initial and continued contamination in the event of an oil spill, as well as to the effects of 
cleanup operations (EVOS Trustee Council, 1992). 

The oil spill caused population declines and sublethal injuries to the community of plants and 
animals living in the intertidal zone. Portions of 1,500 miles of coastline were oiled (350 
miles heavily oiled), resulting in significant impacts to intertidal habitats, particularly in the 
upper intertidal zone. With tidal action, the oil penetrated deeply into cobble and boulder 
beaches that are relatively common on the rocky islands of the spill area. Cleaning removed 
much of the oil from the intertidal zone, but subsurface oil persisted in many heavily oiled 
beaches and in mussel beds (mussel beds which were avoided during the cleanup). 

Direct oiling killed many organisms, but beach cleaning, particularly high-pressure, hot
water washing, had a devastating effect on intertidal life. Several studies have documented 
the combined effects of oiling and cleanup on beaches and now track the course of recovery. 
Because of little or no prespill data, these studies have relied on comparisons of oiled and 
nonoiled sites. Because of our ability to measure effects on common organisms, these 
comparisons have been emphasized in the injury studies. A description of these organisms 
and the injuries that resulted from the oil spill can be found under the Intertidal section of 
Biological Resources later in this chapter. 

The EVOS area can be divided into three biogeographic regions: Prince William Sound, 
Kenai Peninsula, and Kodiak Archipelago/Alaska Peninsula. The landforms and vegetation 
present in each region vary dramatically, but all are heavily influenced by a history of 
glaciation. Glaciers still are present at high elevations in all three regions. At lower 
elevations, ecological conditions vary between the mountainous fjord and glacier-dissected 
rainforest areas and the flat coastal deltas of large rivers. 

Because of the dramatic relief throughout the region, distinct vegetation zones are common. 
Terrestrial vegetation adjacent to coastal ecosystems is centered around alder thickets, devil's 
club, willow, mountain ash, and .berries. Successive upland zones include shrubland, 
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deciduous woodland, coniferous forest, moist tundra, alpine tundra, and barren areas. Alder 
predominates in the shrubland and deciduous zones while Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis) and 
western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla) dominate the coniferous forest. Interior forests may 
include white and black spruce with birch. At higher elevations, these trees are replaced first 
by dwarf shrubs, grasses, and se~ges and later by lichens and moss. 

Terrestrial habitats can be classilled into riparian, wetlands, old-growth forest (200-years 
plus), mature forest (70-200 yrs), intermediate stage forest ( 40-70 yrs), early stage forest (0 
to 20 yrs), lowland shrub, mud flats/gravel/rock, subalpine shrub, alpine shrub-lichen tundra, 
cliffs, islands in lakes, and snow/ice/glaciers (United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
[USFWS], 1983). Inland aquatic habitats include anadromous fish streams, anadromous fish 
lakes, resident fish streams, and resident fish lakes. 

Of the 15 million acres within the oil spill area, 1.8 million are private lands. Most of these 
lands were converted from public to private ownership during the last 20 years as a result of 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Lands chosen for conversion to private 
uses primarily were commercially valuable timber lands. Publicly owned lands include a 
diverse number of designations, both State and Federal. The 5.9-million-acre Chugach 
National Forest surrounds Prince William Sound and is managed by the USDA Forest 

_ Service predominantly for recreation and fish and wildlife. There have been no timber 
harvests on the forest since the mid 1970's, and no harvests currently are planned. Nine other 
large Federal land-management areas are contained wholly or partially within the EVOS 
area. The National Park Service (NPS) administers 9 million acres in the Kenai Fjords 
National Park, Lake Clark National Park and Preserve, Katmai National Park and Preserve, 
and the Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve. Both the Kenai Fjords and Katmai 
National Parks consist oflarge areas of federally designated wilderness or wilderness study 
areas (Figure 3-2). The western portion the Chugach National Forest is also a wilderness 
study area. The Fish and Wildlife Service administers million of acres in the Kenai National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR), Kodiak NWR, Alaska Peninsula NWR, and Alaska Maritime 
NWR. The BecharofNWR also includes federally designated wilderness areas. Numerous 
State classillcations--including parks (such as Kachemak Bay State Park), critical habitat 
areas, game refuges, and marine parks--exist in the oil spill area. All of these areas are 
afforded some degree of protection from land uses that could adversely affect or slow the 
recovery of injured resources and services. Wilderness areas in particular provide strict 
protection against future degradation of the ecosystem, but they also preclude enhancement 
activities within their boundaries. 

One of the issues in forest land management within the oil spill area is the prevalence and 
impact of infestations of bark beetles and other insects on forest health and survival. At 
present, there are infestations of bark beetle within the oil spill area on the Kenai Peninsula. 
The effects of these infestations on wildlife species that depend on old-growth forest habitat 
are unknown. Of the species injured by the EVOS, marbled murrelets which often nest in 
old-growth forests are the most likely to be affected by the infestations which may result in 
the loss of some nesting habitat. The spruce beetle (Dendroctonus rufipennis) is a pest 
affecting older conifer stands in throughout Alaska. Although this species can effectively kill 
all trees over large areas, they are most devastating to white spruce and Lutz spruce. The 
Sitka spruce that dominate the forested regions of the oil spill area can be affected, as is 
apparent by the 10,000 acre infestation in the Kachemak Bay area (Holsten, 1990). 
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The EVOS area supports a diverse collection of wildlife. The Exxon Valdez oil spill 
occurred in March, just before the most biologically active season of the year. The spill 
coincided with the migration of birds and the primary breeding season for most species of 
birds, mammals, fish, and marine invertebrates in the spill's path. Oil from the spill 
affected each species differently. For some species, the population measurably declined. 
For example, an estimated 3,500 to 5,500 sea otters were killed by the spill, and the 
population is not expected to recover for many generations. Other species were killed or 
injured by the spill, but the injury did not measurably decrease the overall population. The 
populations of some species, such as marbled murre lets, pigeon guillemots, and harbor 
seals, were declining before the spill. Their rate of decline was accelerated by the spill, but 
other factors such as variations in climatic conditions, habitat loss, or increased competition 
for food also may have influenced long-term trends in their health and populations. Still 
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other species may have been indirectly affected by changes in food supplies or disruption of 
their habitats. 

The availability of population and habitat data varies from species to species. Federal and 
State environmental agencies had conducted baseline surveys of some native species prior to 
the oil spill, documenting selected species' populations and critical habitats, but some species 
(e.g., invertebrates such as clams and barnacles) never have been inventoried. Others, such 
as the brown bear and the bald eagle, are counted annually for management purposes; and a 
great deal is known about species that have played a significant historic or economic role in 
the region, such as sea otters and salmon. The following discussion summarizes the baseline 
conditions for species and resources found in the oil spill area. It will be used in evaluating 
the potential impacts, either direct or indirect, of the various restoration options. 

A great variety of plants and animals exist in the intertidal zone; however, because there was 
little, or no prespill data on communities within the intertidal zone, studies that documented 
the effects of the EVOS had to rely on the more common organisms as representatives of the 
entire intertidal community. These organisms: Fucus, clams, mussels, limpets and barnacles, 
and some intertidal fish communities, were studied during the damage assessment program. 
Of these, Fucus, clams and mussels are still showing continuing signs of injury. 

Fucus 

The most significant impacts occurred in the upper and middle intertidal zones on sheltered 
rocky shores, where the greatest amounts of oil stranded. In the upper and middle intertidal 
zones of rocky shores, the algae Fucus gardneri (rockweed or popweed), barnacles, limpets, 
periwinkles, clams, amphipods, isopods, and marine worms were less abundant at oiled than 
nonoiled sites. Although there were increased densities of mussels in oiled area, they were 
significantly smaller than mussels in the nonoiled areas; and the total biomass was 
significantly lower. While the percentage of intertidal areas covered by Fucus was reduced 
following the spill, the coverage of opportunistic plants (ephemeral algae) that 
characteristically flourish in disturbed area was increased. The average size of Fucus plants 
was reduced, as was the reproductive potential of those plants surviving the initial oiling. 
The lower and middle intertidal zones have recovered to a large extent, but injuries persist 
most strongly in the upper intertidal zone, especially on rocky sheltered shores. Natural 
recovery of the upper intertidal zone will occur in stages as the different species in the 
community respond to improved environmental conditions. 

Recovery in the upper intertidal appears to depend on the return to this zone of adult Fucus 
in large numbers. In the absence of a well-developed canopy of adult plants, eggs and 
developing propagules of Fucus lack sufficient moisture to survive. The reduced canopy of 
rockweed in the upper intertidal zone also appears to have made it easier for oystercatchers 
to prey on limpets. Accordingly, the recovery oflimpets and other invertebrates also is 
linked to the recovery of rockweed. Existing adult plants will act as centers for the outward 
propagation of new plants, and it is estimated that recovery of Fucus may take a decade 
(Highsmith, et.al., 1993). Full recovery of the intertidal community may take more than a 
decade, because it may take several years for invertebrate species to return after Fucus has 
recolonized an area. 
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Both oiling and cleanup activities banned clam beds throughout the EVOS area. The 
magnitude of the measured differences in clam abundance and growth varied with degree of 
oiling and geographic area. On sheltered beaches, the data on abundance of clams in the 
lower intertidal zone strongly suggest that little neck clams and, to a lesser extent, butter 
clams were significantly affected by the spill. During the 1993 public meetings, people 
throughout the oil spill area, but especially in Kodiak and Alaska Peninsula communities, 
said they are stillfmding clam beds that are contaminated with oil. Clams are an important 
resource for subsistence and recreational use within the oil spill area, and they are preyed 
upon by a wide variety of other resources. 

Mussels 

Mussels (Mytilus edulus andM.trossulus) can be found throughout the EVOS area along 
rocky coastlines, in bays, and in estuaries. Mussels are harvested for bait and for food. 
Mussels are suspension feeders and feed on dinoflagellates, organic particles, small diatoms, 
zoospores, ova and spermatozoa, flagellates, unicellular algae, and detritus. 

In 1991, relatively high concentrations of oil were found in mussels and in the dense 
underlying mat (byssal substrate) of certain oiled mussel beds. These beds were not cleaned 
or removed after the spill and are potential sources of fresh (unweathered) oil for harlequin 
ducks, black oystercatchers, river otters, and juvenile sea otters, all of which feed on mussels 
and show signs of continuing injury. The extent and magnitude of oiled mussel beds are 
unknown and continue to be investigated. 

The following section discusses the relevant population status, lifecycle requirements, and oil 
spill injuries, for harbor seals and sea otters. 

Harbor Seals 

The harbor seal (Phoca vitulina richardsi) is a protected species under the MMPA, which 
placed a moratorium on the taking of harbor seals except for subsistence use by Alaska 
Natives. The harbor seal is under the management of the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS). 

Harbor seal prespill populations· in Prince William Sound have been estimated to be between 
2,000 and 5,000 individuals. The harbor seal population has been declining by 
approximately 11 to 14 percent annually for unknown reasons (Frost and Lowcy, 1993 ). In 
portions of its geographic range, the harbor seal is in direct competition with human 
subsistence, recreational, and commercial resource users for fish. Throuhout Alaska, bycatch 
of harbor seals from commercial fishing has been estimated to cause 2,800 seal deaths a year 
(Lentfer, 1988); however, mortality caused by commercial fishing within the EVOS area is 
believed to be low (Wynne, Hicks, and Munro, 1992). The harbor seal also is harvested by 
Alaska Natives for subsistence use. Natural predators of harbor seals include killer whales 
and sharks. 

Harbor seals usually occupy coastal waters less than 60 m deep. Haulout areas are especially 
important for harbor seals during pupping and molting. Rocks, isolated beaches with 
protective cliffs, ice floes, and sand or mud bars are used for resting, pupping, and nursing 
young (ADF&G, 1985). Harbor seals are opportunistic predators and consume a wide 
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variety offish and invertebrates. Walleye pollock, herring, salmon, eulachon and 
cephalopods are important prey for seals in the Gulf of Alaska (Pitcher, 1980). 

Harbor seals breed annually once they reach sexual maturity (3 to 7 yrs), and a single pup 
usually is born between late May and mid-July. Pups generally are nursed for 3 to 6 weeks 
(ADF &G, 1986a). During pupping and molting periods, harbor seals are very susceptible to 
disturbance and are prone to stampeding. Stampeding can cause injuries and deaths, as well 
as weaken the mother-pup bond, resulting in higher pup mortality (Johnson et al., 1989). 

The oil spill caused population declines and sublethal injuries to harbor seals in Prince 
William Sound. Many were directly oiled, and an estimated 300 died. The prespill 
population of harbor seals in Prince William Sound was estimated to be between 2,000 to 
5,000 animals. While some dead seals were recovered from the Kenai Peninsula, the extent 
of injury outside Prince William· Sound is unknown. 

Many seals were exposed to oil in 1989. At 25 haul out areas in Prince William Sound that 
have been regularly surveyed since 1984, 86 percent of the seals seen in the postspill spring 
(April) sunrey were extensively oiled; a further 10 percent were lightly oiled. This included 
many pups. By late May, 74 percent of the animals continued to be heavily oiled. Tissues 
from harbor seals in Prince William Sound contained many times the concentrations of 
aromatic hydrocarbons than did tissues from seals in the Gulf of Alaska. This trend persisted 
in 1990, when high concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons again were found in the bile of 
surviving seals. In addition, pathology studies revealed damage to nerve cells in the thalamus 
of the brain, which is consistent with exposure to relatively high concentrations of low 
molecular weight aromatic (petroleum) hydrocarbons. 

Sea Otters 

The sea otter is a protected species under the MMP A, which placed a moratorium on the 
taking of sea otters except for subsistence use by Alaska Natives. The sea otter is under the 
management of the ADF &G and the USFWS. Prespill and postspill management of sea 
otters by these agencies has focused on population monitoring through surveys and 
monitoring ofNative harvest. 

The sea otter prespill population for the entire State of Alaska was estimated at 150,000 
animals, and the population in Prince William Sound prior to the oil spill was estimated at 
10,000 animals (EVOS Trustee 'council, 1992). The sea otter population within the oil spill 
area was likely at or near an equilibrium density and was limited by prey availability when 
affected by the oil spill. The sea otter population in portions of its geographic range is in 
direct competition with recreational and commercial resource users for crabs, clams, and 
other benthic organisms. 

Sea otters prefer shallow coastal waters that generally are less than 40 m deep. They use 
kelp beds as resting areas, but their geographic distribution is not dependent on kelp. Some 
otters use intertidal rocks, exposed beaches, and algal covered rocks. The importance of 
haulout sites is poorly understood. They are not considered to be essential for otter survival 
in California but may be very important for otters in northern climates (Jameson, 1989). 

Sea otters eat a wide variety of prey and can greatly influence prey availability. They prefer 
benthic invertebrates, but in some areas they prey heavily on benthic fishes (Riedman and 
Estes, 1990). There is considerable variation in individual diets. Females with pups tend to 
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forage in shallower areas where smaller mussels and clams are available in short dives from 
the surface (Reidman and Estes, 1990). 

Mating and pupping can occur throughout the year, although in Prince William Sound most 
otters mate in September and October with pups born in May and June. Once otters reach 
reproductive maturity (4 to 7 years) they are capable of reproducing annually, although the 
reproductive period varies among individuals and areas. Sea otters give birth to a single pup, 
rarely twins. Pups generally are weaned by mid-November (EVOS Trustee Council, 1992). 

The oil sp.ill caused declines in populations of sea otters in Prince W.illiam Sound and 
possibly in the Gulf of Alaska. Sea otters were the most abundant marine mammal in the 
path of the spreading oil slick and were particularly vulnerable to its effects. Their estimated 
population before the spill included as many as 10,000 in Prince William Sound and 20,000 
in the Gulf of Alaska. The total population in the State is estimated to be 150,000 otters. 

During 1989, 1,013 sea otter carcasses were collected. Veterinarians determined that up to 
95 percent of the deaths were attributable to oil. It has been estimated that 3,500 to 5,500 
sea otters were killed in the first few months following the spill. 

Studies conducted in 1990 and 1991 indicated that sea otters still were being affected by the 
spill. Carcasses found in these years included an unusually large proportion of prime-age 
adult otters. A study of survival of recently weaned sea otters also showed a 22-percent 
higher death rate during the winter of 1990-1991 and spring of 1991 in areas affected by the 
spill. In 1992 and 1993, juvenile mortality rates had decreased dramatically but still were 
higher in oiled than in nonoiled areas. 

Estimates of total birds of 90 species killed by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) range from 
100,000 to 300,000 (Piatt et al., 1990) to as high as 3;75,000-435,000 (Ecological 
Consulting, Inc., 1991). Perhaps as many as 25 percent of the total birds wintering in the 
oiled zone of Prince William Sound were killed directly by the spill, or I 0 percent of Prince 
William Sound's entire population (Klowsiewski and Laing, written comm., 1994). In 
subsequent EVOS studies through 1992, six species had not yet recovered from the effects of 
the spill. These were bald eagles, black oystercatchers, harlequin ducks, murres, pigeon 
guillemots, and marbled murrelets (Draft EVOS Restoration Plan, 1993). However, by 
1993, populations of bald eagles and black oystercatchers were recovering in Prince William 
Sound (Draft EVOS Restoration Plan, 1993), although their status outside of Prince William 
Sound remained unknown. This section gives background information on the four species 
whose populations have either nbt recovered from the EVOS, or whose recovery status is 
uncertain. 

All migratory birds are included under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S. C. §§703-711 
[1976 & Supp. V 1981]). This Act gives the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
statutory responsibility to protect and manage the four bird species that are not recovering 
from the EVOS. Knowledge of population size is basic to wildlife management, and 
population monitoring is a normal function of wildlife management agencies. The USFWS's 
Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge (AMNWR) has a long-range plan to monitor 
selected species at selected colonies on AMNWR land throughout Alaska. East Amatuli 
Island in the Barren Islands, where major injury to murres occurred, was a designated 
monitoring site in the refuge monitoring plan for storm-petrels and tufted puffms, but not 
murres. Prior to the oil spill, murres were not targeted at this site due to the difficulty and 
expense of monitoring murres there (V. Byrd, oral comm., 1994 ). The Migratory Bird 
Management section of the USFWS is responsible for monitoring marine birds on non-refuge 
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lands in Alaska, including Prince William Sound. However, there is no set schedule for 
monitoring in Prince William Sound or elsewhere in the EVOS area. 

Historically, nongame migratory birds such as seabirds have been of a lower funding priority 
than funding for game birds. For example, the USFWS conducted their ftrst waterbird 
population survey of the entire Sound in 1972-73, but then not again until 1984-1985. 
Additional studies were done on selected seabird species at Naked Island, Shoup Bay, and 
other locations since 1978, but the entire Sound was not again monitored for all waterbirds 
until1989. 

Harlequin Duck 

The harlequin duck is a small boreal diving duck with a disjunct distribution on the east and 
west coasts of North America (Bellrose, 1980, p. 380-384 American Ornithological Union 
[AOUJ, 1983, p. 89). Like many species of sea ducks, the harlequin uses both marine and 
inland habitats (Bellrose, 1980, p. 380-384). Harlequins nest near :freshwater streams, and 
nonbreeders and juveniles utilize nearshore marine habitats for feeding and roosting . 

Harlequin ducks breed in western North America south of the Arctic Circle, from 
northwestern Canada and Alaska, south to the Aleutian Islands and through southeastern 
Alaska to the Pacific Northwest (AOU, 1983, p. 89; Bellrose, 1980, p. 380-384). Under the 
Endangered Speies Action, the harlequin duck is listed as a Candidate II species throughout 
its range, including Alaska. 

Within its world range, harlequins may be the most abundant in the Aleutian Islands 
(Bellrose, 1980, p. 380-384). Islieb and Kessel (1973) considered harlequins to be common 
to abundant in Prince William Sound and they estimated populations for the entire north Gulf 
coast- Prince William Sound region at a few 10,000's. In 1979 and 1980, an estimated 
9,600 harlequins wintered in the Kodiak Archipelago, with the highest concentrations off of 
southeastern Kodiak Island (Forsell and Gould, 1981 p. 14). An estimated 1,600 to 5,600 
harlequin ducks were in Prince William Sound in July 1972 (Klosiewski and Laing, written 
comm., 1993). 

Harlequins winter in small flocks along exposed, rocky coasts where they feed on benthic 
prey (see below) in intertidal and subtidal areas. In Prince William Sound, harlequins use a 
wider range of habitats during the winter and are dispersed throughout the nearshore area 
(Patten, oral comm., 1992). Populations of harlequins that winter in the EVOS area include 
both local breeders and birds that breed in interior Alaska (Bellrose, 1982). An estimated 
9,200 to 15,800 harlequins were in Prince William Sound in March 1972, and 10,300 to 
21,300 in March 1973 (Klosiewski and Laing, written comm., 1993; Agler et al., written 
comm., 1993). 

Harlequin ducks migrate back and forth between inland nesting habitat and coastal marine 
foraging habitat, which are often only a few km apart. Only a few km may separate their 
nesting and marine habitats, so their migration can be very short. Harlequins begin arriving 
on their wintering grounds in the Aleutian Islands in mid-September and remain there until 
May (Bellrose, 1982). In Prince William Sound, the breeding season lasts for about 2Yz 
months between May and July (Patten, 1991), and broods are common in the coastal marine 
area in late July and August (Islieb and Kessel, 1973 ). Birds that winter and breed in south
central Alaska congregate near the mouths of suitable breeding streams in late April and 
early May (Patten, oral comm., 1993). 
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Coastal habitats are used from late summer through early spring by all sex and age classes of 
harlequins. Paired breeders are found in the intertidal area at the mouths of streams before 
they move inland to nest. Coastal habitat is used throughout the summer by nonbreeding 
birds, breeding males after the pair bonds are broken, and by failed-nesting females 
(Bellrose, 1982; Dzinbal and Jarvis, 1984). In July, males congregate in large flocks in 
protected bays with good foraging habitat. Nonbreeders of both sexes and failed-nesting 
females begin molting in August and in many of the same areas as males. 

Harlequin ducks become sexually mature in their second year (Delacour, 1959; Bengtson, 
1972; Bellrose, 1982). Nests are composed of thin layers of grass, twigs, and leaves and are 
lined with white down (Bellrose, 1982). Harlequins begin laying between May 10 and May 
30 in Alaska (Bellrose, 1982), and lay at 2 - 4-day intervals until 3 to 7 eggs accumulate. 
The female incubates the eggs for 28 to 30 days and breaks to feed every other day (Bellrose, 
1982). 

Harlequin ducks generally nest along shallow (0.5 - 1.0-m deep), fast mountain streams 
(Bengtson, 1972). The width, turbidity, and current velocity vary considerably, but most 
nests are usually concealed beneath dense vegetation within 5 m of a stream, in areas with 
good nest-site availability and abundant macroinvertebrates in the stream (Bengtson, 1972). 
Harlequins are tenacious to their nest sites, often returning to within 100 m of previous years' 
sites, and females may use the same nest site in successive years. Harlequins are not colonial 
nesters, although several nests may be close together (Delacour, 1959). In Prince William 
Sound, Patten (oral comm., 1993) located 20 streams that were used by nesting harlequins by 
1991. Many streams were turbulent, sometimes only 1-m wide, and located in timbered 
areas at about 1000 ft elevation (Patten, oral comm., 1993). 

By 1991 in Prince William Sound, Patten (oral comm., 1993) located 20 streams that were 
used by nesting harlequins. Many streams were turbulent, sometimes only 1-m wide, and 
located in old growth stands of Sitka spruce and mountain hemlock in the sub-alpine zone at 
about 1000 ft elevation (Patten, oral comm., 1993). Patton also found harlequins nesting in 
brush alongside sreams in the alpine zone (i.e., above timberline) at Kachemak Bay, and on 
Kodiak Islandalong streams flowing through grassy meadows (Patten, oral comm., 1994). 
The species is abundant in Iceland (Bengston, 1972) where there are no trees, indicating that 
harlequin ducks are able to utilize a variety of riparian habitats for nesting. 
Little is known about the brood rearing period. Given the duration of incubation, broods 
would be expected to hatch in early to mid-July. Islieb reported seeing broods in Prince 
William Sound in July and August (Islieb and Kessel, 1973). Patten (1991) reported seeing 
3.1 ducklings per hen in nonoileo areas in late summer, compared with a mean of 2.8 fully 
grown ducklings per breeding female in Iceland over a 4-year period (Bengtson, 1972). 
Bengtson (1972) described a 30 to 40 percent duckling mortality rate during the :first 2 
weeks. 

Predation is not believed to be a major source of mortality of adult harlequin ducks, but 
young are taken by a variety of predators, including ravens, mink, Arctic skua, and Arctic fox 
(Bengtson, 1972). Duckling mortality may be as high as 30 to 40 percent in the first 2 weeks 
after hatching (Bengtson, 1972). 

Harlequin ducks are mostly carnivorous. Birds in Iceland ate mostly insects and their aquatic 
larvae (Bengtson, 1972). Young broods feed mostly on surface insects and on insects from 
overhanging vegetation, while older broods feed like the adults. Stream bends where the 
current slows are used by broods for feeding and resting. Outlets from lakes, beneath 
waterfalls and turbulent, shallow stretches of streams are favorite feeding locations for adults. 
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Once salmon begin spawning, harlequins eat roe (Delacour, 1959; Dzinbal and Jarvis, 
1984). Near the coast, breeding harlequins may fly from nesting areas to the mouths of the 
rivers to feed (Bengtson, 1972; Dzinbal and Jarvis, 1984 ). Harlequins feed in the intertidal 
area ofPrince William Sound on a wide variety of prey, including limpets, snails, clams, 
mussels, and crabs (Patten, 1991). 

Dzinbal and Jarvis (1982) studied the summer-feeding ecology of harlequins at Sawmill Bay, 
southwestern Prince William Sound. Harlequins studied by Dzinbal and Jarvis (1982) fed 
mainly in the intertidal deltas of small streams and in the intertidal areas of protected bays, 
and less near small rock islands and in lee waters of bays. In July, harlequins moved into the 
lower portions of suitable streams to feed on salmon roe. Five harlequins collected by 
Dzinbal and Jarvis (1982) had eaten a variety of crustaceans and invertebrates, while five 
others from lower Cook Inlet in '1977 had all eaten gastropods (Sanger, 1986). 

Wintering harlequins forage mostly in small groups, and closer to shore than other sea ducks, 
and they eat mostly crustaceans and mollusks, and some insects, starfish, and fishes 
(Delacour, 1959; Bellrose, 1982; Dzinbal and Jarvis, 1984). 

Harlequin ducks are not hunted much by humans. The annual take of harlequins in Prince 
William Sound is unknown, but is probably small since most harvesting is associated with 
using males as decorative mounts (Patten, oral comm., 1993). 

EVOS Damage Assessment and Current Status in Spill Area 

The EVOS killed an estimated 1,000 harlequin ducks outright (Piatt et al., 1990), and has 
caused continuing sublethal injuries (Patten, 1991; Patten, written comm., 1994). Two 
different sets ofEVOS studies are available to help evaluate injury to harlequin ducks in 
Prince William Sound, although because of different methodology and timing, their results 
are not directly comparable. Bird Study 2 (Klosiewski and Laing, written comm., 1993; 
Agler et al., written comm., 1994) surveyed along relatively short sub-samples of oiled 
shoreline, and then extrapolated the results to the entire oiled zone, while Bird Study 11 

· (Patten, 1991; Patten, written comm., 1994) surveyed continuously along longer segments 
of shoreline in the oiled shoreline. The behavior of harlequin ducks must also be considered 
in evaluating population estimates. Post-breeding, and non-breeding males from outside the 
Sound arrive in the Sound to molt in July and August, but exact times are variable from year 
to year, and unless surveys are done at precisely the same time the results are not 
comparable. 

Patten (1991) suggested that there had been little or no breeding by harlequin ducks within 
the Prince William Sound spill area since the spill through 1991. He captured no adult 
breeders in mist nets set across 14 potential nesting streams and found no duckling broods 
during late summer shoreline censuses. Comparative control studies at nonoiled sites in 
eastern Prince William Sound captured breeding adults in mist nets and located duckling 
broods, which indicated normal breeding. In subsequent studies, Patten (written comm., 
1994) surveyed the shoreline of parts of the oiled zone in Prince William Sound and found 
the following densities of harlequin ducks: July-August 1991, 673 harlequins per 537 km of 
shoreline(= 1.25 per km); May-June 1992, 1,820 harlequins per 2,798 km of shoreline(= 
0.65 perkm); and, July-August 1992, 1,681 harlequins per 2,276 km ofshorelit).e (= 0.74 
perkm). 
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Bird Study 2 (Klosiewski and Laing, written comm., 1993; Agler et al., written comm., 
1994) surveyed segments of shoreline throughout Prince William Sound selected by 
"stratified random sampling" for 4 years after the spill; they derived population estimates for 
all bird species, including harlequin ducks, and they compared their estimates with pre spill 
data collected in 1972 and 1973. Estimated harlequin numbers in 1990 and 1991 in the spill 
area were only 23 percent of those expected, based on comparisons with pre spill surveys 
(Klosiewski and Laing, written comm., 1994). They concluded that the reduced numbers 
were an oil spill effect. The July 1993 survey (Agler et al., written comm., 1994) revealed 
the highest estimate (1, I 00 - 3,300) yet for the spill area, but a trend for population recovery 
is not yet indicated. The July 1990 and 1991 estimates of harlequin numbers in the spill area 
were (range of95% confidence interval) 266 to 3,302, and 299 to 1,035, respectively. 
Current datafromBird Study 2 (S. Kendall, written comm., 1994) indicate a July 1993 
estimate of 5,700 to 11,000 harlequin ducks in all of Prince William Sound 

In sum, little evidence of breeding in the spill area ofPrince William Sound, and population 
reduction compared with non-oiled areas indicate that the populations of harlequin ducks in 
the oiled area still shows few signs of recovery. However, this evidence needs to also be 
tempered with the fact that harlequin populations in oiled and non-oiled areas alike may be 
stabilizing at levels higher than the latest prespill estimates. There is very little information 
on harlequins in the spill area outside of Prince William Sound. 

Murres 

The common murre is a circumpolar species of boreal and low Arctic habitats (Nettleship 
and Birkhead, 1985; AOU, 1983). On the Pacific Coast ofNorthAmerica, commonmurres 
breed in dense colonies from mainland northwestern Alaska, on Bering Sea islands, and in 
the Aleutians, and thence south and east to central California (AOU, 1983). The thick-billed 
murre is a circumpolar Arctic and low Arctic species (Nettleship and Birkhead, 1985) that 
has a more restricted range than the common murre, which in Alaska is c~tered in the 
Aleutians and the Bering Sea. 

About 1.4 million common and thick-billed murres nest in the Gulf of Alaska, with common 
murres comprising about 80 to 85 percent of the total (Sowls et al., 1978; USFWS, 1993). 
Where both species nest at the same colonies, thick-billed murres prefer cliff ledges, and 
common murres favor larger, flatter areas (Tuck, 1960). Thick-billed murres make up a 
small portion of Barren Islands murre populations, and they are not found elsewhere within 
the EVOS area. About 1.2 million murres nest in the western Gulf of Alaska on the Semidi 
Islands, which were not directly "impacted by the EVOS. The largest colonies in the EVOS 
area include approximately 6,500 murres on the Chiswell Islands near Seward, 

· approximately 130,000 on the Barren Islands at the mouth of Cook Inlet, and approximately 
120,000 total at three colonies on the Alaska Peninsula (USFWS, 1993). 

There are a few very small colonies of murres on the east side of Kodiak Island and at Gull 
Island, Kachemak Bay. The closest murre colony to the initial spill site, at Porpoise Rock, 
Hinchinbrook Entrance, was upstream from the spill and not directly .affected by it. 

Common murres form breeding colonies on seaward-facing cliffs, where they are highly 
social and lay single eggs (Tuck, 1960). Timing of breeding is highly synchronized. The 
resulting sudden abundance of eggs and chicks presents predators with the opportunity to eat 
a small proportion, while the large majority of chicks grows to a size too large for most 
predators. Breeding success is variable, with maxima of 70 to 80 percent of young fledged 
per breeding pair (Birkhead, 1977; Hedgren, 1980). Birkhead (197 4) estimated a 6-percent 
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annual-mortality rate for adults, which translates to an average life expectancy of 16 years. 
However, banded murres have lived as long as 32 years. 

In spring and summer, common murres are distributed in Alaska mainly over the continental 
shelf (Gould et al., 1982). In lat~ fall and winter, they often migrate into protected coastal 
bays and fjords of the Gulf of Alaska, including Kodiak Island (Forsell and Gould, 1981) and 
Prince William Sound (Agler et. al., written comm., 1993). However, this winter migration 
is highly variable, and there were apparently vecy few common murres in Prince William 
So lind at the time of the spill. In contrast, common murres were extremely abundant in 
nearshore waters of the Gulf of Alaska in winter 1992-1993, when an Unknown but 
apparently small proportion died from Unknown causes and washed ashore at several 
locations (Mendenhall, oral comm., 1994). An unprecedented 220,000 murres were 
estimated in Prince William Sound alone in March 1993 (Agler et al., 1993), perhaps 
attracted by large numbers of juvenile herring (Mendenhall, oral comm., 1994; Sanger, 
personal observations, 1993). 

In summer, common murres in the Gulf of Alaska forage mainly on fish over the continental 
shelf(Sanger, 1987a). The presence ofmysid and pandalid shrimps in their winter diet in 
Kachemak Bay (Sanger, 1987b) and at Kodiak (Krasnow and Sanger, 1986) shows that they 
capture some prey vecy near the bottom, thus linking themselves to a detrital food chain. 
Common murres have been caught in crab pots at 125 mat Kodiak (Forsell and Gould, 
1981). 

Effects of Spill and Current Status in Spill Area 

Murres are particularly vulnerable to floating oil (King and Sanger, 1979), and the EVOS 
killed an estimated 120,000 to 134,000 breeders, mostly from the Chiswell Islands and the 
Barren Islands (Piatt et al., 1990). The oil arrived in early April just as birds began 
congregating at the colonies before breeding. If the mortality rate from the EVOS is adjusted 
for birds feeding at sea, away from their colonies, the mortality increases to an estimated 
170,000 to 190,000 breeding birds. An estimated 35 to 70 percent of the breeding adults at 
the above colonies could have been killed by the spill. The effect of the EVOS on 
pre breeding juveniles is Unknown. 

At the Chiswell Islands, there was no laying in 1989, and laying was late in 1990. Also, 
through 1992, laying was a month late at Puale Bay and in the Barren and Chiswell Islands. 
The resulting chicks may not have had time to accumulate sufficient energy reserves before 
the first fall storms. Conservatively, lost production associated with delayed reproduction 
could have exceeded an estimated 300,000 chicks per year through 1992. Although 
productivity rates were near normal in 1992 and 1993 at the Barren Islands, populations 
were still down in 1993 (D. Roseneau, oral comm., 1994). 

The EVOS also affected the timing of reproduction at oil-impacted colonies (Nysewander et 
al., 1993). At the Barren Islands and at Puale Bay, egg laying was about a month late in 
1989, 1990, and 1991. There were indications that breeding was returning to normal at the 
Barren Islands in 1992. By 1993, the timing of breeding was normal, and productivity 
averaged over 0.5 chicks per nest (Roseneau, oral comm., 1994). The recovecy status of 
common murres remains uncertain, however. Estimates of the duration of restoration to 
prespilllevels for the damaged murre population range from "within 20 years" (Roseneau, 
oral comm., 1994), to as long as 80-100 years. 
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The pigeon guillemot is a medium-small diving seabird that nests in rocky coastal habitat on 
the Asian and North American sides of the subarctic-temperate North Pacific (AOU, 1983). 
In North America, pigeon guillemots are found from mainland northwestern Alaska (Cape 
Lisburne), on islands in the Bering Sea and the Aleutians, and thence south to central 
California (AOU, 1983; Sowls et al., 1978). This distribution is one of the widest of any 
seabird species on the Pacific coast of North America. 

An estimated 26,000 pigeon guillemots nested in the eastern Gulf of Alaska in the early 
1970's (Sowls et al., 1978), with an estimated 15,000 in Prince William Sound alone (lslieb 
and Kessel, 1973). Since then, however, the population in Prince William Sound has 
declined markedly. A minimum of 3,028 breeding guillemots were counted in Prince 
William Sound in July 1993 (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1993), and the entire 
population of breeders and juveniles was estimated at no more than 4,900 (Klowsiewski and 
Laing, written comm., 1993). . 

The EVOS killed perhaps as many as 10 percent of the guillemots in Prince William Sound, 
but the population undoubtedly was declining before the spill (Oakley and Kuletz, written 
comm., 1994 ). In oiled and nonoiled areas alike, maximum numbers of guillemots at 
colonies in 1993 were only about 20 to 50 percent of the maxima of the 1970's and 1980's 
(Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994). Except for Mognak Island (Cody, Fadeley, and 
Gerlach, 1993), current population sizes within the EVOS area outside ofPrince William 
Sound are unknown. However, the same factors that have caused a population decline in 
Prince William Sound since the 1970's could also be influencing EVOS area populations 
outside Prince William Sound. 

In the Gulf of Alaska, as high as 25 percent of the pigeon guillemot population may occur 
over the continental shelf in summer (June - August) (Sanger, 1987 a, as adapted from Gould 
et al., 1982). In fall and spring, and presumably in winter, a few guillemots were seen in the 
Gulf of Alaska as far offshore as the shelf break (Gould et al., 1982). Some investigators 
(Scott, 1973; Oakley, 1981; Ainley and Boekelheide, 1990) speculate that guillemots leave 
exposed coastlines for sheltered inshore waters in winter. This conclusion is not supported 
by population estimates from Prince William Sound, however, which suggest just the 
opposite, i.e., Klowsiewski and Laing, written comm., (1993) and Agler et al. (written 
comm., 1993) report March population levels in Prince William Sound at 20 - 70 percent 
lower than the preceding July. 

Pigeon guillemots nest in natural cavities in cliffs and among boulders, and occasionally in 
earthen burrows or manmade structures (Oakley and Kuletz, written comm., 1994; Sanger 
and Cody, written comm., 1994; Campbell, 1977). Their extremely dispersed nesting 
distribution (Oakley and Kuletz, written comm., 1994) is atypical of most seabirds. For 
example, a 1993 survey (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1993) located 184 guillemot 
colonies in Prince William Sound, with an average of only 11 guillemots per colony. Also, 
1, 0 12 guillemots were seen away from colonies, many of which were no doubt isolated 
nesting pairs. Guillemots lay a clutch of one or two eggs, and chicks remain in the nest for 
just over a month after hatching (Drent, 1965; Oakley and Kuletz, written, comm., 1994 ). 
While the chicks are in the nest, both parents deliver single whole fish to the nest throughout 
the day (Thoreson and Booth, 1958; Drent, 1965; Oakley and Kuletz, written comm., 1994). 

Predation on guillemot eggs and chicks is sometimes heavy, mainly by glaucous-winged 
gulls and northwestern crows (Drent et al., 1964; Emms and Morgan, 1989; Vermeer, 
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Morgan, and Smith, 1993), and by mink (Oakley and Kuletz, written comm., 1994; Ewins, 
Carter, and Shibaev, 1993). Adult pigeon guillemots are occasionally taken by bald eagles, 
peregrine falcons and killer whales (Vermeer et al., 1989; Nelson, 1991; Stacey, Baird, and 
Hubbard-Morton, 1990). · 

Guillemots in the EVOS area feed on demersal or epibenthic prey mostly in near-shore 
waters shallower than 40 m (Kuletz, 1983; DeGange and Sanger, 1986). Fish form the bulk 
of guillemots' diet, but they also eat shrimp, crabs, and occasionally bivalves (Sanger, 1987a; 
Krasnow and Sanger, 1986). Kuletz (1983) found that guillemots at Naked Island tended to 
forage more over underwater rises and shelfbreaks than over even-bottom topography, and 
that individual birds tended to forage in the same area. Some guillemots tend to specialize on 
pelagic schooling fishes, while others specialize on bottom fishes like b1ennies (Kuletz, 
1983). 

Effects of Spill and Current Status in Spill Area 

The population of guillemots in Prince William Sound after the spill was significantly lower 
than it was in the early 1970's (Klosiewski and Laing, written comm., 1993), and counts at 
colonies in 1993 were considerably lower than they were in the 1970's and 1980's in both 
oiled and nonoiled areas (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1993). Similarly, numbers of 
guillemots at colonies in the Kenai Fjords have also been lower compared with the 1970's 
and 1980's (Rice, oral comm., 1994). After the spill, guillemot populations in the oiled area 
of Prince William Sound were comparatively lower than in nonoiled areas (Klosiewski and 
Laing., written comm., 1993). Population counts at Naked Island also declined for 4 years 
after the spill, and the decline along oiled shorelines was more pronounced than along 
nonoiled shorelines (Oakley and Kuletz, written comm., 1994; Sanger and Cody, written 
comm., 1994). 

Reasons for the decline are unclear, although a decreased food base and increased predation 
are possibilities. Survey data do not yet indicate a definite population trend in all ofPWS nor 
in the Sound's the spill zone. The recovery status of pigeon guillemots remains uncertain; 
however, with a clutch size of two eggs, guillemots have the potential to rebuild their 
population at a faster rate than many other seabird species. 

Marbled Murrelet 

The marbled murrelet is a small, diving seabird that ranges from central California north to 
the Gulf of Alaska (AOU, 1983; Sowls et al., 1978), and westward to the western Aleutians 
(Kessel and Gibson, 1978; Mendenhall, 1992). Nesting marbled murrelets are widely 
dispersed and secretive, so their breeding population sizes are conjectural (Carter and 
Morrison, 1992). Recent population estimates throughout their range (Carter and Morrison, 
1992) relied on counts of birds at sea. Under the Endangered Species Act, the marbled 
murrelet is listed asThreatened in Washington, Oregon and California, and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service is monitoring marbled murre lets in Alaska under Candidate II status. 

Perhaps as high as 95 percent of all marbled murrelets in U.S. waters nest in Alaska 
(Mendenhall, 1992). The Alaskan population is centered from the southeastern panhandle to 
Kodiak where most marbled murrelets nest on large horizontal moss-covered branches of 
large conifers (Kuletz, Nasland, and Marks, written comm., 1994; Kuletz, oral comm., 
1994). A small part of the population, possibly 3 percent (Mendenhall, 1992; Piatt and Ford, 
1993), are found on waters adjacent to areas without trees, where they presumably nest on 
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the ground (e.g., Simons, 1980). Murrelets also noest on the ground in alpine and doastal 
tundra (day et all., 1983) in areas with trees in the general vicinity, and occasionally 
immediately adjacent to old-growth forest at the engs of treeless cliffs (Kuletz, oral comm., 
1994). All murrelets are ground nesters west of the limits of the conifer area on Kodiak 
Island. 

Throughout most of its range, clearcut logging is considered a threat to marbled murrelets 
because of their tree-nesting behavior (Carter and Morrison, 1992). It is unknown whether 
marbled murrelets whose tree nesting habitat is destroyed are able to switch to ground
nesting behavior (Mendenhall, 1992). The relative use and dependance of marbled 
murrelets on specific types of old growth and on ground-nesting habitat is unclear. Recent 
EVOS research (Kuletz, Nasland, and Marks, written comm., 1994, Kuletz, oral comm., 
1994) has shown that marbled murre lets do not always ocupy all old growth forest that 
appears to biologists to be good habitat. More research is neeeded to help clarify this 
situation. 

Piatt and Ford (1993) used counts at sea from the late 1970's to estimate an Alaskan 
population of at least 160,000 marbled murrelets. However, this estimate included very few 
observations in Prince William Sound and southeastern Alaska (Gould et al., 1982), so it is 
likely too low. The current Alaska-wide population could be at least 250,000 (M. 
McAllister, pers. comm., in Mendenhall, 1992). 

A July 1972 survey (Islieb and Kessel, 1972) estimated the Prince William Sound population 
at 206,000 to 403,000 (Klosiewski and Laing, written comm., 1993). Elsewhere in the 
EVOS area, estimates of murrelet populations in the Kodiak Archipelago range from 21,000 
to 21,900 (Piatt and Ford, 1993; Forsell and Gould, 1982). 

In the Gulf of Alaska, as high as 30 percent of the marbled murrelet population may occur 
over the continental shelf in summer (June- August) (Sanger, 1987a; Gould et al., 1982). 
From fall through spring, a few ~urrelets were seen in the Gulf of Alaska as far offshore as 
the shelfbreak (Gould et al., 1982). Klowsiewski and Laing, (written comm., 1993) and 
Agler et al. (written comm., I 993) report March population levels in Prince William Sound 
significantly lower than the preceding July, showing that most murrelets in Prince William 
Sound migrate offshore for the winter. It was this behavior that saved the large majority of 
the Prince William Sound population from destruction from the EVOS (Kuletz, 1993). 

Throughout most of their range, very little is known about the breeding biology of marbled 
murrelets (Carter and Morrison, I 992). Several nests have been located in Alaska 
(Mendenhall, 1992), but virtually nothing is known about murrelets' productivity rates or 
other aspects of their breeding biology. 

Marbled murrelets in the EVOS area feed mostly on pelagic :fish within the water column, 
most of which they capture in nearshore waters shallower than 40 m (Sanger, 1987 a; 
DeGange and Sanger, 1986). In winter, however, their diet in Kachemak Bay (Sanger; 
1987b) and at Kodiak (Krasnow and Sanger, 1986) includes pandalid and mysid shrimps 
(demersal species), thus linking themselves to a detrital food web. 

Effects of Spill and Current Status in Spill Area 

Approximately 612 marbled murrelet carcasses were recovered following the EVOS. Based 
on other carcass recovery studies (Ford et al., 1991), Kuletz (1993) estimated the direct 
mortality ofmurrelets from the EVOS to be within a range of 8,000 to 12,000, with a best 
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approximation of 8,400. The latter figure is about 4 to 7 percent of the most recent 
population estimate for Prince William Sound (Agler et al., written comm., 1993). On 
midbay transect counts at Naked Island, there were significantly fewer murrelets in 1989 
compared with 1978~ 1980, but counts in 1990 were comparable to prespill numbers. 
Shoreline counts ofmurrelets in.the Naked Island group were also lower in 1989 than before 
the spill, but had rebounded to prespilllevels in the 1990-1992 interval (Kuletz, 1993; 
Kuletz, oral comm., 1994). In Kachemak Bay, Kuletz (1993) found no difference in transect 
counts from 1988 to 1989. There are no similar data from elsewhere in the EVOS area, 
although by the time surface oil from the EVOS left Prince William Sound, it could have 
impacted murrelets downstream from Prince William Sound (Kuletz, Marks, and Naslund, 
written comm., 1993). 

The July population level as a whole declined from 1972 to after the spill (Klosiewski and 
Laing, written comm., 1993). However, these investigators did not fmd an oil~spill effect for 
lower populations in the oiled area compared with the nonoiled area of Prince William 
Sound, such as they found with pigeon guillemots and other species. Population estimates 
for all of PWS (Klosiewski and Laing, written comm., 1993; Agler et al., written comm., 
1993) show that marbled murrelet numbers were within the range of 90,000 to 125,000 in 
1989; 64,000 to 99,000 in 1990; 86,000 to 127,000 in 1991; and 117,000 to 201,000 in 
1993. These estimates still do not indicate a stable population trend, and the recovery status 
of marbled murrelets remains uncertain. 

The waters of the area encompassed by the EVOS include a large assemblage offish 
populations. Fish habitats range from upland wetlands to deep benthic marine waters. 
Fishes present include sport, subsistence and commercially-important species as well as 
forage fish for other fish species, marine mammals, and birds. Of these, the most apparent 
are those that are valuable to the subsistence, commercial, or sport fishers. 

Fish stocks, including both hatchery-reared salmon and wild stocks, are managed by the 
ADF &Gin fresh waters and within a 3~mile limit in marine waters. The North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council (NPMFC) prepares management plans, and applies them to 
marine waters for the 3 -mile limit to the 200~mile limit. The International North Pacific 
Fisheries Commission provides conservation measures that limit location, time, and number 
of fishing days beyond the 200-mile limit. 

Although often it is difficult to differentiate between natural population variability and oil
spill-induced changes, a summary of injuries to the fish species that may have been affected 
by the EVOS has been presented by the EVOS Trustee Council (1992). 

Pink Salmon 

Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) are the most abundant of all the species of Pacific 
salmon, and they have the simplest and least variable life cycle. After they emerge from the 
redd, the fry migrate quickly to the sea where they grow rapidly. Pink salmon mature after 
approximately 18 months and return to their natal streams to spawn and die. 

Because of this simple life cycle, populations spawning during odd-number calendar years 
are effectively isolated from populations spawning during even-number years; therefore, no 
gene flow occurs between the alternate-year populations (Heard, 1991 ). As adults, pink 
salmon return to their natal spaWning grounds to reproduce, typically within several miles 
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from the sea (Morrow, 1980). As much as 75 percent ofPrince William Sound pink salmon 
populations, however, spawn in the intertidal zone (ADF&G, 1986b ). Spawning generally 
occurs between mid-July and October, and hatching requires 61 - 130 days, depending on 
water temperature. Emergence is in April and early May (Morrow, 1980). 

The diet of pink salmon fry primarily consists of invertebrate eggs, amp hi pods, and 
copepods. Juveniles primarily feed on larger invertebrates and small fishes. Young pink 
salmon are preyed on by other fishes, invertebrates, marine mammals, and birds (Morrow, 
1980; Heard, 1991). 

After the Exxon Valdez went aground, sublethal injuries were measured among the 
populations of both wild and hatchery-produced pink salmon. Bue, et al. (1993) reported 
that pink salmon egg mortality was significantly greater in oiled streams than in nonoiled 
(control) streams in 1989, 1990, and 1991. Most of the mortalities were observed in the 
intertidal zone, where most of the pink salmon spawning occurs. The authors did not expect 
these results to persist in 1991, and they hypothesize that the continued and increased 
mortality resulted from genetic damage to the incubating eggs and alevins in oiled streams 
during the winter of 1989-1990. In addition, Weidmer, et al. (1993) found that pre-emergent 
pink salmon fry in oiled streams had elevated concentrations of an enzyme, Cytochrome 
P450A, aids in the metabolism of hydrocarbons; and, when present, it indicates that the fish 
was exposed to petrochemicals. Fry from 38 percent of these samples (and 17% of the 
samples from nonoiled streams) had histopathological lesions on internal organs. These 
could cause increased physiological stress and reduced survival and may affect future 
reproductive success. It is estimated that the runs of pink salmon in Prince William Sound in 
1991 and 1992 were reduced by less than 2 percent (Geiger et al., 1994) to as much as 10 
percent (Spies, 1994) because of genetic damage that caused egg mortality and because of 
other environmental factors. In addition, it is likely that the genetic damage will persist for 
some time in the population. 

Pink salmon fry released from hatcheries as well as wild pink salmon fry that left their natal 
streams in spring 1989 were also exposed to oil in the open water (Willette, 1993). Both 
pink salmon and chum salmon larvae were exposed to sufficient amounts of oil to induce 
production of the Cytochrome P450A enzymes that metabolize oil. In addition, tagged pink 
salmon larvae released from the hatcheries and collected in oiled areas were smaller than 
those collected in unoiled areas, even after accounting for the effects of food supply and 
temperature. The rate of return of pink salmon adults depends on the quality of rearing 
conditions during the fry stage; lower food supply, water temperature, and growth of the fry 
will result in a lower return of adults the following year (Willette, 1993). Wertheimer et al. 
(1993) also concluded that the reduction in growth rate of pink salmon fry in 1989 was 
caused by oil contamination, and that this would reduce their potential survival to the adult 
stage. 

The mean survival rate of wild pink salmon fry to the adult stage from oiled spawning 
streams was lower than the survival rate of fry migrating from nonoiled streams. (Peckham et 
al., 1993). These authors also reported that survival rates of pink salmon fry released from 
two fish hatcheries after the oil spill were lower than the survival rates of fry released before 
the oil spill. They were, however, unwilling to attribute this to the oil spill. 

Sockeye Salmon 

Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka) exhibit a greater variety oflife-history patterns than 
any other Pacific salmon (Burgner~ 1991 ). Spawning usually occurs between July and 

CHAPTER 3 • 21 



3 
Affected 
Environment 

22 • 3 CHAPTER 

October. The female builds a redd in graveled areas that will provide sufficient water flow 
and dissolved oxygen for the eggs and alevins. Typically, spawning occurs in streams or 
rivers associated with a lake; however, some populations spawn extensively in lakes and 
occasionally some populations spawn in streams without lakes (Burgner, 1991; Morrow, 
1980). Development usually requires 6 to 9 weeks for hatching and emergence from the 
gravel is usually from April to June (Morrow, 1980). Sockeye salmon fry usually use lake
rearing habitat for 1 to 3 years before they migrate to the sea as smolts. Sockeye salmon 
remain in the marine environment 1 to 4 years (usually 2 or 3 years) before they return to 
spawn (Burgner, 1991). 

Adults feed primarily on euphausiids, amphipods, copepods, and young fishes. Growth in the 
ocean is rapid and the usual size at maturity is 3 to 5 kg (Morrow, 1980). Adults are preyed 
on by marine mammals and predatory fishes (Pauley et al., 1989). 

Kenai River and Kodiak Island sockeye salmon stocks may have suffered population declines 
as well as sublethal injuries. This potential injury is unique, because it is due in part to a 
decision to close commercial fishing in 1989 in portions of Cook Inlet and in Kodiak waters. 
As a result, there were higher than usual returns (i.e., "overescapement") of spawning fish to 
the Kenai River and Kodiak Island systems in 1989. 

The effect of spawning by large numbers of sockeye salmon is to produce a large number of 
fry that, in turn, consume a large amount of their food--zooplankton--from the nursery lakes. 
Excessive numbers of fry deplete their food supply which results in a reduction in their 
survival rate to the smolt stage. Schmidt et al. (1993) reported overescapements of sockeye 
salmon into the Kenai River system during 1987, 1988, and 1989, a pattern of declining 
plankton production numbers and sizes of rearing fry, and a pattern of declining numbers of 
sockeye salmon smolts. These observations support the hypothesis that overescapements of 
sockeye spawners have adversely affected sockeye salmon smolt production. These results 
also forecast a reduction of the numbers of adult sockeye salmon returning during 1994 and 
1995. The zooplankton population composition and biomass in Akalura Lake on Kodiak 
Island has been following a pattern of low density, small-sized individuals and a shift in 
species composition, apparently because of the overescapement of sockeye salmon in 1989 
(White, L., ADF&G, oral comm., 1994). 

Pacific Herring 

Pacific herring (Clupea harengus pa/lasi) mature between 2 and 4 years of age and spawn 
annually. They live offshore but spawn in nearshore coastal waters, usually over vegetation 
such as eelgrass, seaweed or other submerged structures. Spawning in Alaskan waters 
begins when the seawater temperature rises to about 4 o C. Their greatest mortality occurs 
during the egg to juvenile stages, when mortality may be 99 percent. Adults may have a 
lifespan of approximately 19 years (Morrow, 1980; Pauley et al., 1988). Juvenile herring 
feed on euphausiids, planktonic crustaceans, and fish larvae. Pacific herring eggs are preyed 
upon by shorebirds, diving birds, gulls, invertebrates, and fishes. Pacific herring larvae are 
eaten by jellyfish, amphipods, and other fishes. Adults are a prey base for large finfishes, 
sharks, and marine mammals and birds (Pauley et al., 1988). 

Within 2~ weeks after the start of the EVOS, Pacific herring began spawning in Prince 
William Sound (McGurk and Biggs, 1993). Over 40 percent of the areas used by the Prince 
William Sound stocks for spawning and over 90 percent of the nearshore nursery areas were 
exposed to the spilled crude oil (Biggs and Baker, 1993). Studies performed in 1989 
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demonstrated that the mean mortality of Pacific herring eggs and larvae was three times 
higher in the oiled sites than in the nonoiled sites although environmental conditions 
confounded the interpretation of these results. Hose et al. (1993 ), however, reported that the 
incidence of malformed Pacific herring embryos and larvae and evidence of genetic damage 
(i.e., chromosome breakage) was higher from oiled study sites than from nonoiled sites. 
Norcross et al. (1993) observed evidence of genetic damage which was related to jaw 
defonnities and small size in herring larvae that were captured one to three months following 
hatch in 1989. This impact combined with the elevated embryonic mortality and severe post
hatch abnormalities, indicated that the mortality of herring larvae was increased because of 
oil exposure in 1989. Elevations in post-hatch larval defonnities, both genetic and 
morphological, continued to occur in oiled areas in 1990, but to a much lesser degree and no 
differences were observed by 1991. Kocan, et al. (1993) performed an experiment to 
evaluate the reproductive potential of individual female Pacific herring that had been present 
as one-year odds in Prince William Sound at the time of the oil spill. This study 
demonstrated that hatching success was halved and abnormalities among larvae were 
doubled in offspring offish spawning in previously-oiled sites versus nonoiled sites which 
suggests a possible reproductive impairment through genetic damage to the adults. This was, 
however, only a pilot study and the data are not yet conclusive. 

It is not known the extent that the juvenile herring were exposed to oil in 1989, but Marty et. 
al. (1992) documented that 20 percent of adult herring captured in oiled areas suffered severe 
internal lesions compared to 0 percent in unoiled areas. Moles, Rice and Okihiro (1993) 
found that the herring captured in the oiled areas were devoid of gut parasites. The 
observations of lesions and absence of parasites were recreated in adult herring exposed to 
oil in controlled laboratory settings. 

There also was an outbreak of viral hemorrhagic septicemia (VHS) in herring returning to 
Prince William Sound in 1993. It is known that previous exposure to toxins can affect the 
immune system offish making tiJem more susceptible to disease, but without an accurate 
estimate of level of exposure, it is not known if the oil spill caused this outbreak. The 
missing information relating to cause and effect is a common problem in oil spill damage 
assessment (Brown, E., ADF&G, oral comm., 1994; Meyers et al., 1993). 

Rockfish 

There are more than 50 species of rockfish (Sebastes spp. and Sebasto/obes spp.), including 
yelloweye rockfish (Sebastes ruberrimus), quillback (S. ma/iger), and copper rockfish 
(S. caurinus ), that are found in Prince William Sound, Cook Inlet, and the Gulf of Alaska. 
Life histories of rockfish are highly variable and not well understood. Yelloweye rockfish are 
live bearers and release live planktonic larvae into the water column between April and June 
in southeastern Alaska (Carlson and Straty, 1981). Very little is known about the early life 
history of larvae and juveniles; however, the yelloweye rockfish range extends from Cook 
Inlet in Alaska south to Baja California (Hart, 1973). Rockfish grow very slowly and reach 
sexual maturity between 14 and 19 years of age. Rockfish breed annually thereafter but 
produce few offspring. They can live up to 114 years. It is not known whether or how 
rockfish migrate, but older fish tend to move to deeper water (Carlson and Straty, 1981 ). 

Y elloweye rockfish are opportunistic feeders. They feed primarily on a variety of crabs, 
shrimp, snails, and fishes. Small yelloweye rockfish are preyed upon by larger rockfish and 
other fishes (Carlson and Straty, 1981 ). 
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The oil spill may have caused sublethal injuries to rockfish, but it is unknown if population 
declines occurred. There is little prespill data on rockfish in the spill area. Many dead 
rockfish were reported to have b'een sighted after the spill, although only 20 adult yelloweye 
rockfish were recovered by biologists. Of these, only 5 were in good enough condition to 
chemically analyze. All 5 fish were determined to have died :from oil ingestion. Samples 
collected :from oiled areas in Prince William Sound and the outer Kenai coast indicated there 
was evidence of exposure to oil (in bile) in 1989 and higher than normal incidence of organ 
lesions in 1989, 1990, and 1991 (Hoffinan, et al., 1993). There also is evidence that the 
incidence of organ lesions was higher in 1991 than in previous years (Marty et al., 1993). 

The degree to which postspill increases in fishing pressure may be impacting rockfish is also 
unknown. Partially because of numerous spill-related commercial-fishing closures for 
salmon and herring in 1989, commercial fishers increased their take of rockfish. Rockfish 
harvests in Prince William Sound increased :from approximately 93,000 pounds in 1989 to 
over 489,000 pounds in 1990. Harvests decreased since 1990, but harvests are still higher 
than the historic average (Bechtol, 1994 ). While population levels are unknown, concerns 
have arisen about possible overfishing. Rockfish are a slow growing species, produce 
relatively few young, and do not recover rapidly from overfishing. 

Dolly Varden 

Dolly Varden (Salve linus malma) are found in :fresh- and saltwater in western North 
America and eastern Asia. Their range extends :from southern British Columbia to the Arctic 
coast of Alaska. Both anadromous and nonanadromous populations are found in Alaska, and 
they may occupy five different types of habitats, with behavioral and biological modifications 
for each (Morrow, 1980). 

Dolly Varden commonly mature between 4 and 7 years of age. As adults, they live near their 
natal streams in nearshore areas of marine environments during the summer, and they 
migrate to :freshwater lakes to overwinter. Dolly Varden return to their natal streams to 
spawn, usually in September and October. The eggs hatch in approximately 4 to 5 months. 
After they emerge, the :fry remain close to the bottom for the first few days but commence 
active feeding soon after and begin growing rapidly. The young remain in :freshwater for 3 to 
4 years before moving seaward. They are found near logs and undercut banks, where they 
seek protection from predation (Morrow, 1980; ADF &G, 1986c ). 

The primary diet for marine adult Dolly Varden consists of smelt, herring, juvenile 
salmonids, and other small fish as well as invertebrates. In the :freshwater habitat, 
invertebrates and other small fishes are the main diet. Dolly Varden may live to be 12 or 
more years old (Morrow, 1980). 

Both Dolly Varden and cutthroat trout feed extensively in the nearshore marine habitat and 
are particularly vulnerable to the effects of oil spills. Measurement of oil in the bile of Dolly 
Varden following the spill in 1989 showed that this species had the highest oil concentration 
of any fish species studied (Collier et al., 1993). Dolly Varden and cutthroat trout were 
captured at weirs on five streams after overwintering in 1989, 1990 and 1991 in an attempt 
to understand the effects of oiling. Studies of injury were not carried out in 1992. Growth 
and survival rates of Dolly Varden returning to oiled streams in 1990 were significantly 
lower than those returning to nonoiled streams (Hepler et al., 1993). 
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Cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki) range from northern California to Prince William 
Sound, Alaska (Pauley et al., 1989). Both anadromous and nonanadromous populations are 
found in Alaska (Morrow, 1980). 

Sea-run cutthroat trout mature at 2 to 3 years of age. Males typically mature at an earlier age 
than females. Cutthroat trout are "repeat spawners" but postspawning mortality may 
approach 90 percent (Morrow, 1980). They return to their natal streams to spawn in the 
spring between February and May, depending on the geographic area. After spawning, 
adults and smolts migrate to the sea between March and July. They remain nearshore in the 
vicinity of the natal stream to feed, and they return to freshwater lakes to overwinter 
(Morrow, 1980). 

Adult cutthroat trout feed primarily on small fish and shrimp and eat more fish as they 
increase in size. Fry and juveniles feed primarily on insects and crustaceans, but they also 
begin to feed on smaller fish such as sticklebacks and other salmonids as they increase in 
size. In the marine environment, they feed on amp hi pods, isopods, shrimp, immature crabs, 
and other salmonid fishes (Pauley et al., 1989). Fry and juveniles are preyed on by rainbow 
trout, brook trout, Dolly Varden, sculpins, and adult cutthroat trout, as well as a various bird 
species such as great blue herons and kingfishers. In the marine environment, cutthroat are 
preyed on by Pacific hake, sharks, marine mammals, and adult salmon (Pauley et al., 1989). 

The oil spill caused some injury to the anadromous populations of cutthroat trout in Prince 
William Sound. Large cutthroat trout had a higher mortality rate in oiled areas than in 
unoiled areas. There was a 57 -percent greater mortality rate in oiled streams in 1989 - 1990 
and a 65-percent greater rate in 1990 - 1991 compared to unoiled streams. In addition, 
growth rates of cutthroat trout in oiled areas were reduced compared to unoiled areas (Hepler 
et al., 1993). 

Social and Economic Environment 

This section describes the social, cultural, and economic conditions of the communities 
affected by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS). It includes discussion of the sociocultural 
context of the region, some of the laws that pertain to the contemporary social, economic, and 
political environment, the composition of the affected communities and their socioeconomic 
bases, the impact of the spill on traditional Native and non-Native subsistence activities, 
cultural heritage (archaeology and culture history), recreation (commercial and 
noncommercial), commercial fishing, sport fishing, and designated wilderness. 

Glaciers covered much of Alaska until the end of the la:>t ice age, some 10,000 years ago. As 
they receded, the glaciers left, like plowshares, a vast land ripe for animal and plant life. As 
the new c;:cosystems took root and flourished, people were soon to follow. Native Americans 
early and extensively inhabited the lands affected by the EVOS. The people followed the 
great herds of game animals across this newly greening land and pursued sea mammals 
across the adjacent resource-rich waters. They fished in the oceans and streams and gathered 
other available resources, developing intricate and complex societies and refining their 
relationships to the land and wafers. Indigenous peoples have thrived in Prince William 
Sound for over 5,000 years, on the Kodiak Archipelago and Alaska Peninsula for over 8,000 
years, and on the Kenai Peninsula for perhaps as long as I 0,000 years. 
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The first contact with Europeans followed the Russian-sponsored expedition of Bering and 
Cherikov, members of which set foot on Kayak Island in southeastern Prince William Sound 
in 17 41. As Russians used Native hunters to fmd and acquire sea otters for trade in the 
China market, the societies, cultures, economies, and genetic makeup of the communities of 
the spill area changed rapidly, though never entirely. 

Today, even though the languages and cultural traditions of the Aleuts of the Aleutian Islands 
are historically quite different from those of the people in the spill area, Natives of 
traditionally Alutiiq (or Sugpiaq) and Eyak communities often refer to themselves as 
"Aleuts." 

After the United States acquired what title Russia had to Alaska in 1867, relatively slow but 
immense change enveloped the area. Increasing numbers of Westerners (Americans and 
others) moved into the area in search of commercial resources and a pioneering lifestyle. 
Several communities grew as more non-Natives moved to the area and as Native 
communities merged into fewer communities. The consolidation of the Native communities 
occurred because so many people had died of introduced diseases, and because of the greater 
importance of the cash economy. Commercial fishing, commercial whaling, fox farming, 
logging, and mining were important to the area's economy by the first half of the 20th 
centmy. The military buildup during World War II produced transportation, communication, 
and facilities infrastructures. This further integrated rural Alaska into the American cash 
economy. 

Parts of the Alaska Peninsula and the Kodiak Archipelago were devastated by heavy ash 
fallout from the 1912 eruption ofNovarupta, the second-largest volcanic eruption in recorded 
histmy. The Good Friday Earthquake of 1964 was centered in Prince William Sound and 
greatly affected all of south central Alaska. The villages of Chenega and Valdez were 
destroyed by the quake and the resulting tsunamis. Kodiak was badly damaged, as were 
almost all other communities of the area. 

The EVOS affected many of the same communities, disrupting families and other social 
relationships, livelihoods, and the resources on which the people depended. Though the 
cumulative effects of natural and human disasters and disease are massive, many of the 
affected communities still depend heavily on subsistence for their livelihoods, cultural 
identities, and spiritual expression, much as their ancestors did for thousands of years prior. 
The effects on the commercial economies of the spill area likewise have been extreme and, 
similarly, have proved resilient. 

Relevant State History 

The Alaska Statehood Act (48 U.S. C. note prec. 21) admitted Alaska to the Union in January 
1959. Section 6 of the Act empowered the State to choose about 103 million acres (an area 
of public lands larger than the State of California) from unreserved U.S. lands. Oil 
exploration and development increased after statehood was declared. A major windfall came 
soon after statehood, when in 1968 a discovery well at Prudhoe Bay on the North Slope 
tapped into the largest known oil field in the U. S. The North Slope oil lease of 1969 granted 
oil rights to an oil consortium and brought more than $900 million in bonuses to the State 
treasury. 

The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) of 1971 (P.L. 92-203; 33 U.S. C. 1601-
1624) attempted to settle aboriginal rights and establish the legal claims to lands in Alaska 
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made by indigenous peoples of Alaska. It established 13 Regional Native Corporations and 
nearly 200 village corporations. It further provided a compensatory award of $962.5 million 
and an award of 40 million acres ofland. This Act addressed public-land withdrawals and 
established a Joint Federal State.Land Use Planning Commission, which began land
selection procedures that resulted in the existing pattern of Federal, State, Native, and private 
ownership oflands in Alaska. It also paved the way for construction of the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline System from Prudhoe Bay to Valdez. 

To allow transportation of oil from the North Slope to a shipping point, Congress passed the 
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act in 1973. During the same year, Congress passed a 
bill to waive certain provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act to expedite pipeline 
construction. The pipeline was completed in 1977. Now the pipeline daily moves almost 2 
million barrels of crude oil from Prudhoe Bay to Valdez. Since 1977, the Port of Valdez has 
shipped the bulk of the crude oil extracted from Prudhoe Bay (Alaska State Libraries, 1992). 

In 1976 the USDOI's Minerals Management Service held Lease Sale 39, the first oil and gas 
lease sale for the right to drill on the outer continental shelf (OCS) of the northern Gulf of 
Alaska. Sale CI for Lower Cook Inlet was held in 1977, Sale 55 for the eastern Gulf of 
Alaska in 1980, and Sale 60 for Lower Cook Inlet-Shelikoff Strait in 1981. Although Valdez 

- and Prince William Sound have little or no known oil or gas potential, Lease Sales 88 
(canceled) and 114 (delayed indefinitely) included this area. Ironically, the fust commercial 
oil venture in Alaska occurred in Prince William Sound--at Katalla, near Cordova--just after 
the turn of the 20th century. 

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANlLCA) of 1980 (P .L. 96-487; 16 
U.S. C. § 3111 et seq.) in part implemented provisions of the ANCSA (Sec. 17.d.2) and the 
StatehoodAct (Sec. 6). That is; it enacted into law the recommendations of the Joint 
Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission on (1) which lands should be included in the 
rest ofthe State's 103-million acre entitlement and (2) which lands should be included in 80 
to 100 million additional acres ofFederal reservations, national forests, parks, wildlife 
refuges, and wilderness areas. Congress also recognized through the ANlLCA that it was in 
the national interest to regulate, protect, and conserve flsh and wildlife on public lands and 
that an administrative structure should be established for the continuation of the opportunity 
for subsistence uses. 

Affected Communities 

The communities affected by the Exxon Valdez spill are grouped into four regions: the Kenai 
Peninsula Borough, the Kodiak Island Borough, the Lake and Peninsula Borough, and the 
Valdez-Cordova Census Area. There are 68 "communities" in the four regions (Alaska 
Department of Community and Regional Affairs [DCRA], 1994), though many of these are 
best described as "localities" rather than cities, towns, or villages. 

Access to communities affects the variety and quantity of interaction with other communities, 
markets, and governments. Many of the communities are quite remote, with access by air or 
boat only. Others are connected to the Alaska road system and are therefore easier to access. 
Ease of access equates to some degree with how expensive it is to live in the community. 
The easier the access, the more opportunity residents have to purchase goods at less 
expensive prices. 

Modes of access to communities within the oil spill region are varied but not extensive. The 
southwest system of the Alaska Marine Highway System provides ferry service to the 
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majority of the oil spill area, carrying43,500 passengers and 15,600 vehicles in 1989 
(Alaska State Libraries, 1992). Road access is available from Anchorage to Homer and 
Seward on the Kenai Peninsula, 'and to Valdez in the EVOS Prince William Sound area. The 
Alaska Railroad connects Seward, Portage, and Anchorage, with a branch to Whittier. Air 
transport is used for locations not served by the ferry or road systems. Charter air services 
are available to each community. Commercial cargo barges serve all of the coastal 
communities. 

Profiles of Affected Communities 

The effects of the spill differ for each region and its communities. This is a function of the 
communities' locations relative to the oil spill, ease and types of access, and local economic, 
social, and political conditions. The following discussion was developed from 1994 DCRA 
data files; and, while it considers larger communities like Kenai and Seward, it concentrates 
primarily on the smaller, predominantly Native villages. In general, these communities have 
mixed economies based on both cash and subsistence and have experienced the most 
disruption. 

Kenai Peninsula Borough 

The Kenai Peninsula Borough (formed in 1964) lies south of Anchorage and includes both 
sides of Cook Inlet from the southern tip of the Kenai Peninsula north to the Knik Arm
Turnagain Arm split. The Kenai Peninsula cities of Seward, Soldotna, Kenai, and Homer 
contain most of the area's development because they are linked by roads to Anchorage. 
Nearly all of the borough's 44,0QO people live on the Kenai Peninsula, with 63 percent in the 
cities ofKenai and Soldotna in the central part of the peninsula. This central area is 
economically dependent on the oil and gas industry, commercial fishing, agriculture, tourism, 
government, and commercial offices. 

The southern Kenai Peninsula contains the cities of Homer and Seldovia and the Native 
villages of Port Graham and Nanwalek. Homer is the economic and population hub of that 
part of the peninsula, with revenues from commercial fishing, tourism, government, 
commercial offices, and agriculture. In contrast, the Native villages are largely dependent on 
subsistence hunting and fishing. 

The Kenaitze Indians, Dena'ina Athapaskans, occupied the central and upper peninsula when 
Europeans first came to the area; the lower peninsula had been occupied by Alutiiq Natives. 
The city of Kenai was founded in 1791 as a Russian fur trading post. In the late 1800's and 
early 1900's, gold mining was a major industry on the peninsula. Also in the early 1900's, 
cannery operations and construction of the railroad spurred development. The Kenai 
Peninsula was the site of the first major Alaska oil strike, in 1957, and has been a center for 
exploration and production since that time. 

The population of the borough is primarily non-Native, though several communities are 
predominantly Native and some others have significant proportions of Natives. The Kenai 
River is a major sport fishing location for Anchorage residents as well as tourists from 
elsewhere in Alaska and beyond. Because the river is world-famous for trophy king and 
silver salmon, the peninsula is heavily visited by sportsmen during the summer months. The 
borough economy is highly diverse, with employment provided by oil industry services and 
supplies, commercial and sport fishing and fish processing, transportation, timber, tourism, 
government, and retail services. Seward can be reached by car from Anchorage by the 
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Seward Highway. Kenai, Soldotna, and Homer are accessible by the Sterling Highway 
(which connects with the Seward Highway) from Anchorage, Fairbanks, Canada and the 
lower 48 states. Sqheduled and charter airlines and helicopter services are available. 
Ocean-going freighters are tendered at the city docks in Seward, Kenai, and Homer. The 
State ferry system regularly serves Seward and Homer. 

Kodiak Island Borough 

The Kodiak Island Borough includes the city of Kodiak and the six Native villages of Port 
Lions, Ouzinkie, Larsen Bay, Karluk, Old Harbor, and Akhiok. The borough population of 
about 15,245 includes Natives of Alutiiq heritage, other Natives, and non-Natives. Among 
the non-Natives are people of European descent, as well as immigrants from the Philippines, 
Central America, and Meso-America. The borough includes the islands of the Kodiiik: 
Archipelago and parts of the adjacent Alaska Peninsula. As in other parts of Alaska, Kodiak 
Island's population grows significantly in the. summer. The economy is heavily dependent on 
commercial :fishing. The city of Kodiak also collects revenues from the U.S. Coast Guard 
base, government offices, and the tourism and livestock industries. In the smaller 
communities, residents (mostly Native) largely depend on subsistence hunting and :fishing. 
The borough provides some social, cultural, and economic services to villages; and the 
Kodiak Area Native Association provides medical and social services through the tribal 
governments in each village. 

A paved State-run airport, a gravel municipal airport, and a float-plane facility at Lily Lake 
serve air traffic in the city ofKoc;liak. Each of the villages has runways for scheduled and 
charter flights. The Alaska Marine Highway System operates a ferry service from Seward 
and Homer to Kodiak and Port Lions. Boat harbors serve commercial and transient vessels 
in Kodiak, and several of the other communities have dock facilities. Approximately 140 
miles of State roads connect communities on the east side ofthe island. 

Lake and Peninsula Borough 

Lake and Peninsula Borough, incorporated in 1989, is located on the Alaska Peninsula in 
southwest Alaska. It is comprised of 17 communities, including 5 incorporated cities, with a 
combined population of 1,789. These communities (Chignik, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik 
Lake, IvanofBay, and Perryville) are primarily Alutiiq, with a mixture of Eskimos and 
Athapascans. 

Yupik Eskimos and Athapaskan Indians have jointly occupied the area for at least the past 
6,000 years. The late 1800's :first brought an influx of non-Native :fishermen and cannery 
operations. An influenza epidemic in 1918 drastically reduced the Native population. 
Reindeer were introduced to assist the survivors, but the experiment failed to provide a food 
source and bolster the cash economy for the survivors. During World War II, Fort Morrow 
was built at Port Heiden. 

During the peak commercial :fishing season, the borough population increases sharply. 
Commercial :fishing, :fish processing, tourism, and sport :fishing are the mainstays of the 
borough's economy. Government services also provide employment. Subsistence hunting 
and :fishing are important to year-round residents. Iliamna Lake offers trophy rainbow trout 
and thus attracts tourists and sportsmen. Scheduled and charter air services as well as barge 
and ferry services provide transportation of passengers and goods in this area of the state. 
Travel to Dillingham, Kodiak, and Anchorage is frequent. 

CHAPTER 3 • 29 



3 Affected 
Environment 

Cultural Heritage 
Resources 

30 • 3 CHAPTER 

Valdez-Cordova Census Area (Prince William Sound) 

For the purpose of this study, the region includes five communities: Chenega Bay, Cordova, 
Tatitlek, Valdez, and Whittier. The population of the area is about 10,000 people (Alaska 
State Libraries, 1992). Each community is accessible by air or water, and all have dock or 
harbor facilities. Only Valdez is directly accessible by road from the State's main road 
system, though the Alaska Railroad carries vehicles to and from Whittier. 

Prince William Sound was occupied prehistorically by Chugach Alutiiq, Eyak, and Tlingit 
Natives; and it was in this area that the first Europeans to reach Alaska put to shore in 17 41. 
The sea otter fur trade, commercial fishing, and the influx of non-Natives transformed the 
traditional cultures to incorporate the cash economy. 

The present economic base of the five communities is diverse. Cordova's economy is based 
on commercial fishing, primarily for red salmon. As the terminus of the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline, Valdez is dependent on the oil industry; but commercial fishing and fish processing 
and government also are important to the local economy. Whittier residents work as 
government employees, longshoremen, commercial fishermen, and service providers to 
tourists. The people of Chenega Bay and Tatitlek (predominantly Native) augment 
commercial fishing and other cash-based activities with subsistence fishing, hunting, and 
gathering. 

This report incorporates various aspects of cultural resources relating to the physical 
(archaeological) remains of indigenous and historic inhabitants of the EVOS area and the 
values inherent in those remains for contemporary and future members of the public. 
Restoration actions are oriented toward physical remains because those were directly injured 
by the EVOS. The values of these remains for local communities, whose ancestors lived and 
are buried at some of these sites, would be addressed through actions relating to those 
remains. Archaeological sites and artifacts themselves are important kinds of cultural 
resources, but other cultural resources such as stories associated with specifice sites or 
artifact types, or traditional techniques used to construct traditional items, add immense value 
to objects that may otherwise would provide limited insight and information. These other 
types of cultural resources may benefit from actions on archaeological remains, extending the 
positive impacts of the restoration efforts. 

The greater the degree to which local community members become involved in restoration 
of these resources, the more fully the restoration will be completed. Some actions may be 
implemented in local communities as a logical extension of projects accomplished on 
archaeological sites. While restoration of archaeological resources is important at the local 
level, it is also important to the cultural patrimony of Alaska and of the United States. In 
keeping with that importance, all projects will be completed in compliance with applicable 
historical and archaeological resource protection laws. 

The study of historic and prehistoric cultures of the northern Gulf of Alaska began in the late 
19th century with Johan Jacobsen's archaeological excavations in lower Cook Inlet 
(Jacobsen, 1977). While long-running, the amount of study has not been extensive. 
Research into basic cultural chronology is normally a frrst focus of investigation, but even 
that has been reconstructed only partially for the EVOS area. Destruction of any part of the 
archaeological record for the area is therefore of the gravest concern simply because the 
importance of individual parts has not been established (Reger et al., 1992). 
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There is a regional unity of cultural interaction and change throughout much of southern 
Alaska for perhaps as long as 1 i ,000 years. William Workman proposes that cultural 
sequences for various areas of the southern Alaskan coast are part of a larger North Pacific 
Maritime co-tradition. This includes the Pacific coast of the Alaska Peninsula, the Kodiak 
area, Cook Inlet, and Prince William Sound--all part of the Pacific Eskimo (or Alutiiq) 
region (W. Workman, 1980). Coastal sections of parts of the EVOS area also were inhabited 
within the past millennium by Dena'ina Athapaskan and Eyak Indian groups. 

Early coastal sites on either side of the EVOS area show that the southern Alaska coast was 
settled by at least 9,000 years ago, but archaeological evidence from interior southern Alaska 
and evidence for potentially earlier maritime adaptations suggest occupation in the area 
perhaps 11,000 years ago. This earliest occupation around the North Pacific Rim, in interior 
Alaska, and possibly in Southeast Alaska and British Columbia, includes a cultural complex 
known as the Paleoarctic tradition, which continued to around 7,500 years ago. 

Beginning sometime between 6,500 and 7,000 years ago, the Ocean Bay Period continued to 
about 3,500 years ago. Ocean Bay sites have been identified on Kodiak Island, the Pacific 
coast of the Alaska Peninsula, and the southern Kenai Peninsula. No artifacts or other 
features definitely associated with Ocean Bay people have been found in Prince William 
Sound or Cook Inlet, but recently obtained dates show possible temporal overlap at least in 
Prince William Sound ( cf. Yarborough and Yarborough, 1993). The Kachemak Period 
spanned :from about 3,500years ago to about l,OOOyears ago over almost all of the EVOS 
area. There is a widespread similarity among Kachemak sites, though regional and temporal 
changes have been well demonstrated. 

By about 1,000 years ago, local manifestations of cultures were quite diverse and clearly 
represent the ancestors of the various cultures encountered by the earliest Europeans to visit 
the area. The Koniag culture ofKodiak, the Alaska Peninsula, and perhaps the southern 
Kenai Peninsula was well developed. The Chugach culture ofPrince William Sound and the 
gulf coast of the Kenai Peninsula is similar to the culture of the Koniag. Together, these 
peoples are considered part of the Alutiiq tradition. 

In lower Cook Inlet, the archaeological record for the late prehistoric time period is made 
more complex by the movement into the area by Dena'ina Athapaskan Indians who adopted 
Alutiiq patterns of subsistence and material culture. 

Native populations in the EVOS area were decimated following Russian contact in 17 41, 
mainly through the introduction of European diseases. Warfare, subjugation and 
enslavement, economic dependence, and new values and technological systems disrupted 
traditional economic, social, and religious patterns. Many Native villages were abandoned as 
the populations consolidated to retain their economic and social viability. Many of these 
early locations are still important to local Native communities as subsistence-resource areas 
and as sources of connection with their long and rich cultural heritage. 

As more non-Natives arrived in the EVOS area, and as the Native communities took part in 
an increasingly commercial, European-style economy in the 19th and 20th centuries, many 
new types of cultural-resource sites were created. These include sites from both the Russian 
and American periods and from both non-Native and Native cultures. Some of the site types 
are: trading posts, churches, mines, fox farms, canneries, military installations, roads and 
trails, and homes. 
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All of these sites are important for understanding and appreciating the cultural heritage of the 
EVOS area. All historic and prehistoric sites located on public lands in Alaska are protected 
by historic preservation laws. These laws include the National Historic Preservation Act, the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, and the Alaska Historic Preservation Act (Alaska 
Statutes 41.35). 

Impacts on Historic Properties 

Important Alaskan cultural properties were injured by the oil spill and by the cleanup 
response, mainly by increasing human activity. While the exact number of important 
historical properties damaged is unknown, Jesperson and Griffm (1992) have documented 
effects on 35. Injuries included vandalism, erosion, and oiling (Dekin, 1993:1). The major 
sources of potential impact were (1) direct impacts resulting from oil in direct contact with 
artifacts or features; (2) treatment methods employed to remove oil; and (3) human activities 
incidental to the response actions. Twenty-four sites have been considered for restoration 
efforts, with a total estimated restoration cost of nearly $872,000 (McAllister, 1992). 

The types and locations of archaeological and historic sites made them particularly 
vulnerable to disturbances related to the oil spill. The ·1964 Good Friday Earthquake and 
previous tectonic movements had submerged some archaeological remains below the mean
high-tide level. This placed many archaeological sites in the intertidal zone affected by the 
EVOS (cf. Reger et al., 1992). Sites found in the intertidal zone include stone and wooden 
fish weirs, petroglyphs, shipwrecks, piers, and pilings associated with historical domestic and 
commercial facilities, and potentially the full range offeatures found in the uplands. Cultural 
resources are known to occur in adjacent uplands, where modified deposits, villages, rock 
shelters, culturally modified trees, historical domestic and commercial facilities, and other 
features are present. The range of cultural materials includes tools, structural remains, 
middens, and architectural remains. The range of materials includes stone, bone, shell, 
various metals, wood, textiles, leather, and other organic items. 

One major potential physical impact of oiling is the obscuring of intertidal artifacts from 
observation. Not only do the artifacts become impossible to see, their relationship to other, 
unobscured artifacts is lost. There also is the possibility that solidification of oil could 
immobilize artifacts in the intertidal zone. Both of these effects would be temporary, as wave 
and tidal action would remove the oil over a period of months or years. The chemical 
impacts of oiling are subject to debate. Some scientists have raised questions about whether 
contaminated organic items can still be dated using radiocarbon techniques. Laboratory 
studies about the effects of crude oil on radiocarbon dating with datable samples suggest that 
significant skewing of dates occurred (Miffiin and Associates, 1991 ), but others believe that 
the oil can be removed from crucial samples so that they may be successfully dated. 
Investigations at four sites in 1991 indicate that there appears to be no effect on the ability to 
obtain radiocarbon dates in the normal manner from oiled sites. These investigators caution, 
however, that their results can be applied only to these specific sites. The sites may not have 
been subject to the type of oiling that would contaminate them; or the oil may not have 
penetrated the samples, and the 9leaning pretreatment successfully removed the contaminant 
(Reger et al., 1992). 

Historical properties located in the uplands adjacent to treated shorelines were at risk when 
people visited those uplands. Although a blanket restriction on upland access by cleanup 
crews was in effect throughout the shoreline-treatment phase, some degree of access was 
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required to efficiently undertake.treatment activities. Shoreline-treatment techniques included 
manual removal, bioremediation, and mechanical treatment (Haggarty et al., 1991). 

A variety of pedestrian upland crossings during the cleanup process resulted in damage to 
cultural resources, especially surface features. Vandalism and looting of cultural sites 
occurred as a result of uncontrolled or unsupervised access to the immediate uplands, 
particularly where rock shelters, historic cabins, mine sites, and other surface features or 
subsurface deposits were exposed. Most of the areas affected by the EVOS had not been 
adequately surveyed for cultural resources before the spill. Increased activity in these areas 
resulted in more people knowing the whereabouts of many more historic properties. This in 
turn resulted in looting and vandalism (Mobley et al., 1990). 

Vandalism resulted from the activities of people interested in artifacts but unaware of the 
damage caused by uncontrolled collecting. Vandalism results in an irretrievable loss of 
information from sites, and damage to sites often invites further damage. Sites cannot be 
repaired (Corbett and Reger, 1993). This increase in knowledge of site presence and 
location continued after the EVOS cleanup, resulting in higher rates of potential and 
documented vandalism. "At many archeological sites, the damage is actually an increased 
threat of disruption due to wider public knowledge of the sites" (ADEC, 1993: 180). 
Without additional education and interpretation to increase public awareness of the effect of 
vandalism on historic properties, and without the additional presence of stewards, monitors, 
or law enforcement personnel, the trend of site damage appears likely to continue in the 
future. 

Alaska is the only state in which a significant proportion of the population lives off the land 
or practices a subsistence lifestyle (Campbell, 1991 ). Subsistence is critical to supporting 
the incomes and cultural values of many Alaska residents. However, the relatively small, 
predominantly Native communities had a larger percentage of residents greatly affected than 
did larger, predominantly non-Native communities (Palinkas et al., 1993). 

Subsistence Defmitions 

While there are a variety of cultural, popular, and sociological definitions and interpretations 
of subsistence, Congress defmed subsistence in Section 803 of the ANILCA as: 

... the customary and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild renewable 
resources for direct, personal or family consumption as food, shelter, clothing, tools, 
or transportation; for the making and selling of handicraft articles out ofnonedible 
byproducts of fish and wildlife resources taken for personal or family consumption; 
for barter, or sharing for personal or family consumption; and for customary trade. 

Court rulings on the State's interpretation of ANILCA requirements have resulted in radical 
changes in State and Federal roles and responsibilities regarding subsistence management in 
Alaska. The State of Alaska operated a program that met Federal requirements until the 
1989 Alaska Supreme Court's McDowell decision (785 P2d 1 [1989]). The court ruled that 
the laws used by the State to provide a subsistence priority for rural Alaskans violated the 
Alaska Constitution. On July 1, 1990, the Federal Government took over management of 
subsistence activities on Federal public lands in the State (Federal Subsistence Board, 1992). 
The State retains control over sport hunting and fishing on all public lands and also manages 
subsistence for all eligible Alaskans on State public lands. 
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The term "subsistence" refers to a particular pattern of activities and values associated with 
harvesting and using naturally occurring renewable resources. The ethnic composition of 
communities is important for considerations of subsistence because as the percentage of 
Natives in a community increases, subsistence production also increases (Wolfe and Walker, 
1987). Subsistence hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering activities represent a major 
focus of life for many EVOS communities; and the values associated with subsistence are 
different for Native communities than for non-Native communities ( cf. Case, 1991 ). 

Generally, subsistence systems are characterized by a few important attributes: 

Subsistence activities are seasonal. Fishing, hunting, and gathering follow the 
natural rhythm of the tides, wildlife and fish migration, and plant life cycles. 

Subsistence activities are localized. Productive, accessible sites are established for 
various subsistence activities. 

Subsistence is regulated by a system of traditional, locally recognized rights, 
obligations, and appropriated behaviors. The use of sites, division of the catch or 
harvest, and assignment of responsibilities are determined by tradition. 

Subsistence is opportunity-based. The subsistence resource must be harvested 
when and where it is available. Generally, the harvesting of each resource must be 
completed within a finite period. 

Individuals--both Native and non-Native-participate in subsistence activities to supplement 
personal income and provide needed food; to perpetuate cultural customs and traditions; and 
to pursue a lifestyle reflecting deeply held attitudes, values, and beliefs centered on seif
su:fficiency and nature. In addition to its economic importance in rural households, the 
opportunity to participate in subsistence activities reinforces a variety of cultural values in 
both Native and non-Native communities. The distribution offish and wildlife contributes to 
the cohesion of kinship groups and to community stability through sharing of resources 
derived through harvest activities. 

Subsistence resources provide the foundation for Native culture, ranging from the totem basis 
of clan divisions, to norms governing the distribution of wealth, to reinforcement of basic 
values of respect for the earth and its resources. "Subsistence is a core cultural institution in 
Native communities. Damage to subsistence resources and to the meaningful activities that 
are part of this core institution thus damages the whole culture" (Impact Assessment, Inc., 
1990). The cultural systems include kinship-based subsistence-production units; a seasonal 
cycle of activities tied to resource availability; complex sharing networks; traditional systems 
ofland use; and systems of beliefs, knowledge, and values associated with resource uses that 
are passed between generations as cultural and oral traditions of the community (Wolfe, 
1983; ICF Technology Incorporated [ICF], 1993). 

The harvest offish and game also plays important sociocultural roles in non-Native 
communities. It contributes to self-reliance, independence, and the ability to provide for 
oneself--values that are important reasons why many people emigrate to Alaska. 

Both Alaska Natives and non-Natives experience a relationship with the environment that is 
unique in the United States. Many of those who choose to live in Alaska and in the EVOS 
area forego the steady income of a city job and assign great value to the rural, subsistence-
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based way of life. When the environment is harmed, the basis of subsistence -- the 
harmonious relationship of humans to their environment-- is threatened. 

Economic Implications of Subsistence 

3 

The socioeconomic envir01;unent of the EVOS area has been dominated by resource-related 
industries such as mining, conunercial fishing, timber harvesting, and tourism. Employment 
in these industries is highly seasonal. Salmon return to spawn in the late spring, sununer, and 
early fall. Snow and darkness limit timber harvesting and mineral exploration during winter 
months. The tourism season runs from May through early September. The EVOS-area 
residents who work in the resource-extraction and tourist industries often experience high 
levels of unemployment during the "o:tr' seasons. 

Within this context of seasonal and cyclical employment, subsistence harvests offish and 
wildlife resources take on special importance. The use of these resources may play a major 
role in supplementing cash incomes during periods when the opportunity to participate in the 
wage economy is either marginal or nonexistent. Due to the high prices of conunercial 
products provided through the retail sector of the cash economy and the limited availability of 
conunercial products in some rural areas, the economic role of locally available fish and 
game is significant. 

The economic aspects of the subsistence system are dependent on the availability of untainted 
natural resources. In the subsistence system, food and other material resources are bartered, 
shared, and used to supplement supplies from other sources. Subsistence resources are the 
foundation of the area's mixed subsistence/cash economy. 

None of the rural conununities in the spill area is so isolated or so traditional as to be totally 
uninvolved in the modern market economy. Most conununities are characterized by a mixed 
subsistence/market economy. This label recognizes that a subsistence sector exists alongside 
a cash system, and that the socioeconomic system is viable because the sectors are 
complementary and mutually supportive. Even the most traditional subsistence hunter uses 
the most modern rifles, snow machines, boats, boat motors, nets, and traps that he can afford. 
These goods cannot be acquired without cash. 

Although some food is imported into spill-area conununities, a substantial subsistence 
harvest is hunted, fished, and gathered locally. For some residents, subsistence is the primary 
source of food and supplies. For others, subsistence supplements resources available from 
other sources. Overall, the high cost of transporting supplies combines with the cultural 
values of subsistence to make subsistence harvests an indispensable foundation of the 
conununities' food supplies (ICF, 1993). 

The conununities affected by the oil spill are small, relatively isolated, and economically 
dependent on local fish and wildlife. Before the spill, subsistence harvests in these 
conununities were relatively large and diverse, with harvests of many kinds offish, marine 
invertebrates, land manunals, marine manunals, birds, and eggs, and wild plants (Fall, 1993). 
The noncommercial transfer and exchange of wildlife products are important institutions. 
The prevalence of direct consurription and nonmonetary transfer and exchange offish, 
wildlife, and other natural resources and services makes it difficult to determine their 
economic value in terms of the value system of the cash economy. 

Our beaches and waters provide us with deer and fish and game which helps offset 
the high cost of food here (Kodiak Island). This is not simply a recreational 
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·question, it is everyone's livelihood and food resource that is affected (Lekovitz, 
1990). 

Within Alaska Native communities, not all households participate in every subsistence 
harvest; but food is often shared among households. Sharing subsistence resources occurs 
both within and among EVOS villages. 

Estimates vary widely on the percentage of subsistence foods in the diet, but studies indicate 
that subsistence may provide 70 to 80 percent of the total protein consumed within the less 
accessible EVOS households. Estimates place the share of subsistence meats and fish at 200 
to 600 pounds per person per year (Scott et al., 1992). As Fall (1991) points out, these are 
substantial harvests, considering that the average family in the western United States 
purchases about 222 pounds of meat, fish, and poultry per person each year. Subsistence 
foods provide a large portion of the diet -- a portion that families can ill afford to replace with 
imported substitutes. 

Effects of the Spill on Subsistence 

As indicated above, subsistence is the basis of a whole way of life in the oil spill area. 
Recognition of this perspective is essential to understanding the significance of subsistence 
activities, as well as the far-reaching impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill on subsistence, for 
Natives and non-Natives alike. 

The oil spill fouled the waters and beaches used for subsistence hunting, fishing, and 
gathering by the EVOS communities. Destruction and contamination of subsistence 
resources contributed to the sense of cultural dislocation experienced by some Alaska 
Natives in the area. 

. Real and perceived habitat contamination resulted in a decline in subsistence resource 
harvesting ranging from 12.3 percent (in Akhiok) to 77.1 percent (in Ouzinkie) as compared 
to the 2 years before the spill (Fall, 199lb). It appears that as long as residents of the Native 
communities of the areas affected by the EVOS believe that oil remains in their environment, 
many will continue to refrain from using subsistence foods (Fall, 1991 ). The EVOS 
residents have been forced to seek food from outside the local environment. Subsistence 
harvesting was disrupted, which in tum disrupted the traditional cultural patterns of social 
interaction surrounding the harvesting of local natural resources. In 1989, the subsistence 
fishery was banned as a precaution against the possible health-threatening effects of the oil 
spill on fish in Prince William Sound. In several Native villages, shortages of traditional 
foods resulted and persist. Figure 3-3 illustrates the persistence of this reduction in use for 
selected villages in Prince William Sound, the Kenai Peninsula, and Kodiak Island. 
Communities on the Alaska Peninsula appear to be back up to prespill harvest levels. 

In addition to damaging the physical environment of the EVOS area, the oil spill had 
psychological effects on the EVOS population. Disruption of the sociocultural systems on 
which subsistence is based created psychological stress in EVOS communities. Disruption 
of the social infrastructure provided by traditional subsistence-harvest patterns and practices 
left many Alaska Natives dislocated from their traditional lifestyle. In some cases, oil spill
related stress contributed to social tensions that erupted into open disagreements among 
villagers. Some of these disagreements continue unresolved. Moreover, the sociocultural 
system on which the traditional Alaska Native lifestyle is based was threatened by the influx 
of cleanup crews and the unfamiliar demands of a cash economy. 
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Although a number of fisheries were closed immediately following the spill and reopened 
once it had been determined that local fish were safe to eat, some Alaska Natives are 
unwilling to eat them for fear of contamination. Spot shrimp fisheries were closed in 1989 
and 1990. Clams, an important part of the Native diet, were shown to be contaminated after 
the spill. Fish, bear, moose, deer, and other Native meats were deemed safe to eat by Federal 
and State health officials; but not all Prince William Sound subsistence users were willing to 
go back to harvesting them. 

While subsistence users were being told that the fish were safe to eat, Federal Agencies 
banned the commercial sale offish that showed any level of hydrocarbon contamination. The 
confidence that subsistence users had in the information they were given by health officials 
was shaken by this inconsistency (ICF, 1993). 

Throughout the restoration process, it is important to consider the effects of perceptions of 
contamination as well as actual contamination, because it is the perceptions that affect the 
decision on whether or not to harvest subsistence resources in the EVOS area. 
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Figure 3-3 
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Tatitlek Nanwalek Port Ouzinld Larsen Karluk 

351.7 

643.5 

214.8 

152 

343.9 

Graham Bay 

369.1 403.5 863.2 

288.8 227.2 405.7 209 381 

140.6 121.6 88.8 209.9 250.7 

181.3 214 205.3 341.8 396.2 

258.8 280.4 209.3 294.6 268.7 

279.5 279.6 347.1 353.3 

1. year one is 1984/85 for Chenega Bay; 1987/88 for Borough 
communities. 

2. Pre-spill year two is 1985/86 for Chenega Bay; 1988/89 for Tatitlek; 1987 for Nanwalek and Port 
Graham; and 1986 for Kodiak Borough communities. 

3. "Years" are 12 month study years from April through march, except for 1989, when the study year was a 
calendar year for all communities except Chenega bay and Tatitlek. The April through March study 
year was used there. 

4. Preliminary data. 
Source: Scott eta!. 1993; Alaska Department ofFish and Game, Division of Subsistence Household Survey 1993. 
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Recreation use in the EVOS area is diverse, with a variety of opportunities available for both 
commercial (tourism) and noncommercial users. Commercial recreation includes uses by 
clients and operators of tourism services such as boat tours, fishing charters, and flightseeing 
services. Noncommercial recreational users engage in many of the same activities as 
commercial users but do not purchase or pay for the services of tourism businesses. 
Common recreational activities for all users include kayaking, camping, hiking, boating, 
sightseeing, photography, scuba diving, beachcombing, flying, sport fishing, hunting, 
gathering food, and investigating the history of an area. Recreation use occurs year round, 
but the majority of use from in-state and out-of-state residents occurs during the summer 
months from May through November (PWSRWG Draft 1994). Because of the remoteness of 
many of the recreational opportunities in the EVOS area, there is a blending of commercial 
and noncommercial recreation. That is, noncommercial recreation often entails commercially 
obtained services, especially transportation. For instance, to kayak in Prince William Sound, 
many recreationists will take the train to Whittier and charter a boat to access the more 
remote areas of the Sound. Sport hunters will often use charter aircraft to land them in a 
remote area to hunt. 

Many recreational activities are nonconsumptive. Kayaking, photography, motorboating, 
flightseeing, and these types ofnonconsumptive activities do not remove parts of the 
environment as an integral part of their practice. Recreational hunting, fishing, and plant 
gathering are, in contrast, consumptive. Animals and plants are taken from within the area 
for consumption. These may be consumed while recreationists are in the area or be removed 
from the area to be consumed in (often) urban areas. Recreational hunting will not be 
addressed in this document because no restoration plans are likely to be submitted which 
would affect populations of animals hunted for sport. 

Recreation 

The oil spill area offers tremendous opportunities for outdoor recreation. Much of land in the 
oil spill area is in public ownership and is designated as parks, refuges, or forest lands. 
These areas provide developed and nondeveloped recreational opportunities including: 
wildlife viewing, camping, sightseeing, fishing, hunting, hiking, sailing, motorboating, 
kayaking, flightseeing, staying in a lodge, and taking a boat (tourboat, ferry, or cruiseship) 
tour (PWSRWG Draft 1994). These recreational opportunities have helped create a growing 
tourism industry in the region. 

Hiking and camping, being relatively inexpensive and easily available, are by far the 
preferred modes of outdoor recreation for the majority of Alaska's residents and visitors. 
Although there are few trails, the vast taiga and tundra terrain (along with the perpetual 
daylight during hiking season) offers considerable flexibility to hikers. The abundant wildlife 
adds the possibility of animal watching while hiking. Photographing scenery, plants, and 
animals goes hand in hand with hiking and camping. 

For the purposes of this section, the spill area is divided into two regions: the Southcentral 
region which includes Anchorage, the Kenai Peninsula, and Prince William Sound; and the 
Southwest region which includes Kodiak Island and the Alaska Peninsula. Large tracts of 
private land, especially Native corporation-owned lands, exist within the EVOS area. 
Because the focus of this document is on public lands, those private lands will not be 
considered. 
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Chugach National Forest, the second largest national forest in the U.S., encompasses much 
(5.8 million acres) of the Southcentral region. The U.S. Forest Service operates and 
maintains 37 public recreation cabins and 16 campgrounds within the Chugach National 
Forest. There are over 200 miles of trail, including two National Recreation Trails. In 
addition, there are 14 9 recreation special use permit facilities, including six resort facilities. 
Forty-six percent of all visitors to Alaska make the trip to the Begich-Boggs Visitor Center, 
at Portage Glacier, making it the most visited attraction in the State (Alaska State Libraries, 
1992). The Russian River, located on the upper Kenai Peninsula, is also one of the most 
visited spots in Alaska. Approximately 90 percent of the recorded recreational activities in 
the Chugach National Forest occurs on the Kenai Peninsula. The most popular activities are 
camping, hiking, skiing, and fishing. Southcentral Alaska includes some of the world's 

· premier kayaking areas. Kayaking trips are taken from Valdez, Kodiak, Homer, Whittier, 
and Seward to the western portion of the Prince William Sound and the bays along the Kenai 
Peninsula and Kodiak Island. Kayaking trips usually involve charter boat transportation to a 
site some distance from the port and include both kayaking and wilderness camping. 

The Kenai Peninsula is the most often viewed landscape in Alaska with the 
Seward/Anchorage highway being the most heavily used travel route in the State. Captain 
Cook State Recreation Area, Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, Kenai Fjords National Park, 
Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, Kachemak Bay State Park, and Chugach National 
Forest are some of the areas affording a variety of recreational opportunities on the Kenai 
Peninsula. The Kenai Fjords National Park, under the management of National Park Service, 
encompasses 669,000 acres of ice fields and a deep-water fjord coastline providing 
opportunities to see whales, sea otters, northern (Steller) sea lions, harbor seals, seabirds, 
mountain goats, black bear, river otter, and bald eagles. At locations in the western and 
southern parts of the peninsula, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources maintains 
public access and recreation areas (including the Kachemak Bay State Park) totaling several 
thousand acres. Captain Cook State Recreation Area is not in the EVOS area, but other state 
parks and state marine parks such as Caines Head State Recreation Area, Anchor Point, and 
Clam Gulch are in the EVOS-affected area. 

Besides the public lands, some EVOS area communities also offer recreational opportunities, 
and their economies, to some extent, are based on recreation and tourism. The city of 
Seward, located at the head of a deep-water inlet known as Resurrection Bay, offers fishing 
and sightseeing opportunities. The city of Soldotna, located in the central peninsula region, 
offers salmon fishing in the Kenai River and scenic views across Cook Inlet. The city of 
Kenai sits on a bluff where the Kenai River meets Cook Inlet and where some of the greatest 
tidal ranges in Cook Inlet occur, providing whale watching opportunities. Incoming tides 
actually reverse the flow of the river, influencing the movement of fish and the white beluga 
whales that follow them. Homer, located on the southern tip of the Kenai Peninsula, provides 
charter boat tours to Gull Island .and other locations for viewing thousands of birds. Homer is 
also visited for halibut fishing. 

Several communities located within the Prince William Sound area offer recreational 
opportunities and services. The city of Cordova offers a variety of lodging options and 
recreational services, including flightseeing, several boat charter services, and recreation 
centers. The city of Valdez, surrounded by mountains, provides a variety of local tours and 
sightseeing opportunities. Numerous scheduled cruises to Columbia and Shoup Glaciers 
start here. In addition, several guided walking and bus tours showing historic Valdez and the 
Alyeska Pipeline Terminal are also available. 
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The Southwest region includes the Kodiak Island group and the Alaska Peninsula. Shuyak 
Island State Park, McNeil River State Wildlife Refuge, Katmai National Park and Preserve, 
Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge, BecharofNational Wildlife Refuge, Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge, and Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve are located in 
this region, and all these areas experienced effects of the EVOS. 

Kodiak Island is the largest island in Alaska and the second largest island in the U.S. Kodiak 
has Alaska's largest fishing :fleet and its biggest brown bear population. Kodiak Refuge, 
established in 1941 to protect the habitat of brown bear and other wildlife, occupies about 
two-thirds (about 50,000 acres) of the island. Rearing and spawning habitat for five species 
of Pacific salmon is provided within the refuge. With over 200 species of birds, as well as 
large brown bear, bald eagle, red fox, river otter, Sitka black-tailed deer, snowshoe hare, 
mountain goat, beaver, and other wildlife populations, the refuge is ideal for wildlife 
viewing. Other recreational activities include photography, rafting, canoeing, camping, 
backpacking, hiking, hunting, and :fishing. A visitor center and a limited number of 
recreational cabins are also located within the refuge. 

The town of Kodiak, where the majority of the Kodiak Island population lives, is accessible 
by air and the Alaska Marine Highway System. Recreation includes fishing, hunting, 
sightseeing, hiking, boating, and other activities. The communities of Larsen Bay and Port 
Lions on Kodiak Island are visited for hiking, fishing, and hunting opportunities and their 
economies to a large extent are dependent on tourism. 

At 4 million acres, Katmai National Park, on the Alaska Peninsula adjacent to Kodiak Island, 
is one of the nation's largest National Parks. Yearly, people from all over the world visit the 
Brooks River to fish for salmon and trout, and to view the large concentration of brown 
bears. The Park is home to the world's largest protected population of brown bears. The 
Katmai coast offers spectacular wild and rugged scenery and the opportunity to view many 
species of marine mammals. The Valley of Ten Thousand Smokes is an awesome reminder 
of the 1912 eruption ofNovarupta, the second largest volcanic event in recorded history. 

About 125 miles southwest ofKatmai is Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve, a 
600,000-acre parcel of remote wildlands. Relatively little recreation use occurs within the 
preserve, but the coastal area is rich in plant and animal life. 

BecharofNational Wildlife Refuge encompasses 1.2 million acres on the Alaska Peninsula 
and is home to the second largest lake in Alaska (BecharofLake ). The lake is the primary 
nursery for the second largest salmon run in the world (Mobley et al., 1990). The fish, brown 
bear, caribou, moose, wolves, wolverines, river otters, red fox, and beavers comprise the 
species that attract visitors for recreational viewing, photography, hunting, or fishing. Sea 
mammals are common in the rich coastal waters, and the wetlands, coastal estuaries, rugged 
shorelines, and offshore islands provide a wide range of habitats for many different species of 
birds. 

The Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge includes some 3.5 million acres and offers 
many of the same attractions to recreationists as the BecharofRefuge. 

The Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge includes more than 2,400 islands, headlands, 
rocks, islets, spires, and reefs along the Alaska coastline. In the spill area, islands of 
importance within that Refuge for bird viewing include the Pye Islands and the Chiswell 
Islands near Kenai Fjords National Park, and the Barren Islands at the mouth of Cook Inlet. 
The Refuge also contains many large sea lion rookeries and haul outs. 
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EVOS Effects on Recreation 

The oil spill affected the entire spectrum of recreational activities and opportunities in the 
area. The nature and extent of injwy varied by user group and by area of use. Although few 
actual recreation facilities were injured as a result of the spill, the disruption of the whole 
ecosystem caused a reduction in recreation quality. The primary characteristic that attracts 
people to recreate in Prince William Sound (and the affected EVOS area by analogy) is the 
area's wilderness-like setting. This entails the values of solitude, unmodified scenery, and 
nondevelopment. Loss ofwildlife, oiled beaches, disturbance of wilderness settings (in 
designated wilderness and wilderness-like, nondesignated areas), and even increased use in 
some areas have resulted from the spill (PWSRWG Draft 1994). Resources important for 
wildlife viewing include killer whale, sea otter, harbor seal, bald eagle, and various seabirds. 
Residual oil exists on some beaches with a high value for recreation and may decrease the 
quality of recreational experience and discourage recreational use of these beaches (Trustee 
Council, 1993 ). Respondents to a survey of recreation users in Prince William Sound 
revealed a strong concern that recreational uses may be further impacted if "restoration 
activities" commence (PWSRWG Draft 1994). That is, developing additional or enhanced 
recreation facilities may increase the quantity of recreation opportunities, but at the same 
time actually decrease the qualitY of the recreation experience. 

Commercial Recreation (Tourism) 

Tourism is Alaska's third-largest industry behind petroleum production and commercial 
fishing. Tourism was, and is, an industry of growing economic importance to the State. 
Once regarded as a stepchild of the major traditional resource industries, the growth of 
commercial recreation in the 1980's gave it legitimacy as a major industry. Visitors from 
outside the State provide the major impetus to the industry, though Alaska residents also 
contribute substantially. 

A visitor survey conducted by the Alaska Division of Tourism under the Alaska Visitors 
Statistics Program II (A VSP) revealed that more than 7 50,000 people visited Alaska in 1989 
from around the world (McDowell Group, 1989), and of this number, 521,000 people visited 
in summer, generating $304 million in summer revenue alone. The Southcentral region was 
the major beneficiary of visitor spending, capturing 44 percent of the $304 million (Alaska 
State Libraries, 1992). Sixty-nine percent of the total summer visitors was vacation/pleasure 
visitors. Southcentral Alaska accommodated more visitors per year than any other region, 
including two-thirds of the vacation/pleasure tourism market. Southwest Alaska was visited 
by only6 percent of the total vacation/pleasure visitors. The EVOS affected the Alaska trip 
planning of one in six visitors (McDowell Group, 1989). 

Anchorage, Seward, Kenai/Soldptna, Homer, Valdez/Prince William Sound, and Whittier 
were among the most visited communities in the Southcentral region, with Portage Glacier 
being the number one destination ill the entire State. In addition, cultural attractions and 
museums were popular among Southcentral visitors. The most visited attractions on the 
Kenai Peninsula were Kenai River, Kenai National Wildlife Refuge, Resurrection Bay, 
Kachemak Bay, and Kenai Fjords National Park. In the Prince William Sound area, the most 
visited attractions were Columbia Glacier, Valdez Pipeline Terminal, and College Fjord. In 
the Southwest region the most visited attractions were Kodiak Russian Orthodox Church, 
Katmai National Park, and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge (McDowell Group, 1989). 
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Among the wide variety of recreational opportunities offered in Alaska, wildlife viewing was 
the most common activity in every region among the vacation/pleasure visitors. Bird 
watching was also common in all regions. Rafting was most popular in Southeast Alaska and 
Denali. Hiking was also popular, especially among the Southwest Alaska and Denali 
visitors. Fishing was most popular in Southwest Alaska, with twice the participation of the 
next leading fishing region, Southcentral (McDowell Group, 1989). 

The visitors of Southcentral region rated flightseeing and day cruises highly in the tour list 
while rafting, hiking, and canoeinglkayaking lead the activities list in satisfaction. Southwest 
vacation/pleasure visitors give that region's activities the highest marks in the State. 
Southwest was rated highly by the vacation/pleasure visitors for fishing (fresh water more 
than salt water), hunting, rafting, and canoeinglkayaking. It also was rated the best for 
flightseeing activity in the State (McDowell Group, 1989). 

Effects on Commercial Recreation 

Although the nature and extent of injury varied, approximately 43 percent of the tourism. 
businesses surveyed in 1990 felt that they had been significantly affected by the oil spill 
(McDowell Group, 1990). Millions of dollars were lost in 1989 due to reduced visitor 
spending in SouthcentraL and Southwest Alaska. By 1990, only 12 percent felt that their 
businesses were affected by the spill. Respondents also reported seeing less oil now than in 
1989 and subsequent years; a slow but discernible increase in wildlife sightings; and each 
year a slight increase in people using the spill area for recreation activities (PWSRWG, 
1993). . 

Overall, tourism was a major factor in business declines. Businesses in the spill-impacted 
area sustained a significant decline in business (up to 50%) from 1988 to 1992. Fifty-nine 
percent of businesses surveyed by the Prince William Sound Recreation Working Group 
received cancellations in bookings in 1989 (PWSRWG Draft 1994). This injury continued 
through fewer tourists and bookings in 1989 and 1990 as a result of a loss in the natural 
setting. Many of the larger tour operations had experienced more tourists and bookings by 
1991, but smaller businesses whose service relates directly to the natural or wilderness 
character of the area have recovered much more slowly (PWSRWG Draft 1994). 

Prior to the oil spill, the EVOS area was considered a relatively pristine wilderness with 
bountiful environmental resources that made the area particularly valuable to residents of 
Alaska, the lower 49 states, and internationally. The relatively unpolluted environment 
enriched individual lives by simply existing. In the opinion of many people, the spill spoiled 
a pure and irreplaceable resource, a place that was fundamental to their identities and values. 
This section deals with wilderness characteristics inherent in both (I) designated Wilderness 
Areas and Wilderness Study Areas and (2) de facto wilderness, or wilderness-like settings. 

Areas formally designated as Wilderness Areas or as Wilderness Study Areas not only 
possess the pristine qualities people often associate with isolated locales, but have been 
recognized by special designation from the U.S. Congress or by the Alaska Legislature as 
deserving special administrative status to maintain those qualities. Many have additional 
special values (including ecological, geological, scientific, educational , scenic, and/or 
historic). These lands therefore require different management techniques than other State 
and Federal public lands. Within the spill area, these areas include: Katmai National Park 
and Preserve, Lake Clark National Park and Preserve, BecharofNational Wildlife Refuge, 
and Kachemak Bay State Wilderness Park. Four Federal areas are currently being formally 
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considered for Wilderness designation: Kenai Fjords National Park, Lake Clark National 
Park, Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve, and the Nellie Juan/College Fjord area of 
the Chugach National Forest. Federal Wilderness Areas are managed according to the 1964 
Wilderness Act and the Alaska National Lands Conservation Act (ANlLCA) of 1980, as well 
as agency policies, regulations, operating guidelines, and management plans. State 
Wilderness Areas are managed according to enabling legislation and subsequent 
management plans. Generally, the areas are managed to maintain their natural landscape, 
the.ir solitude, their ecological integrity, and their wild character. Evidence of human 
presence is substantially unnoticeable, which generally limits uses to those that are 
temporary. 

The oil spill delivered oil in varying quantities to the adjoining waters of all designated 
Wilderness Areas in the spill area, and oil was deposited above the mean high tide line in 
many areas. During the intense cleanup seasons of 1989-1990, hundreds of workers and 
thousands of pieces of equipment were at work in the spill area. This activity was an 
unprecedented imposition of people, noise, and activity on the area's undeveloped and 
normally sparsely occupied landscape. Oil remains in isolated pockets in these Wilderness 
Areas. Although the oil may be disappearing, it will be decades before they return to their 
pristine condition. As a result, direct injury to Wilderness and intrinsic values continues. 
The massive intrusion of people and equipment associated with oil-spill cleanup has now 
ended (Trustee Council, 1993). 

Various State and Federal lands not legislatively designated as Wilderness or Wilderness 
Study Areas are managed according to each agency's enabling legislation, subsequent 
regulations, and management plans. These non-Wilderness public lands may allow a broader 
range of uses and increased human development and thus may have increased human 
presence. 

There are remote, relatively undeveloped, privately owned tracts in the EVOS area that 
contain many of the same characteristics as designated Wilderness but have no differentiating 
regulatory and administrative standing. A considerable amount of the land being evaluated 
for habitat protection and acquisition fits this description. These now privately owned 
parcels have wildland characteristics such as: isolation; the visual quality of relatively 
undeveloped landscapes (the uncut and unscarred hillsides, wildlife viewing opportunities); 
the quality or quantity of recreation activities (hiking, sport fishing, sport hunting, and so on); 
and the relative lack of people and machinery in the natural setting (mechanical action, noise, 
and even odors). These de facto wilderness locations fit within a relatively undisturbed 
complex of ecosystems, many of which are contiguous with designated Wilderness Areas 
and/or Wilderness Study Areas. People gain much of their enjoyment of these areas from the 
plants and animals supported by these ecosystems. 

The concern for wilderness (whether formally designated or not) touches on the concerns for 
all other affected resources and services. Wilderness is seen as a pristine, undisturbed 
natural setting that can best provide habitat for affected species, so it is important in 
considerations offish (in terms of populations, commercial fishing, and subsistence), birds, 
and sea mammals. It is a building block of the ecosystem approach to restoration. People 
from all over the country and all over the world value this pristine setting, as do Alaska 
residents, for its ability to provide a setting generally unaffected by the human world, whether 
those people actually visit the area or not, so wilderness is important in considerations of 
passive uses. Commercial recreation benefits from designated Wilderness Areas and 
Wilderness Study Areas in the same way as noncommercial recreation: these areas provide a 
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focus for wildlife viewing, spectacular natural scenery, and a range of recreation 
opportunities. Passive use, recreation, habitat preservation, subsistence, and other issues of 
concern relate inherently to the idea and reality of wilderness -- whether designated 
Wilderness Areas, designated Wilderness Study Areas, or de facto wilderness. 

For Alaska Native communities, the interconnectedness of the natural and human worlds 
permeates actions, understanding, and religion. This manifests itself in many ways, but runs 
as a common thread throughout the communities. There is probably no word in Alutiiq, 
Athapaskan, Eyak, or Tlingit that translates directly to the Wilderness Act definition of 
wilderness, even though these cultures have been for thousands of years intimately 
interwoven with the natural environment. The Western view of wilderness, as captured by 
the Wilderness Act, is of a landscape untrammeled by humans, where people are just visitors 
who come and go. The Native view is of people as part of the landscape and on par with the 
natural world. Their lives cannot theoretically or physically be separated from the lands and 
waters -- including wilderness -- on which they have always lived. (VanZee et al., 1994 ). 

Commercial fishing in Alaska has become a billion-dollar-per-year industry, and Alaska is 
considered the most important fishing State in the United States (Alaska Blue Book, 1994). 
The ex-vessel value of Alaska's commercial-fishing industry ranks first among all states in 
the Nation; and, in 1986, if the State of Alaska had been an independent nation, it would have 
ranked eleventh, worldwide, by volume of fish production. In 1986, Alaskan harvests 
constituted 46 percent of the total production of the United States. The ex-vessel value of 
fishery landings in Alaska is more than twice the combined landed values of Washington, 
Oregon, and California (McDowell, 1989). In 1988, the harvest was worth $3 billion at the 
first wholesale level. The seafood industry is the largest nongovernmental employer in 
Alaska and provides the equivalent of approximately 16.4 percent of the State's jobs, 
including nearly 70,000 seasonal jobs and as many as 33,000 direct, indirect, and induced 
year-round jobs. Based on these figures, the 1987 estimated total seafood industry payroll 
was $596 million (McDowell Group, 1989; Knapp, 1993; Royce, 1991). 

In 1992, approximately 5.4 billion pounds of seafood worth $1.6 billion in ex-vessel value 
were landed into Alaskan ports. Salmon accounted for approximately 3 7 percent of the total 
value (Alaska Blue Book, 1994). The value of the 1988 commercial fish harvest in Prince 
William Sound alone for salmon fisheries totalled $71 million; for herring it was $12.2 
million and for shellfish it was $2.4 million (ADF&G, 1990). 

The EVOS area includes portions of the commercial fishing districts of Prince William 
Seund, Cook Inlet, Kodiak, and Chignik. The Prince William Sound commercial fisheries 
management area is subdivided into 11 commercial-fishing districts. In 1985, 845limited 
entry permits were issued for commercial salmon fishing: 267 were for power purse seine, 
548 were for drift gill net, and 30 were for set gill net (Prince William Sound Regional 
Planning Team, 1986). The Cook Inlet commercial fisheries management area that is 
subdivided into upper and lower Cook Inlet includes seven commercial-fishing districts. In 
1981, there were 1,428limited-entry commercial-fishing permits issued for salmon: 597 
were for drift gill net, 7 4 7 were for set gill net, and 84 were for purse seine (Cook Inlet 
Regional Planning Team, 1981 ). The Kodiak Salmon Management Region includes eight 
management districts. In 1988, 600 limited-entry permits were issued for commercial 
fishing: 3 80 were for purse seine, 3 2 were for beach seine, and 188 were for set gill net. 
The Chignik commercial salmon fishing management area is divided into five districts, and 
purse seine is the only legal gear type allowed in this area. In 1989, there were 10 I limited
entry-permit holders in the are~ (Thompson and Fox, 1990). 
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During the most recent 10 years of record, salmon catches in the EVOS area generally have 
been above historic levels (Brennan et al., 1993; Bucher and Hammarstrom, 1993; 
Dona1dsonet al., 1993; Quimby and Owen, 1994;Reusch and Fox, 1993). The species 
composition of the salmon harvests in the spill area are dominated by large numbers of pink 
and sockeye salmon. In 1992, these two species comprised nearly 90 percent of the 
commercial salmon harvest in this area (Table 3-2). The average size of sockeye salmon, 
however, is nearly twice that of pink salmon and they are worth approximately ten times 
more per pound than pink salmon; consequently, their value to the commercial fishers is 
much greater. 

Table 3-2 

Commercial Salmon Harvests in the EVOS Area, 1992 

Species 

Management 
Area Chinook Sockeye Coho Pink Chum 

Prince William 
Sound 41,300 1,771,600 619,500 8,637,100 334,400 

Lower Cook Inlet 1,900 176,600 5,900 479,800 22,200 

Upper Cook Inlet 17,200 9,108,300 316,500 776,900 626,100 

Kodiak 24,300 4,167,700 280,100 3,310,500 679,500 

Chignik 10,800 1,277,500 310,900 1,554,100 222,100 

Total 95,500 16,501,700 1,532,900 14,758,400 1,884,300 

Percent of total ·o 48 4 42 5 

(Summarized from Brennan, Prokopowich, and Gretsch, 1993; Bucher and Hammarstrom, 
1993; Donaldson et al.,1993: Quimby and Owen,1994; Reusch and Fox,l993) 

Emergency commercial fishery closures that caused large-scale disruptions in the fisheries 
were ordered throughout the EVOS area in. 1989 to avoid the likelihood of marketing a 
tainted product and to avoid fouling of fishing gear (Barrett, 1990; Barrett et al., 1990; Brady 
et al., 1991; Schroeder and Morrison, 1990; Reusch, 1990). These closures affected salmon, 
herring, crab, shrimp, rockfish, and sablefish. The 1989 closures resulted in overescapement 
of sockeye salmon in the Kenai River drainage and in several systems on Kodiak Island. In 
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1990, a portion of Prince William Sound was closed to shrimp fishing. Spill-related sockeye 
salmon overescapement is anticipated to cause low adult returns in 1994 and 1995. This 
may result in closure or harvest restrictions during these and, perhaps, subsequent years 
(Koenings et al., 1993). Injuries occurred to populations of rockfish, pink salmon, shellfish, 
and herring; but the status of their recovery remains uncertain (Anon., 1993; EVOS Trustee 
Council, 1992, 1993). 

The Prince William Sound Area combined commercial salmon harvest for 1989 was 
approximately 24.4 million fish. This catch exceeds the average harvest over the past 10 
years. However, an exceptionally large portion of this catch (33%) was composed of 
hatchery sales fish from the private nonprofit (PNP) hatcheries, leaving a common-property 
portion of the catch below the 10-year average (Brady et al., 1991). The value of the 
combined 1989 commercial salmon harvest in Prince William Sound was estimated at $41.3 
million, excluding hatchery sales (Brady et al., 1991 ). 

Cohen (1993) estimated that the'EVOS reduced the ex-vessel income for southcentral 
commercial fishers by between $6.4 and $41.8 million in 1989 and $11.1 and $44.5 million 
in 1990. Most of this reduction was from the loss of harvest of sockeye and pink salmon. 

Pacific herring also are extremely valuable to commercial fishers where spawning 
populations are found. The Pacific herring is also an important species to the Alaskan fishing 
industry because herring eggs or roe are sold in large quantities, primarily to the Japanese 
market. Also, the herring is a vital part of the food chain and is consumed by larger 
commercial species offish such as salmon and halibut (Royce, 1991). The fisheries for 
Pacific herring are short, but intense. In Alaska, there are four commercial herring fisheries. 
First, a small number offish are caught for food and bait. Second, divers gather herring eggs 
or roe on kelp in shallow, open waters. Third, roe is gathered on kelp in manmade 
enclosures (known as the pound-kelp fishery). The fourth and most important commercial 
harvest is the purse seine and gill net "sac-roe" fishery, in which herring are netted to collect 
the egg-filled sac, or ovary, from the mature females. Each year, the State limits the sac-roe 
harvest to 20 percent of the estimated herring stocks (Royce, 1991 ). 

In the management areas of Prince William Sound and Cook Inlet in 1992, the estimated 
harvest of nearly 30,000 tons ofPacific herring was worth approximately $14 million 
(Bucher and Harnmarstrom, 1993; Donaldson et al., 1993; Reusch and Fox, 1993). 

All spring Pacific herring fisheries in Prince William Sound were cancelled in 1989 as a 
result of the EVOS (Brady et al., 1991). The commercial harvest ofPacific herring in 1990 
was excellent (Royce et al., 1991), and, although the 1989 herring-spawning population was 
the largest observed since the early 1970's, it also resulted in the poorest production ever 
observed. Consequently, the fishery managers are wary of lingering impacts of the oil spill 
on the Pacific herring populations (Biggs and Baker, 1993; Biggs et al., 1993). 

Salmon Management 

Four Alaskan agencies are involved in operating and regulating Alaska's salmon fisheries: 
The Alaska Board of Fisheries sets policy and promulgates the regulations; the ADF&G 
manages the fisheries according to the policies and regulations of the Board and State law; 

·the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission controls the number of fishers; and the 
Alaska Department of Public Safety enforces the regulations. 
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The Alaska Board of Fisheries establishes the regulations that govern :fisheries and allocate 
the resource. Actions considered by the Board include changes in timing and areas for the 
salmon :fisheries and the allocation of harvests among the various groups of :fishermen. In
season :fisheries management is the responsibility of the ADF&G to determine when and 
where specific openings are allowed to ensure that adequate numbers of wild stocks escape 
to spawn. The primary management tool used by ADF&G for regulating salmon returns is 
emergency-order authority to open and close :fishing areas. During years when the wild-stock 
returns are strong, a liberal weekly :fishing schedule may be permitted. However, when the 
wild-stock returns are weak, :fishing must be restricted to meet minimum spawning 
requirements. 

The Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission is an independent, quasi-judicial State 
agency responsible for licensing, research, and adjudication. By regulating entry into the 
:fisheries, they ensure the economic health and stability of commercial fishing. 

The Fish and Wildlife Protection Division of the Alaska Department of Public Safety 
enforces the State regulations that are promulgated by the Board of Fisheries. 

Fisheries Restoration and Development 

The importance of fisheries resources to the people and ecology of the EVOS area have been 
recognized for many years and numerous attempts have been made to improve or expand 
these resources. After the 1964 Alaskan earthquake disrupted salmon spawning habitat and 
migration corridors, these fisheries restoration and development activities increased; and, 
after 197 4, when regional planning teams became established, the planning process became 
more organized and more formal (Appendix C, Section 1 ). The Alaska Department ofFish 
and Game (ADF&G) has worked with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) the private nonprofit 
(PNP) groups and other agencies and groups to implement management measures or in
stream projects to rehabilitate, if necessary, and increase salmon populations in the EVOS 
area. Past efforts have included restoring wild stocks to former levels of abundance or 
improving production through stream habitat improvements, fish ladders, lake fertilization 
and other activities to improve natural habitat conditions. Many stream-rehabilitation 
projects have been carried out by the USFS in cooperation with the ADF&G, because many 
spawning streams are located in the Chugach National Forest. Since 1962, there have been 
more than 50 fish habitat improvement projects completed in western Prince William Sound 
alone (Prince William Sound Planning Team, 1986). 

Article VIII, Section 5, of the Alaska Constitution authorizes the Alaska State Legislature to 
"provide for facilities improvements and services to assure further utilization and 
development of the fisheries". In 1974, the Private Nonprofit Hatcheries Act (Chapter III, 
SLA 1974) was enacted which "authorized private ownership of salmon hatcheries by 
qualified nonprofit corporations for the purpose of contributing by artificial means to the 
rehabilitation of the state's depleted and depressed salmon fishery." Since that time, ADF &G 
and private non-profit (PNP) groups have cooperated to build hatcheries throughout the 
State, including the EVOS area (Ellison, 1992). 

Fish hatcheries provide a useful tool that may be applied to benefit fisheries both directly and 
indirectly. Fish :from hatcheries may be released and imprinted in new locations to develop 
:free-ranging stocks offish to create new subsistence, sport or commercial fisheries. Fish 
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from hatchery-produced stocks may be used in some locations to provide alternate 
opportunities for fishers to attract fishing efforts away from wild stocks. As with any tool, 
however, care must be taken to use it properly (Appendix C, Section 1 ). 

The importance of hatchery-reared salmon was made apparent during the 1986 season, when 
approximately 11.5 million pink salmon were caught in Prince William Sound. 
Approximately 10.5 million fish were harvested in common property fisheries, and 909,219 
fish were harvested in PNP special harvest areas. Approximately 5. 8 million fish in the 
common property harvest were of hatchery origin. The combined common property and 
sales harvests of hatchery-produced fish was 6.8 million fish. This marked the first time in 
the history of the fishery that hatchery fish constituted more than half of the pink salmon 
harvest in Prince William Sound (Sharr et al., 1988). During the 1993 commercial-fishing 
season, approximately 12 million pink salmon were harvested at Kitoi Bay Hatchery, near 
Kodiak. This was more than half of the Kodiak area pink salmon harvest and approximately 
49 percent of the hatchery-produced pink salmon of the entire state (ADF&G, 1994). 
During 1993, the preliminary estimated adult returns to the salmon hatcheries in the EVOS 
area exceeded 21 million fish. The greatest beneficiaries of these fish were the commercial 
fishers, although some of these fish were caught by sport, subsistence, and personal-use 
fishermen (ADF&G, 1994). 

The EVOS disrupted the usual pattern of commercial salmon fisheries in 1989 in Prince 
William Sound; and, although the catch was above the previous 1 0-year average, an 
exceptionally large portion of this catch was pink salmon from the special-harvest areas at 
the PNP hatcheries, consequently, the common-property commercial-fishery harvests fell 
below the 10-year average (Brady et al., 1991). There is also evidence that the EVOS 
reduced the sul-vival of pink salmon fry that were released from hatcheries in 1989 (Peckham 
et al., 1993). 

Sport fishing is one of the most popular recreational activities for both residents and visitors 
of Alaska and it constitutes an important and distinct segment of the recreational activities in 
the oil-spill area region. Both marine and freshwater systems provide a variety of sport 
fishing opportunities in the EVOS area. Marine recreational fishing originates in all major 
towns on the Prince William Sound as well as Cook Inlet, Kodiak Island, and the Kenai 
Peninsula. Fishing trips are taken in several ways--from shore, from private boats, and from 
charter vessels--in both freshwater and saltwater. Within the EVOS area, several species of 
Pacific salmon, rockfish, halibut, Dolly Varden, rainbow trout and cutthroat trout provide 
important sport fisheries. Although sport fishing is popular throughout the State, over 70 
percent of Alaska's sport fishing occurs in the Southcentral region (Mills, 1993). Most of 
this occurs on the Kenai Peninsula because access by car from Anchorage is relatively easy. 
Sport fishing throughout the State is conducted according to the Alaska Sport Fishing 
Regulations formulated by the Alaska Board of Fisheries. The fishing regulations specify 
bag, possession, and size limits for the fishes to be taken from different streams, rivers, lakes, 
and in saltwater. 

Between 1984 and 1988, the number of anglers and fishing days, and the total fish harvest in 
the oil-affected area had been increasing at a rate of 10 to 16 percent per year. Since 1977, 
there has been a 4.5 percent average- annual increase in the number of residents who sport 
fish, while the number of nonresidents sport fishing has increased 16 percent annually. 
However, after the oil spill, between 1989 and 1990, a decline in sport fishing (number of 
anglers, fishing trips, and fishing days) was recorded for Prince William Sound, Cook Inlet, 
and the Kenai Peninsula. The decline occurred because of closures, fear of contamination, 
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the unavailability of boats, and congestion at some sites outside the spill area (Carson and 
Hanemann, 1992). In 1992, an emergency order restricting cutthroat trout fishing was issued 
for western Prince William Sound because of low adult returns. 

Because commercial fishing for sockeye salmon in Cook Inlet was curtailed in 1989 to avoid 
fouling fishing gear and processing tainted commercially caught fish, the number of sockeye 
salmon that spawned in the Kenai River was approximately three times the desired amount. 
Although sport fishers enjoyed this bounty in 1989, this spawning resulted in an 
overpopulation of sockeye salmon fry and a dramatic reduction in smolt production. 
Consequently, vecy weak returns are forecasted for 1994, 1995, and possibly later years as 
well. These weak returns are likely to lead to some sport fishing closures as well as 
commercial fishing closures (Koenings, et al., 1993; Schmidt, eta!., 1993). 

In 1986, the estimated expenditures by sport fishers in southcentral Alaska were $127.1 
million. These expenditures directly supported over 2,000 jobs in sport fishing-related 
businesses, and the equivalent of 2,840 full-t~e jobs were supported in all industries in 
Alaska by sport fishing activity in southcentral Alaska (Jones & Stokes, 1987). Carson and 
Hanemann (1992) calculated that there were 127,527 and 40,669 sport fishing trips lost 
during 1989 and 1990, respectively, in southcentral Alaska because of the EVOS. They also 
calculated that the lost economic value of these trips was $31 million and ranged from $3.6 
million to $50.5 million. 

The 1990 economy for the EVOS area and for Anchorage is summarized in Table 3-3. 
Anchorage is added to the EVOS area because there are so many strong linkages between the 
economy of this area and Anchorage, which is the nearest large economic center to the 
EVOS area. This table has 12 economic sectors and 6 measures of economic performance. 
It is in the format ofiMPLAN (IMpact PLANing), which is an economic model used for 
economic analysis. 

The IMPLAN's output classification system is based on systems defmed by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, and the Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) used by the Federal Office of Management and Budget. The analysis is 
conducted using 528 industries, and the results are aggregated into 12 sectors. The 12 
sectors are as follows: 

1. Forestry -- Forestry firms operating timber tracts, tree farms, or forest nurseries or 
performing forestry setyices. 

2. Commerical Fishing -- Commercial fishing, fish hatcheries, sports fishing. 

3. Mining -- Businesses extracting naturally occurring minerals. 

4. Construction-- Businesses constructing new buildings and additions or making 
alterations and repairs. 

5. Manufacturing-- Businesses mechanically or chemically transforming materials or 
substances into new products that are produced by other sectors (e.g., forests and 
fisheries) or other manufacturers. 
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6. Communication and Utilities -- Businesses providing to the public or to other 
businesses communication services, electricity, gas, steam, and/or water or sanitary 
or mail services. 

7. Recreation Related -- Local transit, water transportation, air transportation, 
transportation not elsewhere classified, hotels, auto rentals, and recreation services 
not elsewhere classified. 

8. Trade -- Businesses selling retail merchandise to households or selling wholesale 
merchandise. 

9. Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate-- Businesses engaging in the fields offmance, 
insurance, and real estate. 

10. Services -- Businesses providing a variety of services for individuals, businesses, 
governments; and other organizations, e.g., amusements; health; and legal, 
engineering, and other professional services. 

11. Government -- Government agencies canying out legislative, judicial, 
administrative, and regulatory activities of Federal, State, local, and international 
governments. 

12. Miscellaneous -- Businesses not classified in any other industry. 

The six measures of economic performance in Table 3-3 are described as follows. Final 
demand represents regional purchases of goods and services. Industry output represents the 
regional supply of goods and services. The difference between regional supply and demand 
is accounted for by regional imports and exports. The value added category represents the 
costs added within the region to produce industry output. Employee compensation and 
property income are its two key components. Employment is the number of person-year 
equivalents to produce industry output. · 

Within the EVOS area only the Kodiak Island Borough (KIB) collects taxes on timber 
harvests. Annual severance taxes for timber harvests collected in recent years by the Kodiak 
Island Borough have been approximately $200,000. (Personal communication, Carlson.) 
The Kenai Peninsula Borough could collect such a severance tax but does not. Most of the 
remainder of the EVOS is in the unorganized borough for which there is no severance tax. 

CHAPTER 3 • 51 



3 Affected 
Environment 

52 • 3 CHAPTER 

Table 3-3 

The Economy - EVOS Area and Anchorage 1990 
(in 1990$ Millions) 

Economic 
Final Industry Employee Property Value 

Sector 
Demand Output Comp. Income Added 

$ $ $ $ $ 

Forestry 135 156 22 31 55 

Commercial 206 306 6 120 134 
Fisheries 

Mining 6051 6199 502 2835 4745 
Construction 1246 1420 495 364 862 
Manufacturing 949 1072 227 82 320 
Recreation 693 731 332 59 423 
Related 

Communication 1429 1744 308 753 1129 
& Utilities 

Trade 1126 1253 753 138 1035 
Finance, 968 1137 245 337 734 
Insurance, 
Real Estate 

Services 1830 2305 849 502 1362 
Government 2106 2152 1934 77 2011 
Miscellaneous 45 12 0 33 33 
Total 16784 18488 5673 5333 12843 

Source: IMPLAN Economic Model. See text for methodology. 

Employ-
ment 

# 

3245 
4846 

6335 
11751 
7655 

12782 

7039 

33790 
11329 

42753 
46428 

0 
187953 
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This chapter contains the analysis of the environmental consequences that could result from 
implementing the five alternatives described. In many environmental impact statements 
(EIS's) the analysis focuses on the numbers or degree ofloss to various resources. It is an 
important distinction of this EIS that, with few exceptions, the impacts estimated to occur 
under the various alternatives are increases in populations or services from some existing 
injured level. 

The analysis of impacts is based in large part upon what has been learned from studies 
carried on since the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS). Much of this research has focused on 
the area ofPrince William Sound. As a result, most of the estimated impacts from actions in 
the alternatives are based on what we have learned from the Prince William Sound studies 
and extrapolated for analysis in the other areas of the EVOS. 

The current situation provides the basis for comparing the effects of the action alternatives. 
In this programmatic document, it should be noted that the No Action Alternative consists of 
normal agency management activities and the assumptions that (1) natural recovery will be 
the only restoring agent at work and (2) private land owners will harvest their commercial 
timberlands in the long term. 

If the No Action Alternative were implemented, current management would continue, no new 
activities or programs would be instituted as a result of the oil spill, and the scope of present 
activities and programs would not change. Agency monitoring of natural recovery would 
remain at present levels, and their responsibilities would remain unchanged. None of the 
remaining funds from the civil settlement would be spent at this time on restoration activities 
if this alternative were implemented. 
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Monitoring and research, as actions, generally do not impact resources and services and 
therefore are analyzed only for their economic impacts. It is recognized that the general 
restoration category also includes such actions as data gathering, surveys, and analysis that 
would not impact the resources, thus these activities--except for the impacts on the economy
-would not be included in this EIS analysis. 

The definition of the term recovery has a significant bearing on the discussion of the various 
alternatives described in this chapter. The settlement funds may be used for the purpose of 
11 
••• restoring, replacing, enhancing, rehabilitating, or acquiring the equivalent of natural 

resources injured as a result of the Exxon Valdez oil spill and the reduced or lost services 
provided by such resources. 11 The goal of restoration is recovery of all injured resources and 
thereby the services they provide. For some resources, little is known about their injury and 
recovery, so it is difficult to defme recovery or develop restoration strategies. 

In the analysis of impacts on the various resources in the EIS, it may be that an action will 
accelerate the rate of recovery and not measurably impact the number of individuals in the 
population for several years. This is still viewed as having a significant beneficial impact on 
the resource analyzed. 

In general, resources and services will have recovered when they return to conditions that 
would have existed had the spill not occurred. Because it is difficult to predict conditions 
that would have existed in the absence of the spill, recovery is often defmed as a return to 
prespill conditions. For resources that were in decline before the spill, such as marbled 
murrelets, recovery may consist of stabilizing the population at a lower level than before the 
spill. 

Where there were little prespill data, injury is inferred from comparison of oiled and unoiled 
areas, and recovery usually is defmed as a return to conditions comparable to those ofunoiled 
areas. Because the differences between oiled and unoiled areas may have existed before the 
spill, statements of injury and defmitions of recovery based.on these differences often are less 
certain than in those cases where prespill data exist. However, there also can be some 
uncertainty associated with interpreting the significance of prespill population data because 
populations undergo natural fluctuations. Indicators of recovery can include increased 
numbers of individuals, reproductive success, improved growth and survival rates, and 
normal age and sex composition,ofthe injured population. 

This chapter analyzes the impacts of restoration actions taken to benefit resources and the 
associated services that were injured as a result of the oil spill. While the impacts ofthese 
actions are discussed for each of the injured resources and services, there are other ecological 
relationships that will have to be addressed as part of a site specific analysis before any of the 
proposed actions are implemented. The Trustee Council has stated that an ecosystem 
approach will be used for the overall restoration program; this means, among other things, 
that the ecological relationships between resources will be considered. Because many of the 
factors that would be considered need site-specific information, it is beyond the scope of this 
programmatic document to discuss the interrelationship between site-specific restoration 
actions and between resources. 
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The intertidal zone has a great diversity of plant and animal populations. These organisms 
were especially vulnerable to injury :from the EVOS and subsequent cleanup activities. The 
natural resources damage assessment studies focused on specific organisms as 
representatives of the intertidal zone. These studies documented population declines and 
sublethal injuries to many intertidal species, but results were highly variable between regions 
and habitats. By 1993, many of the populations were recovering. This FEIS focuses on the 
effects of restoration actions, aside :from monitoring and research, on the groups of species 
that were still showing signs of injury :from the EVOS in 1993. 

This analysis focuses on the effects of restoration actions on harbor seals and sea otters. 
While killer whales also were injured by the oil spill, the injured pod (identified as the AB 
pod) appears to be recovering. At this time, it is unlikely that any restoration actions aside 
:from monitoring and research will be implemented for killer whales. This analysis focuses 
on the effects of direct restoration actions and on the effects of upland habitat protection; 
therefore, killer whales are not part of the analysis. 

For harbor seals and sea otters, determining the effects of the restoration actions that may 
occur in the five alternatives is complicated by limited background information. Therefore, 
the effects of different actions are not always discussed in terms of in the actions' ability to 
increase recovery but may be analyzed on the ability to provide protection, reduce 
disturbance, or reduce the risk of exposure to oil. This is especially true for harbor seals, 
which were in decline throughout the Gulf of Alaska before the oil spill occurred in 1989. 
The causes of this decline are unknown; therefore, predictions of recovery or of the effects of 
different restoration actions on the number of harbor seals are speculative. 

The following factors and assumptions were considered when evaluating alternatives and 
actions concerning injured bird resources: (1) valuations ofland that may be acquired for 
habitat were based on criteria and a process developed by the EVOS habitat group; (2) pre
spill baseline data are meager or nonexistent for most species; (3) population size depends on 
many biological, ecological, and environmental factors, and population size changes as a 
result of life span, productivity, and survival rate; ( 4) it is unknown whether or how a 19-year 
climatic cycle in the Gulf of Alaska has affected populations; (5) migrant species may be 
influenced by environmental factors far :from the EVOS &rea; (6) population cycles are barely 
known for most species; and (7),the influence of commercial-fishing on seabird populations 
in the EVOS area are unknown but could be substantial. For example, fishery harvests and 
hatchery programs could influence seabird populations in three ways: (1) prey may become 
less available to seabirds because fish species that occupy the same trophic levels may 
outcompete seabirds; (2) an increase in abundance of salnion fry and smolts may increase 
seabirds' prey base; and (3) offal and discarded bycatch may increase the food base of 
scavenging seabirds. 

Fishery resources that are included for analysis in this EIS are pink and sockeye salmon and 
Pacific herring. Related services that are included are sport and commercial fishing. Actions 
that may be proposed as general restoration projects as part of the programs described for 
each alternative will benefit one or several of the fishery resources and the services they 
provide. Forecasted feasibility, results, benefits, and costs :from each of these actions, 
however, are highly site-specific, vary annually, and are difficult to quantify. Consequently, 
analyses and predicted impacts presented here must be general in nature. The proposed 
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actions are intended primarily to benefit wild-stock fishery resources, either directly by 
habitat or population manipulations or indirectly by providing an alternate opportunity for 
user groups to reduce pressure on the wild stocks to allow them to recover. 

Each proposed action for these fishery restoration or replacement projects is based on the 
basic premise that some factor or habitat need in the life history of a fish either limits the size 
of the population or is missing. For example, if spawning habitat is absent, there can be no 
fish; if spawning habitat is present (and no other factor constrains the size of the population), 
the number offish will depend on the amount of spawning habitat, but it will vary annually 
according to environmental conditions. The basic concept for each proposed action, 
therefore, is to identify and overcome a limiting factor or "bottleneck" that will result in an 
increase in the total number of adult fish that will return to a particular home stream. 

The economic analysis for the five alternatives is a combination of qualitative and 
quantitative approaches. The economic analysis is focused on three sectors of the economy 
of most concern: forestry, commercial fisheries, and recreation. Taking timberlands in or out 
of production is quantified in terms of dollars and jobs. However, studies and data on the 
economic effect of the types of actions proposed in the alternatives on commercial fisheries 
and recreation are not adequate to make quantitative projections. 

The Forest Service's IMPLAN (IMpact PLANning) economic computer model was used in 
the quantitative analysis of the economic impacts of implementing each of the proposed 
EVOS Restoration Plan alternatives. Alternatives 1 through 5 are compared to the 
"baseline" economic conditions in 1990 found in Table 3-3, Chapter 3. 

An attempt has been made to quantitatively analyze the recreation sector of the economy in 
the tables generated by IMPLAN. Discrete data are not available for the recreation industry. 
For example, data are available for hotels, but a differentiation is not made between 
recreational visitors and business visitors. The recreation-related sector shown in the tables 
on economics is composed of several IMPLAN subcategories: local transit, water 
transportation, air transportation, transportation not elsewhere classified, hotels, auto rental, 
and recreation services not elsewhere classified. Where the term recreation is used in 
economic analysis, it includes tourism. 

The IMPLAN as applied to this lillalysis for the forestry sector shows the negative effects in 
output and employment when timberlands are purchased and timber is not harvested. There 
is a corresponding increase in the services sector output and employment because of 
expenditures in that sector by the owners of the timberlands. Restoration expenditures have a 
direct effect on the construction sector. 

The descriptions of the alternatives are general. This, combined with the lack of data to 
quantify the economic effects on the commercial fisheries and recreation sectors, results in an 
inability to distinguish the economic effects among the alternatives. 

The IMPLAN is an economic model that is the best economic tool for analyzing the 
economic effects of the alternatives analyzed in this fmal environmental impact statement 
(FEIS). However--as with any tool of economic projection--even when quantified data is 
available for analysis, IMPLAN is not perfect. While exact numbers of various economic 
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measures are the outputs of the model, the results are not intended to be precise 
measurements. The projections from the model represent approximations of the economic 
future. 

The IMPLAN estimates income and employment change as the product of the demand 
changes (e.g., an alternative) and a multiplier. Estimating multipliers requires data and a 
description of the regional economy. The data are the national input-output matrices that 
show the dollar volume of transactions among industries and fmal demand. The national 
matrices are stepped down to the borough-and census-area level by using borough 
population and employment data and ratios of employment to output. The boroughs and 
census areas aggregated in this assessment are the Municipality of Anchorage, Kenai 
Peninsula Borough, Kodiak Island Borough, and the Valdez-Cordova Census Area. This 
area encompasses the EVOS area and the closest major economic center (Anchorage). The 
Municipality of Anchorage was included to ensure that the flow of goods and services in and 
out of the oil spill area is adequately accounted for in the IMPLAN economic model. 

The key assumptions in the IMPLAN economic assessment are as follows: each industry has 
an output, and this output does not experience short-term variation; there is a fixed formula 
for making commodities, and there can be no substitutions; there are only constant returns to 
scale (i.e., to make twice as much of something, all inputs are doubled); adjustments are 
instantaneous, and timeliness and technology do not change. 

Table 4-1 shows for each alterative the percent allocation of dollars for each restoration 
category (administration, monitoring, general restoration, and habitat protection) assumed for 
inputs into economic sectors of the IMPLAN economic model used for economic analysis. 
Taking Alternative 2 as an example, it is explained in Chapter 2 of this FEIS for Alternative 
2 that $564 million would be used to acquire and protect lands within the spill area, $31 
million would be spent on Monitoring and Research, and $25 million would be spent on 
Administration and Public Information. Following the percentage allocation in Table 4-1, of 
the $25 million to be spent on Administration and Public Information, 50 percent would be 
spent in the Federal Government sector of the economy and the other 50 percent would be 
spent in the state and local government sector of the economy. In a similar fashion, of the 
$31 spent on Monitoring and Research, 33 percent would be spent in the Federal 
Government sector, 34 percent in the state and local government sector, and 33 percent in the 
universities sector. In Alternative 2 no money would be spent on general restoration. Of the 
$564 million that would be spent on habitat protection, .5 percent would be spent in the real 
estate sector of the economy and 99.5 percent would be spent in the forestry sector of the 
economy. Landowners would receive substantial amounts of the Habitat Protection and 
Acquisition expenditures. Of the $564 received by landowners, landowners would spend it 
in the following economic sectors: 13 percent in investment in securities, 29 percent in 
construction, 29 percent in social services, and 29 percent by households which are 
shareholders in the landowning corporations. Allocations shown in Table 4-1 are made in a 
similar manner for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. The resulting dollar expenditures are allocated 
or input to the specified economic sectors of the IMPLAN economic model. The IMPLAN 
model, with its multipliers which link one sector to another, calculates the initial spending in 
a given sector to yield output in the original and other sectors of the economy. The results of 
the IMPLAN model are six measures of economic performance shown in a table for each of 
the alternatives. 

See Appendix D for a further description of the methodology of economic analysis. 
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This section incorporates discussion of the various aspects of cultural resources relating to 
(1) the physical remains of indigenous and historic inhabitants of the EVOS area·· the 
archaeological resources •• and (2) the values inherent in those remains for contemporary and 
future members of the public. Restoration actions are likely to be oriented toward physical 
remains because those were directly injured by the EVOS. The values of these remains for 
local communities, whose ancestors lived and are buried at some of these sites, would be 
addressed through actions relating to those remains. Archaeological sites and artifacts 
themselves are important kinds of cultural resources, but other cultural resources (such as 
stories associated with specific sites or artifact types, or traditional techniques used to 
construct traditional items) add immense value to objects that otherwise would provide 
limited insight and information. These other types of cultural resources may benefit from 
actions on archaeological remains, extending the positive impacts of the restoration efforts. 

The greater the degree to which local community members become involved in restoration 
of these resources, the more fully the restoration will be completed. Some actions may be 
carried out in local communities as a logical extension of projects accomplished on 
archaeological sites. While restoration of archaeological resources is important at the local 
level, it also is important to the cultural patrimony of Alaska and of the United States. In 
keeping with that importance, all projects will be completed in compliance with applicable 
historical and archaeological resource protection laws. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations defme cumulative effects as 
" ... the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, presel}~. and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (Federal, or non~ Federal) or person undertakes such actions. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 
over a period of time" ( 40 CFR 1508. 7). The discussions of cumulative effects on the 
various resources are based on the interrelationship of the alternatives with other major 
current and proposed projects and other conditions creating impacts. The projects 
considered were: 

Whittier road access 
Whittier harbor expansion 
Cordova road access 
Lower Cook Inlet oil development 
State of Alaska Cook Inlet oil development 
Yakutat oil development 
Tankeringfrom the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Terminal at Valdez 
Institute for Marine Science at Seward 
Docks and log transfer facilities 
Shepard Point harbor development (Cordova) 
Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline 
Childs Glacier recreation development 
Previously approved EVOS projects (Fiscal Years 1992-1994) 
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Percent Allocation of Restoration Expenditure by Economic 
Sector Assumed in Economic Analysis 

Restoration Alternatives 
Category/ 
Economic Sector 1 2 3 4 5 

Administration and 
Public Information 

Federal 
50% 50% 50% 50% 

Government 

State and Local 
50% 50% 50%. 50% 

Government 

Monitoring and 
Research 

Federal 
33% 33% 33% 33% Government 

State and Local 
34% 34% 34% 34% 

Government 

Universities 33% 33% 33% 33% 

General Restoration 

State and Local 
33% 33% 33% Government 

Fisheries Services 34% 34% 34% 

Construction 33% 33% 33% 

Habitat Protection and 
Acquisition 

Real Estate 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 

Forestry 99.5% 99.6% 99.7% 99.7% 

Restoration Reserve 

Banks 100% 

Respending by 
Landowners 

Securities 13% 13% 0% 0% 

Construction 29% 29% 40% 40% 

Social Services 29% 29% 40% 40% 

Household 
29% 29% 20% 20% Spending 
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Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGIDLE 

Intertidal Little or no 
organisms improvement in the 

resource's abilityto 
recover, or in the 
quality of its habitat. 
Little or no reduction 
in impacts from 
human interactions. 

Marine Little or no 
Mammals improvement in the 

resource's ability to 
recover, or in the 
quality of its habitat. 
Little or no reduction 
in impacts from 
human interactions. 

Birds Little or no change 
expected in 
population level, 
productivity rate, or 
sub-lethal injury. 

LOW 

Proposed restoration actions 
may reduce negative impacts 
from the spill or from some 
anticipated, or current, human 
activities. These reduced 
negative effects do not create an 
improvement in the ability of the 
injured population to recover 
either locally or regionally. 

Proposed restoration actions 
may reduce negative impacts 
from the spill or from some 
anticipated, or current, human 
activities. These reduced 
negative effects do not create an 
improvement in the ability of the 
injured population to recover 
either locally or regionally. 

Unlikely to affect regional 
recovery of population level, 
productivity rate, or sub-lethal 
injury, but may enhance 
recovery of local segment of 
population. 

MODERATE 

Proposed restoration actions have a 
high potential to reduce negative 
impacts from the spill or from 
anticipated, or current, human 
activities. These reduced negative 
effects could improve the ability of 
the injured population to recover more 
rapidly but measurable increases 
would only occur in localized areas. 

Proposed restoration actions have a 
high potential to reduce negative 
impacts from the spill or from 
anticipated, or current, human 
activities. These reduced negative 
effects could improve the ability of 
the injured population to recover more 
rapidly but measurable increases 
would only occur in localized areas. 

Likely to enhance to a measurable 
degree the regional recovery of 
population level, productivity rate, or 
to reduce sub-lethal injury, and may 
substantially enhance recovery oflocal 
segment of population. 

IDGH 

Proposed restoration 
actions have a high 
potential to change the 
ability of the injured 
population to recover, 
so that the expected 
time period to reach 
recovery is reduced on 
a regional basis. 

Proposed restoration 
actions have a high 
potential to change the 
ability of the injured 
population to recover, 
so that the expected 
time period to reach 
recovery is reduced on 
a regional basis. 

High probability of 
substantially enhancing 
population level, 
productivity rate, or for 
reducing sub-lethal 
injury throughout 
EVOS region. 
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Table 4-2 (cont.) 

Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGIBLE 

Fish Little or no increase or 
recovery of the injured 
resource sooner than 
by natural recovery; or, 
little or no protection 
of the habitat from 
disturbance. 

Cultural Little or no protection 
Resources for achaeological or 

historic sites; or little 
or no improvement of 
the 'understanding or 
appreciation of cultural 
resource values within 
the EVOS area. 

Subsistence Little or no change in 
populations of 
subsistence harvest 
species injured by 
EVOS; or small 
increase in confidence 
levels that subsistence 
users in affected 
communities have in 
lack of contamination 
in subsistence foods. 

LOW 

Unlikely or small increase or 
recovery of the injured 
resource sooner than by 
naturalrecovery;o~limited 
protection of the habitat from 
disturbance. 

Small increase in protection 
for archaeological or 
historic sites; or small 
improvement of the 
understanding or 
appreciation or cultural 
resource values in limited 
locations within the EVOS 
area. 

Small increase in 
populations of subsistence 
harvest species injured by 
the EVOS; or small increase 
in confidence levels that 
subsistence users in affected 
communities have in the lack 
of contamination in 
subsistence foods. Increases 
may be localized or 
throughout the EVOS area. 

MODERATE 

Moderate increase or partial 
recovery of the injured resource or 
service sooner than by natural 
recovery; or, high benefits in limited 
area( s ); or, moderate protection of 
the habitat from disturbance. 

Moderate increase in protection for 
achaeological or historic sites; or 
moderate improvement of the 
understanding or appreciation of 
cultural resoUrce values througout 
the EVOS area; or substantial 
improvement of the understanding 
or appreciation of cultural resource 
values in limited locations within 
the EVOS area. 

Moderate increase in populations of 
subsistence harvest species 
negatively affected by EVOS; or 
moderate increase in the confidence 
levels that subsistence users in 
affected communities have in the 
lack of contamination in subsistence 
foods throughout the EVOS area; or 
substantial increases in populations 
or confidence levels in localized 
areas. 

IDGH 

Recovery of the injured 
resource sooner than by 
natural recovery; or, 
recovery of the injured 
resource to a greater than 
pre-spill amounts; or, 
substantial protection of the 
habitat from disturbance. 

Substantial increase in 
protection for 
archaeological or historic 
sites; or substantial 
improvement of the 
understanding or 
appreciation of cultural 
resource values throughout 
the EVOS area. 

Substantial increase in 
populations of subsistence 
harvest species negatively 
affected by EVOS; or 
substantial increase in the 
confidence levels that 
subsistence users in affected 
communities have in the 
lack of contamination in 
subsistence foods 
throughout the EVOS area. 
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Table 4-2 (cont.) 

Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGffiLE 

Recreation Little or no change in 
&Tourism numbers of users, or on 

the quality of their 
experience. 

Wilderness Little or no reduction of 
residual EVOS oil and 
clean-up materials, no 
change in public 
perception of injury to 
Wilderness, and no 
change in wilderness 
character of designated 
Wilderness or adjacent 
wildlands. 

LOW 

Small increase in numbers of 
users, or small increase in 
protection or improvement of 
recreation quality in localized 
areas within the EVOS area. 

Small reduction of residual 
EVOS oil and clean-up 
materials, or small change in 
public perception of injury to 
Wilderness, or small change 
in wilderness character of 
designated Wilderness or 
adjacent wild lands. 

MODERATE 

Moderate increase in numbers of 
users, or moderate increase in 
protection Or improvement of 
recreation quality throughout the 
EVOS area~ or substantial increase 
in numbers of users or substantial 
improvement of recreation quality 
in localized areas within the EVOS 
area. 

Moderate reduction of residual 
EVOS oil and clean-up materials, 
or moderate change in public 
perception of injury to Wilderness, 
or moderate change in wilderness 
character of designated Wilderness 
or adjacent wild lands. 

IDGH 

Substantial increase in numbers 
of users, or substantial increase 
in protection or improvement 
of recreation quality throughout 
the EVOS area. 

Substatntial reduction of 
residual EVOS oil and clean-
up materials, or substantial 
change in public perception of 
injury to Wilderness, or major 
change in wilderness character 
of designated Wilderness or 
adjacent wild lands. 
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Table 4-2 (cont.) 

Definitions of Impact Levels 

Resource NEGLIGIBLE LOW MODERATE IDGH 

Commercial Little or no increase or Unlikely or small increase or Moderate increase or partial Recovery of the injured 
Fishing recovery of the injured recovery of the injured recovery of the injured service service sooner than by 

& service sooner than by service sooner than by sooner than by natural natural recovery; or. 
Sport natural recovery; or, natural recovery; or, limited recovery; or. high benefits in recovery of the injured 
Fishing little or no protection of protection of the habitat from limited area(s); or, moderate resource to a greater than 

the habitat from disturbance. protection of the habitat from pre-spill amounts; or. 
disturbance. disturbance. substantial proteCtion of the 

habitat from disturbance. 

Economy Barely measurable Less than a substantial Moderately substantial Very substantial 
contribution to contribution to employment contribution to employment contribution to employment 
employment and and economic output over a and economic output over a and economic output over a 
economic output over a 1 0-year period or longer. 1 0-year period or longer. 10-year period or longer. 
1 0-year period or 
longer. 
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4 
Environmental 
Consequences 

Alternative 1: 
No Action 

Introduction The No Action Alternative is required by CEQ guidelines to provide an understanding of 
what may occur if no actions are implemented to restore the injured resources to their pre
spill conditions. It is intended to be a forecast or projection of conditions from the present 
status of the injured resource and associated services to a future status if no actions are taken. 
It also provides additional background for analysis and comparison to forcast impacts from 
possible actions in other alternatives. In this FEIS, the No Action Alternative is what would 
happen to the resources and services injured by EVOS if no restoration actions were 
implemented. Because none of the civil settlement funds would be spent to aid recovery, the 
only actions undertaken within the spill area would be the result of normal agency 
management or private enterprise. For biological resources, recovery from oil spill injuries 
would be unaided (natural recovery) and could be complicated by other human activities that 
could cause further injuries or habitat loss. The recovery of other resources or services also 
may be influenced by other nondil spill-related actions. 

Biological Resources Impact on Intertidal Resources 

12 • 4 CHAPTER 

The intertidal zone was especially vulnerable to injury from the EVOS and from the 
subsequent cleanup operations. The oil spill caused population declines and sublethal 
injuries to the plants and animals of the intertidal zone. Portions of 1,500 miles of coastline 
were oiled (350 miles were heavily oiled), resulting in significant impacts to intertidal 
habitats, particularly in the upper intertidal zone. Direct oiling killed many organisms, but 
beach cleaning, particularly high-pressure, hot-water washing, had a devastating effect on 
intertidal life (Houghton, Lees, and Driskall, 1993). 

· Coastal habitat studies documented changes in many species of algae, invertebrates, and fish; 
the injuries were highly variable between species, regions, and habitats (Highsmith, Stekoll 
and Barber, 1993). For most of the intertidal zone, the effects of the oil spill were probably 
short term. Studies in 1992 and 1993 showed that many of the differences in habitats and 
organisms that were documented in 1989 and 1990 were recovered (Houghton, Lees, and 
Driskall, 1993; Highsmith, Stekoll and Barber, 1993). However, some areas had not yet 
begun to recover or were recovering very slowly. This was especially evident in the upper 1 
meter vertical drop (MVD) of sheltered rocky habitats where the algae Fucus gardneri is the 
dominant plant species (Highsmith, Stekoll and Barber, 1993; Highsmith et al., 1993; 
Houghton, Lees, and Driskall, 1993). This discussion focuses on the organisms and habitats 
that are the least likely to have recovered. 

Fucus 

This algae, or rockweed, is an important component of the upper intertidal zone because it 
provides food for many invertebrates, as well as shelter from predation and desiccation for 
many plants and animals (Highsmith et al., 1993). The oil spill and subsequent cleanup 
destroyed many of the plants in the upper meter and reduced the reproductive capacity of the 
adult plants that survived (Highsmith et al., 1993). These injuries were documented in all 
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regions of the spill area but were highly variable between tidal elevations and habitats 
(Highsmith, Stekoll and Barber, 1993). 

4 

The Herring Bay Experimental and Monitoring study (Highsmith et al., 1993) provided 
information on the recovery of plants and invertebrates in the intertidal zone. Recovery in the 
upper intertidal appears to depend on the return of adult Fucus in large numbers to this zone. 
In the absence of a well-developed canopy of adult plants, eggs and developing propagules of 
Fucus lack sufficient moisture and shelter to survive. Existing adult plants act as centers for 
the expansion of the community. Fucus plants in the sample sites were estimated to take 3 
to 4 years to become fully mature. Because eggs generally settle within 0.5 m of the parent 
plant, the Herring Bay study estimated that Fucus communities are able to expand at a rate of 
0.5 m every 3 to 4 years (Highsmith et al., 1993). It is unknown how these results would 
vary in areas outside ofHerring Bay where habitat conditions differ. 

Limpets, Barnacles, and Other Invertebrates 

The recovery of limpets, barnacles, and other invertebrates also is linked to the recovery of 
rockweed. Because there were no baseline data for intertidal communities, the exact 
composition of the community structure is unknown. Full recovery, based on the community 
structure of comparable nonoiled sites, of the intertidal community may take more than a 
decade because it may take several years for some invertebrate species to return after Fucus 
has recolonized an area. 

Mussels 

The oil spill injured mussels throughout the EVOS area. Coastal habitat studies documented 
changes in the presence of large mussels and in total biomass of mussel communities 
between oiled and nonoiled areas (Highsmith et al., 1993, and Highsmith, Stekoll and 
Barber, 1993). Oil was found in the sediments beneath mussels (Rounds et al., 1993) and 
hydrocarbons were identified in mussel tissues (Babcock et al., 1993). Mussels occur in 
loose aggregations attached to intertidal rocks, or in dense aggregations (mussel beds) over 
pea gravel and silt sediments. Because mussels form a dense matt over the sediments and 
rocks, oil that was trapped beneath the mussels was not exposed to weathering and still 
remains toxic. Feasibility studies to develop techniques to clean the sediments beneath 
mussel beds are under way in the EVOS area. The results of these studies are still 
preliminary but suggest it may be possible to clean the mussel beds without destroying the 
community. 

In this alternative, no further attempts would be made to clean mussel beds. It is not known 
how long the trapped oil would remain toxic. Because mussels are an important prey 
species for many other organisms--including sea otters, harlequin ducks, and black 
oystercatchers that were injured by the spill--it is possible that the trapped oil will be a 
continuing source of contamination to the coastal ecosystem in the EVOS area. The 
consequences of this source of contamination is unknown; however, mussel beds are known 
to be one of several locations where Exxon Valdez oil still may be transmitted into the 
environment. For instance, oil also is trapped beneath mussel aggregations that are not 
classified as "mussel beds". No techniques have been proposed that would clean these areas 
without killing the mussels. 
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Clams 

Marginal declines in clam populations were noted in 1989. Native littleneck and butter 
clams were impacted both by oiling and cleanup, particularly high-pressure, hot-water 
washing. Littleneck clams transplanted to oiled areas in 1990 grew significantly less than 
those transplanted to nonoiled sites. Reduced growth rates were recorded at oiled sites in 
1989, but not in 1991 (EVOS Trustee Council, November 1993), suggesting that the effects 
of the spill on growth rates were diminishing. Is has been suggested that the availability of 
substrates suitable for clams were reduced as a consequence of cleanup activities (EVOS 
Trustee Council, December 1993). 

The magnitude of measured differences in the abundance of clams varied with the degree of 
oiling and geographic area. On sheltered beaches, the data on abundance of clams in the 
lower intertidal zone suggest that littleneck clams and, to a lesser extent, butter clams were 
significantly affected by the spill (EVOS Trustee Council, November 1993). During the 
1993 public meetings, people throughout the oil spill area, but especially in Kodiak and 
Alaska Peninsula communities, said they still are fmding clam beds that are contaminated 
with oil (EVOS Trustee Council, August 1993). Clams are an important resource for 
subsistence and recreational use _within the oil spill area, and they are preyed upon by a wide 
variety of other resources. 

Conclusions 

With the exception of certain habitats and specific organisms, the intertidal zone has largely 
recovered from the effects ofEVOS. Fucus and the organisms associated with the rockweed, 
still have not recovered in the upper intertidal zone, and many mussel beds are still 
contaminated with oil. With no intervention, it may take over a decade before the algal based 
communities resemble the prespill condition. The oil that is trapped beneath mussels is 
likely to remain unweathered for many years. The consequences of the presence of these 
sources of relatively fresh oil are unknown, but they may have negative impacts on other 
organisms that rely on mussels for prey. 

Impact on Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seals 

Harbor seals are protected from commercial harvesting, harassment, and indiscriminate 
killing by the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMP A). Traditional subsistence 
harvest by Alaska Natives is exempted from the MMP A The MMP A also allows for some 
loss from incidental take by commercial fishermen. 

Harbor seal populations have responded to the protection that outlawed indiscriminate killing 
and commercial harvesting by increasing in many parts of their range (Harvey et al., 1990). 
Documented rates of increase have been as high as 22 percent per year (5-22% range) 
(Stewart et al., 1988;Harvey, Brown, and Mate, 1990; Olesiuk, Bigg, and Ellis, 1990). 
Most of these increases have been from populations that were exploited prior to the MMP A 
and show a response to reduced mortality. There have been no long-term studies to 
document changes· to harbor seal populations as a result of oil spills (Stewart, Y ochem, and 
Jehl, 1992) or from other habitat perturbations. 
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In contrast to harbor seal populations in other areas, seals in the central and western regions 
of the Gulf of Alaska have been declining since the mid-1970's (Pitcher, 1990). Population 
trend indices, based on counts at haulout sites, have shown a drastic decline (about 85%) in 
the population near Tugidak Island, in the Kodiak Archipelago. Similar declines, 
approximately 11 percent per year since 1984, were documented in Prince William Sound 
prior to the oil spill. Why these populations show decreases when other populations are 
increasing puzzles scientists and complicates understanding the effects and potential recovery 
from the Exxon Valdez oil spill. 

Subsistence harvest and interactions with commercial fisheries (e.g., entanglement and 
drowning in gear, or through being shot to protect catch) may be contributing to the decline . 
but are not thought to be the cause (Pitcher, 1990; Frost and Lowry, 1993). Records of 
subsistence harvest at Tatitlek and Chenega Bay, the two largest seal harvesting communities 
in Prince William Sound, have been gathered only intermittently; but from April 1 ~90 to 
March 1991, 133 seals were harvested (ADF&G Division of Subsistence, unpublished data). 
This represents approximately 5 percent of the population counted during molting surveys 
(Loughlin, 1992, in Frost and Lowry, 1993). Although this level of harvest is unlikely to 
cause the decline in seal numbers, any additional mortality may slow recovery. 

Interactions between harbor seals and commercial fisheries also may affect the recovery of 
the seal population. Seals .can become entangled and drown in lost gear, or they may become 
injured or killed as fishermen attempt to protect their catch and nets. In 1990 and 1991, a 
marine mammal observer program documented interactions between the Prince William 
Sound salmon driftnet fishery and harbor seals. The results showed that although encounters 
were frequent, the number of harbor seals injured or killed were low (Wynne, Hicks, and 
Munro, 1992). Because this study focused on only one of the fisheries operating in the 
Sound, and because the sample size of documented injuries and death was very small, it is 
impossible to predict total interactions between seals and the commercial fisheries in Prince 
William Sound. However, the study does indicate' that interactions with commercial fisheries 
within Prince William Sound are unlikely to be the cause of the long-term decline in the local 
seal population. 

Disturbance has been documented as adversely affecting harbor seals and other pinnipeds in 
other parts of their range (Allen, et al., 1984; Esipenko, 1986; Johnson, et al., 1989). These 
studies have shown that the greatest impacts from disturbances are at haulout sites during 
pupping and molting. During pupping, disturbance can result in higher pup mortality caused 
by abandonment, or from being crushed as the adults panic and return to the water (Johnson, 
1977). The greatest disturbance is caused when people walk near or through haulout sites 
(Johnson, et al., 1989), but disturbance also can be caused by low-flying aircraft and by boats 
that approach too close to the haulouts. Within the EVOS area, there have been no studies to 
document the amount or effects of disturbance. Without these data, it is impossible to 
determine if current activities, or activities likely to occur in the future, will hamper the 
recovery of the population. However, it is reasonable to assume that increasing disturbance 
at haulouts used for pupping and molting could cause additional stress and mortality. 

The Exxon Valdez oil spill killed an estimated 300 harbor seals from the Prince William 
Sound population. Recent population-trend counts indicate that the population may be 
stabilizing from the long-term decline (Frost et al., in press); however, until the population 
begins to increase, it will be impossible to predict how long it will take the population to 
recover. In Prince William Sound, there are at least three possible ways to defme recovery 
from the oil spill for the local harbor seal populations. 
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- Recovery could occur when the population has increased by 300 individuals (to 
compensate for the 300 lost in the oil spill) in the oiled areas. 

- Recovery could occur when the population has returned to its 1970's levels of abundance. 
This would show recovery not only from the spill, but also whatever was causing the 
long-term decline. 

- Recovery could occur when the trend in population is similar to those of nonoiled areas. 

There are no data on injury in other regions of the oil spill area, although oiled seals were 
observed, and the impacts on harbor seals in these areas are unknown. However, recent 
trend counts near Tugidak Island (vicinity of Kodiak Island) give no indication that the long
term decline is abating (Frost and Lowry, in press). Until research is conducted to determine 
what is causing the long-term decline, or until monitoring shows that the populations are 
increasing, any estimates of recovery will be speculative. 

Conclusions 

At this time, there is too little information available to predict when the populations within 
the EVOS area will recover. Recovery is unknown for all regions of the spill area. 

Sea Otters 

Sea otters are expected to eventually recover to prespill numbers in all regions of the spill 
area. The amount of time needed before the populations have recovered from the effects of 
the spill will vary between regions because the level of injury differed greatly between areas. 
Approximately 1,000 carcasses were recovered throughout the oil spill area in 1989, but the 
largest numbers were collected from western Prince William Sound. As the oil moved 
farther from Prince William Sound, fewer sea otters apparently died from direct oiling. 
Because sea otters in Prince William Sound experienced the highest mortality, the 
subsequent Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) studies focused on Prince 
William Sound. There are no data on recovery or the current status of sea otters in other 
regions of the spill area; although surveys in 1989 could not document any population loss 
(Ballachey and Bodkin, pers. comm.). For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the 
oiled portions of the Prince William Sound population represent the worse-case scenario for 
populations throughout the spill area. 

Damage assessment studies in 1990 through 1992 indicated higher than usual mortality in 
prime aged animals (Monson, 1993), --which typically is the age group least susceptible to 
mortality. It also was apparent that young sea otters just weaned from their mothers were 
not surviving well (Monnett and·Rotterman, 1992). The causes ofthese continuing signs of 
injury are unknown, but one hypothesis is that the sea otters are continuing to be exposed to 
oil through their prey. In 1997 and 1993, the prime aged mortality rates were closer to 
normal (Ballachey and Bodkin, pers. comm., 1994). The weanling survival rates were 
improving but still were different than in the nonoiled areas of the Sound (Ballachey and 
Bodkin, pers. comm., 1994). 

There are several ways to defme recovery for the injured sea otter populations. For the 
purposes of this FEIS, sea. otters will have recovered when the populations in the oiled 
portions of the EVOS area have returned to their prespill numbers with no unusual additional 
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mortality. For Prince William Sound, recovery will occur when the population in the western 
sound has recovered the 2,500 (approximately) individuals estimated to have been lost from 
the spill (Garrott, Eberhardt, and Bum, 1993). 

Once the sea otter population begins to increase in the oiled area, the rate of recovery 
depends on the growth rate of the injured population and on the number of sea otters that 
move into the oiled areas from the nearby unoiled regions (immigration rate) or vice versa 
(emigration rate). The population growth rate for sea otters depends largely on the size of 
the existing population and on the condition of the habitat and the available prey. Sea otters 
are notorious for altering their habitat thr<;>ugh heavy predation on certain prey species 
(K vitek et al., 1989; Riedman and Estes, 1990). In the absence of sea otters, prey species 
such as sea urchins, crabs, and clams become plentiful again. Sea otters were exterminated 
from much of their historic range, including most of the EVOS area, from overharvesting for 
their fur. Over the last century, they have recolonized many parts of their historic range. 

Research has shown that when sea otters move into an area with abundant prey, they can 
increase their population by as much as 20 percent per year (Estes, 1990). For sea otter 
populations already established in an area like Prince William Sound, it is reasonable to 
assume that the growth rate would be less than the theoretical maximum of 20 percent. For 
any population growth to occur, the habitat must be able to support more sea otters. None of 
the NRDA or restoration research studies have specifically examined the carrying capacity of 
the oiled areas for sea otters; however, studies of the subtidal and mid- to lower intertidal 
zones are encouraging and suggest that portions of these important areas are on their way 
towards recovery (Highsmith et al., December 1993). 

The immigration and emigration rate of sea otters to and from nonoiled areas also will 
influence the recovery of the injured sea otter population. Because the boundaries of the spill 
area extend beyond the areas immediately oiled, there are populations of sea otters within the 
spill area that were not directly affected by the oil spill and that may help to recolonize the 
oiled areas. Based on information from a telemetry study of female and weanling sea otters in 
Prince William Sound, there were no signs of movements between oiled (western Prince 
William Sound) and nonoiled (eastern Prince William Sound) areas (Monnett and Rotterman, 
1992). Hinchinbrook Entrance is a deep-water area with strong tidal fluxes and may serve as 
a substantial barrier for migrating sea otters (Monnett and Rotterman, 1992). This analysis 
assumes that the patterns also apply to the movements of male sea otters and that the 
immigration rate equals the emigration rate and will, therefore, be zero. 

Another factor that will influence the rate of recovery is the level of subsistence harvest. 
Although sea otters are protected from commercial harvest and harassment under the 
MMP A, there is an exemption that allows for subsistence harvest by AlaskaN atives. At this 
time, reported subsistence harvest of sea otters within the spill area is fairly low but is 
increasing throughout the area. Sea otters are not harvested for food, but some are harvested 
to use their fur for subsistence, crafts, and artwork. In the mid-1980's, a ruling broadened the 
interpretation of what types of products could be made from sea otter pelts and increased the 
list of products that could be sold. After this ruling, sea otter harvests increased significantly. 
Within the oil spill area, records of reported sea otter harvests showed that before the ruling 
( 1972 to 1987), approximately 250 sea otters were harvested in 14 communities within the 
spill area. Records for 1988 through 1993 show that the harvest increased to approximately 
700 animals for the spill area (USFWS, unpublished data). 
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So what type of an estimate of recovery can be made for sea otters in Prince William Sound? 
Current estimates of the number of sea otters that died as a result of the oil spill in the 
western portion of Prince William Sound range between 2,000 and 3,000 (Garrot, Eberhardt, 
and Bum, 1993). For purposes of illustration, assume a constant growth rate that can be as 
high as 10 percent or as low as 2 percent and that the subsistence harvest remains low; then, 
regaining the 2,500 individuals lost could take from 7 to 35 years. There are no signs that the 
population in the western Sound is beginning to increase; therefore, the 7- to 35-year 
estimates are delayed until the population shows signs of increasing. These estimates assume 
that the subsistence harvest remains low in the affected areas. If harvest rates rise 
substantially in the oiled areas, then the recovery estimates based on a 10-percent growth rate 
are unlikely, and it is possible that the more conservative estimate of35 years would be 
extended. 

Sea otters in other regions of the oil spill area are believed to have suffered lower mortality 
than sea otters in Prince William Sound. For the Kenai Peninsula, the highest mortality 
estimates are approximately 500 individuals (DeGange et al., 1993). Based on a population 
of approximately 2,200 and the same assumptions used for Prince William Sound, the 
recovery estimates would vary between 3 and 12 years. For Kodiak and the Alaska 
Peninsula, it is reasonable to assume that once populations begin to increase, which already 
may have begun, they will return to their prespill populations more quickly. 

Conclusions 

Assuming moderate growth rates, a low immigration rate, and that the subsistence level 
remains negligible, sea otters in Prince William Sound could recover in 7 to 35 years after 
the population begins to increase. For other regions in the EVOS area, the populations 
should return to their prespilllevels in less time. 

Impact on Birds 

Harlequin Duck 

July surveys of post spill harlequin duck populations in Prince William Sound have shown 
significantly higher numbers since the spill than indicated by surveys in the 1970's and 
1980's. Regardless, a substantial portion of the harlequin duck population was killed by the 
EVOS, populations remains depressed in the spill zone compared with the nonoiled zone, 
and there still is little evidence of breeding in the spill zone. Not acquiring upland habitat 
possibly would put nesting habitat at risk from logging or other development, thus further 
assaulting the injured population. Oil is still buried in the sediments beneath several mussel 
beds in the oiled areas. Cleaning these mussel beds would not happen under this alternative, 
resulting in possible continuing ~ublethal injury. Harlequin duck populations need to be 
monitored at regular intervals to determine their recovery status, but monitoring would cease 
under this alternative 

Conclusions 

In the short term through 1995, populations likely will remain at 1990 - 1993 levels in both 
oiled and nonoiled areas. However, if reproductive failure continues in harlequin ducks in 
the oiled area, natural mortality would cause the population to decrease. No measures to 
restore the injured harlequin duck population would be taken, nor would the status of the 
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injured population be known. The long-term effects of this alternative would possibly be a 
loss of critical nesting habitat in forested riparian habitat and subsequent reduction of 
reproduction capacity in the EVOS area. 

Murres 

Under this alternative, restoration measures to replace common murres lost to the EVOS 
would not be taken, nor would possible measures be taken to eliminate disturbance that may 
impede reproduction at injured colonies. Murre populations and productivity need to be 
monitored regularly to determine their recovery status, but such monitoring would be unlikely 
under this alternative. 

Common murres reproduced nonnally at the Barren Islands in 1992 and 1993, but 
population levels have shown little sign of recovery. The earliest that post-EVOS young 
from the Barren Islands may reproduce is 1995, and the population should therefore start 
growing slowly in 1995 or 1996 as young birds begin joining the breeding population. 
Immigration of young murres from colonies not affected by the EVOS would accelerate 
population recovery over natural productivity at the colony. However, it seems unlikely that 
immigration would add much to natural population recovery. 

Conclusions 

Over the long term, this alternative could take the Barren Islands' population 20 to 80 years 
to recover fully. Over a 16-year period, murre populations at Cape Lisburne in the Chukchi 
Sea increased by a magnitude that is as large as the difference between pre- and post-spill 
counts in the Barrens (Roseneau, oral comm., 1994). 

Pigeon Guillemot 

Numbers of pigeon guillemots had declined throughout Prince William Sound - from about 
15,000 birds in the 1970's- up to the time of the EVOS. Population estimates since the spill 
indicate a continued depressed pigeon guillemot population in the spill area compared with 
the nonoiled area. Pigeon guillemot populations and productivity need to be monitored at 
regular intervals to determine their recovery status, but this will not occur under this 
alternative. 

Guillemot colonies occur in a narrow zone immediately adjacent to tidewater in steep, rocky 
habitat. If development of a type that could possibly interfere with normal breeding at a 
guillemot colony were to occur in this zone, recovery of the injured guillemot population 
could be impeded to some degree. However, guillemots sometimes nest in and near man
made structures, so coastal development would not necessarily mean the demise of a given 
colony. However, there is little information about the effects of specific kinds of 
development on guillemot colonies. Also, the lack of predator control under this alternative 
may result in predators such as northwestern crows and mink helping to keep the population 
depressed, thus slowing recovery of the injured pigeon guillemot population. 

Conclusions 

The short-term effects of this alternative on the injured pigeon guillemot population in Prince 
William Sound through 1995 are expected to be negligible. Expected effects outside of 
Prince William Sound are unknown. The local population at Naked Island may continue to 
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decrease slowly on the short term, but on the long tenn through 2001, the guillemot 
population for all of Prince William Sound should stabilize or slowly increase. This 
alternative would have a low-negative overall effect on recovery of the pigeon guillemot 
population. 

Marbled Myrrelet 

The EVOS directly killed an estimated 8,400 marbled murrelets, although studies that 
detected reduced populations of other bird species in the oiled zone compared with the 
nonoiled zone did not detect a similar reduction in marbled murrelet numbers. Numbers of 
marbled murrelets had declined from the 1970's up to the time of the EVOS, although July 
population estimates since the spill indicate that the Sound-wide population may be 
stabilizing, and counts at Naked Island are now similar to pre spill levels. 

Clear-cut logging of private land has reduced potential murrelet nesting habitat in the EVOS 
area. Following are available timber harvest data from the EVOS area (AS-DNR, Divsion of 
Forestry, via Land Records Information Section, writtem comm., 1994): 

Afognak Island (through 1993): 
Cordova Region (inland, through 93): 
Port Fidalgo (through Aug. 1994): 
Montague I. (through Aug. 1994 ): 

Approx. 23,500 acres 
Approx. 4,000 acres 
Approx. 6,800 acres 
Approx. 1,300 acres 

An immature marbled murrelet was found on the floor of old growth forest above Patton Bay 
in July 1987 (Kuletz, oral cornm., 1994 ), confirming breeding of marbled murrelets there. 
Continued development of private l~d will possibly put additional segments of the murre let 
population at risk, thus further assaulting the injured Prince William Sound murrelet 
population. 

Conclusions 

Two factors make it difficult to estimate the overall effect of :future logging on murrelets in 
the EVOS zone that may occur under this alternative: 1. Knowledge of murrelets' use of 
different types of old growth forest, and their use of nest sites on the ground, is extrmemly 
limited; 2. The preceding factor translates to a very limited knowledge about murre lets' use of 
specific parcels being considered for acquisition. These factors, along with not knowing the 
amount of logging that may actually take place, makes estimating the effects of this 
alternative quite tenuous. However, projected logging with the accompanying loss of nesting 
habitat, would likely have a very high negative long term effect on local populations, and a 
moderate to high negative effect on the injured murrelet population for the EVOS area as a 
whole. 

Impact on Fish 

Pink Salmon 

If actions are not implemented to restore or rehabilitate populations of injured pink salmon 
resources in the EVOS area, this' resource will recover to prespilllevels or stabilize at a new 
level only because of natural processes of time and because of a continuation of normal 
resource management activities by the responsible agencies. Monitoring studies and 

'•· 



Environmental 
Consequences 4 

activities would not be perlormed to document the rate, level, or time of recovery. The long
term natural recovery of pink sa\ffion to prespill conditions or a new stable condition will 
require an estimated 20 years (EVOS Trustee Council, April1993). This amounts to 10 
generations of pink salmon. 

Wild stocks of pink salmon populaions, however, may never fully recover to prespill 
conditions. Wild stocks that spawned in oiled streams had significantly greater egg mortality 
than stocks that spawned in nonoiled streams (Bue et al, 1993). Contrary to expectations, 
these differences have continued to persist and it was determined that stocks that had 
spawned in oiled habitat have developed an inheritable character that reduces egg survival. 
This increase in egg mortality, along with other environmental factors, may have resulted in a 
decline of the entire pink salmon run in Prince William Sound in 1991 and 1992 ofless than 
2 percent (Geiger et al., 1994) to as much as 10 perent (Spies, 1994). It is likely that the 
genetic damage will persist for some time in the population. 

According to Alternative 1, habitat protection for this resource will rely only on those 
measures that are included as part of the normal planning and permitting activities of State 
and Federal agencies (Appendix C). Any potential developmental activities that may be 
proposed on either private or public lands must be reviewed as part of the permitting process 
before it is allowed to proceed. Although this affords substantial protection for anadromous 
streams and coastal waters, the protection is incomplete and various activities may occur 
outside a prescribed buffer zone that may result in a degradation offish spawning or rearing 
habitat and, consequently, have a negative impact on fish populations. Thus, without habitat 
protection and acquisition, or other restoration actions it is likely that the fish populations 
will suffer a long-term decline and may never recover to prespill conditions. 

Conclusions 

No changes are expected within one lifecycle. Long-term recovery of the injured pink 
salmon resource is expected to require approximately 20 years (10 generations), however, 
the recovery of wild stocks may never recover to 100 per cent of the prespill population 
(EVOS Trustee Council, April1993). Because of the inheritable changes in egg survival, it 
is likely that there will be some reduction of the population of pink salmon within Prince 
William Sound (Geiger et al., 1995; Spies, 1994). Fortunately, this reduction is not 
expected throughout the entire EVOS area. Wherever spawning habitat may become 
reduced as a result of developmental activities, however, pink salmon populations will be 
further affected. 

Sockeye Salmon 

If actions are not implemented to restore or rehabilitate injured populations of sockeye 
salmon, recovery will be slow, aided only by natural processes and very conservative 
management activities of the responsible agency. Monitoring studies would occur only as 
part of the normal annual monitoring activities of the management agencies. In the Kenai 
River drainage and Akalura Lake, on Kodiak Island, recovery will occur only after the 
zooplankton populations have recovered and the sockeye salmon :fry populations have 
become reestablished at prespilllevels without any other complications (Burgner, 1991 ). 
This long-term natural recovery rate may have begun and may be completed within 10 years 
(2 generations), or it may require as much as 50 years (10 generations) (EVOS Trustee 
Council, Aprill993). 
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Although the exact mechanism that caused these injuries to sockeye salmon are not fully 
understood, it is clear that there }Vas an overescapement of spawners into these drainages in 
1989 because of the oil spill. Observations suggest that the unusually large number of 
spawners produced unusually large numbers of young sockeye salmon that overpopulated 
their lake-rearing habitat. The available food was not sufficient to meet the needs of the :fish 
and fewer fiy were able to survive their :first winter in the lakes. This resulted in a smaller 
number of smolts that migrated to the ocean. The estimated smolt production in the Kenai 
River system was 30,000,000 in 1989,6,000,000 in 1990, 2,500,000 in 1992 and 1993, and 
fewer than 1,000,000 in 1993. The forecasted returns of adult sockeye salmon in 1994 and 
1995 are not expected to achieve spawning escapement needs (Geiger et al., 1995; Spies, 
1994 ). Although a lowered escapement will result in a lower fry production which, in turn, 
will allow the population of food organisms to recover, it will likely also result in lowered 
escapements by future generations of sockeye salmon as well. 

According to this alternative, there will be no effort to increase normal :fisheries management 
capabilities. Consequently, the management approach will be conservative; and,not only will 
it take longer to verifY if recovery is achieved, but it will be more difficult as well. 

In addition, according to Alternative 1, habitat protection for this resource will rely only on 
those measures that are included as part of the normal planning and permitting activities of 
State and Federal agencies (Appendix C). Any potential developmental activities that may 
be proposed on either private or public lands must be reviewed as part of the permitting 
process before it is allowed to proceed. Although this affords substantial protection for 
anadromous streams and coastal waters, the protection is incomplete and various activities 
may occur outside a prescribed li>uffer zone that may result in a degradation offish spawning 
or rearing habitat and, consequently, have a negative impact on :fish populations. Thus, 
without habitat protection and acquisition, or other restoration actions it is likely that the :fish 
populations will suffer some long-term decline and may never recover to prespill conditions. 

Conclusions 

No recovery can be expected to accrue in one Iifecycle, but a long-term recovery may be 
expected within 10 to 50 years and it is reasonable to expect that the injured populations may 
recover to prespill conditions (EVOS Trustee Council, April 1993). However, there also is a 
moderate risk that the prey populations of zooplankton and predator populations of sockeye 
salmon fiy may never achieve the same balance of prespill conditions or that some habitat 
degradation may occur because of developmental activities. 

Pacific Herring 

If there are no actions implemented to improve the injured Pacific herring populations, 
recovery to prespill conditions can occur only through long-term natural processes and 
normal conservative :fishery management approaches by the responsible agency. Although 
sublethal impacts by the oil have been documented, it still is unclear if the population has 
been injured because Pacific herring have a long generation time, complex population 
dynamics, and a widely fluctuating natural population (Brady et al., 1991 ). In addition, there 
is evidence that the oil may have affected their reproductive capability and the oil is 
implicated in an outbreak of a virus in the Prince William Sound Pacific herring population 
(Spies, 1994). Although Pacific herring runs in 1992 and 1993 (and again in 1994) were 
low, it still is uncertain if this was caused by the impact of the oil; however, only about 5 to 
10-percent of the Pacific herring spawning areas were affected (Spies, 1994). 



Social and Economic 
Impacts 

Environmental 
Consequences 4 

According to this alternative, there will be no effort to increase normal fisheries management 
capabilities; consequently, the management approach will be conservative and it will take 
longer to verify if recovery is achieved. In addition, according to this alternative, habitat 
protection for this resource will depend only on those measures that are included as part of 
the normal planning and permitting activities of State and Federal agencies (Appendix C). 
Any potential developmental activities that may be proposed on either private or public lands 
must be reviewed as part of the permitting process before it is allowed to proceed. Although 
this affords substantial protection for anadromous streams and coastal waters, the protection 
is incomplete and various activities may occur outside a prescribed buffer zone t'lat may 
result in a degradation offish spawning or rearing habitat and, consequently, have a negative 
impact on fish populations. Thus, without habitat protection and acquisition, or other 
restoration actions it is likely that the :fish populations will suffer some long-term decline and 
may never recover to prespill conditions. 

Conclusions 

No improvements are expected to accrue within one life- cycle. The long-term recovery of 
Pacific herring is unknown because, although there is evidence to suggest that the EVOS had 
an effect on Pacific herring reproduction, it is not possible to blame their population declines 
solely on the oil spill (Spies, 1994). Ultimately, however, some spawning groups may not 
recover to prespill conditions and some can be expected to recover sooner than others. 

Arcbaeologjcai/Cyltural Resources 

Injury to cultural resources resulted from oiling, from cleanup activities, and from post 
cleanup activities. Physical damage to archaeological and historic sites occurred through 
erosion, looting, and vandalism, all of which were exacerbated by the response to the oil 
spill. This damage is ongoing at some locations and will continue unless specific types of 
actions are taken. It is estimated that the oil spill area contains between 2,600 and 3,137 
cultural properties, including 1 ,287 known archaeological sites as recorded by the Alaska 
Heritage Resources Survey. The extent of damage to 24 sites has been documented and can 
serve as a base from which to infer the trajectory of site degradation should the No Action 
Alternative be selected. The exact number of injured archaeological sites is unknown, but 
estimates suggest that 113 sites were damaged. Damage to the cultural heritage values 
associated with archaeological and historical sites is hard to measure, and no assessment data 
is available. It is assumed here that restoration actions that address damage to archaeological 
and historical sites also will assist in recovery of cultural heritage values damaged by the 
spill. 

Archaeological and historical sites cannot recover in the same sense as biological species or 
organisms. They represent a category offmite, nonrenewable resources. Their importance 
was emphasized in over 100 public comments received from throughout the State of Alaska. 

The effects of oil on carbon for radiocarbon dating remains uncertain. Archaeologists will 
remain leery of dates obtained from oiled sites without further research on these effects. 
Destruction of any part of the archaeological record for the area is of serious concern simply 
because the importance of individual parts has not been established. Besides the artifacts and 
archaeological associations lost through these injuries, the loss of cultural properties has a 
deleterious effect on local communities and the cultural patrimony of the Nation. The Native 
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peoples ofPrince William Sound, the Kenai Peninsula, the Kodiak Archipelago, and the 
Alaska Penitisula see these sites·as a tangible connection to their ancestral heritage. Among 
these sites are burial areas where the human remains and associated objects remain an impor
tant cultural and spiritual link between contemporary people and their ancestors. To lose 
these sites affects the connection these people have with the past, their sense of cultural 
continuity, and their community cohesiveness. Losing these sites also would be an affront to 
the Nation's spirit of religious protection, historic preservation, and archaeological 
knowledge as expressed in numerous laws and their implementing regulations. 

In their current state, cultural properties in the spill area are in danger of vandalism, looting, 
and erosion. Erosion destroys the context by which archaeologists identify, classify, and 
explain sites, sometimes leaving only a few artifacts as clues. This has resulted largely from 
disturbance to vegetation that stabilizes deposits exposed to the ocean or streams. These 
exposed artifacts are then subject to weathering. Casual visitors or looters may destroy or 
collect these artifacts. Exposure of artifacts also may spark the interest of visitors otherwise 
unaware of archaeological remains at a site, prompting unpermitted and damaging digging 
or collecting. 

Vandalism already has seriously affected some sites. Key diagnostic artifacts have been 
illegally taken, ancient burial sites have been violated, and potholes dug by looters have 
destroyed critical evidence contained in the layered sediments. The extent of the vandalism 
as compared with the effect of the oil spill response on cultural resources has been 
determined only in a few cases, but it is documented that vandalism is a serious threat to 
cultural properties. 

Should the No Action Alternative be selected, injuries will not be repaired to any degree 
through stabilization of eroding sites, nor would eroded artifacts be removed, restored (if 
oiled), and stored in an appropriate facility. Sites and artifacts would not be protected from 
further injury from looting and vandalism. The actual extent of damage would not be known 
because no monitoring would be done. Sites would not be excavated to retrieve scientific 
and cultural knowledge before irreparable damage resulted. 

Short-term effects would be negligible, since change in site condition would be gradual. 
Within I 0 years and beyond, increased public knowledge of site locations (knowledge spread 
because of the oil spill response) may escalate the level oflooting and vandalism. For the 
purposes of this analysis, 10 years will be considered long-term because the available 
information does not allow for reasonable estimates of effects beyond that time. In the long 
term, of all or part of at least 24 sites are likely to be damaged or destroyed. The estimated 
long-term effects of this alternative are expected to extend to beyond the estimated 113 sites 
already damaged because of increased knowledge of site location. Also, a documented 
increase in numbers of recreational and tourist visitors will translate to increased impacts on 
sites, whether or not such impacts are intentional. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: Negligible. No immediate changes to the condition of 
arch~eological resources would take place, and changes are 
expected to be gradual. 



Long-term effects: 

Subsistence Uses 

Environmental 
Consequences 4 

Low Negative. The proposed action may cause continued lack of 
protection of archaeological resources, resulting in damage to 
several sites. 

If no projects are funded that would facilitate either (1) the recovery of species on which 
subsistence users depend or (2) the recovery of subsistence users' confidence in the lack of 
health risk associated with subsistence use, present trends in subsistence use will continue. 
In the short tenn, the effect of this alternative would be negligible. The level of subsistence 
harvest, as measured in pounds per person, would continue rising to, or beyond, prespill 
levels in some communities. Because of a lack of restoration actions, harvest levels would 
remain below prespilllevels in other communities, with the Native villages of Tatitlek, 
Chenega Bay, and Ouzinki at most risk of continued lowered harvest levels. Under this 
alternative, lands in the spill area that now provide important habitat for some subsistence 
species (such as salmon, seals, and clams) would remain unprotected from extractive 
activities (such as logging), or other developments. Should those activities happen in 
environmentally sensitive areas, the resulting degradation of habitat may cause additional 
instability in the populations of species important for subsistence, possibly leading eventually 
to reduced populations of target species and reduced levels of subsistence activities. This 
would be a long-term high-level negative effect. Long term, for the purposes of this analysis, 
is considered 10 years because present information does not allow a reasonable projection of 
conditions beyond that length of time. 

A major long-term effect of this alternative to subsistence use would be the likely continued 
uncertainty of the safety of subsistence foods. There is a persisting fear of remaining 
contamination in traditional foods. This may cause continued stress to community members 
and further degradation of subsistence lifestyle as younger people ( 1) are not taught the 
methods and attitudes that accompany subsistence activities and (2) become more dependent 
on imported foods. 

Even if species on which subsistence users depend were to recover unassisted over the long 
term, the negative effect of the hiatus in subsistence use as it relates to reintegration of 
cultural values into the communities would likely be high. These cultural values are 
intertwined with stories, lessons, techniques, history, place names, and so on that are relevant 
only in subsistence activities. They are not passed on outside that context and are impossible 
to fully reconstruct if not passed down. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. Any changes to the existing situation would be slow 
and gradual. 

High Negative. Persistent fear of remaining contamination in 
subsistence foods and instability in populations of species used 
for subsistence may result in lack of recovery in subsistence uses 
in some communities. 
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Recreation and Tourism 

The No Action Alternative would have a negligible effect on recreation or tourism in the 
short term. Present trends of increased levels of tourism and shifts in recreation locations and 
activities would continue. These trends include higher visitor rates, especially tourist user 
groups such as cruise ship passengers, State Ferry passengers, and lodge guests. They also 
include shifting of recreation activities away from oiled beaches. 

Damage to tourism came from two main sources: damage to natural resources negatively 
affecting people's desire to visit the area and displacement of usually tourist-oriented services 
to spill-oriented services. 

The oil spill is estimated to have caused the potential loss of 9,400 visitors for the summer of 
1989, representing $5.5 million in in-State expenditures. However, strongly spill-related 
business in some major cleanup areas such as Kodiak, Homer, Seward, Valdez, and 
AnchO:rage gained business because of the oil spill. Business sectors like hotels/motels, 
car/R.Vrentals, and air taxi and boat charters were among those to benefit. For these 
businesses, business otherwise lost through lack of vacation/pleasure visitors was offset 
through cleanup-related business. The large decline in business for tourism associated with 
1989 were less severe in 1990, with 12 percent ofbusinesses showing negative impacts. 
Negative impacts continued through 1990, with fewer bookings because of the spill, 
particularly among fishing lodges in Southwest Alaska (McDowell Group, 1990). The No 
Action Alternative would probably not cause a reduction in the trend of tourism-related 
business regaining prespill service levels and so is likely to have no effect. 

Because oil fouled beaches, there was and still is a reduction of quality destinations available 
to some recreation users. There·also was a reduction in quality of remote destinations in the 
spill area because cleanup activities inserted people, noise, and large motorized equipment 
throughout the spill area and disturbed the area's undeveloped and normally sparsely 
occupied landscape. This is no longer a significant effect in the spill area because the level of 
cleanup activity has decreased dramatically. However, some materials used during cleanup 
remain dispersed throughout the spill area, and the effects of having so many people on the 
shores and adjacent uplands remain visible in many places. In the No Action Alternative, no 
funds would be expended to conduct activities that would reduce these effects. 

Public-use cabin rentals and visitor-use data from the State of Alaska, Chugach National 
Forest, and Kenai Fjords National Park show fewer visits in some of the spill area in 1989 
and 1990. Decreased use is an injury to those who would like to have used the area but 
avoided it because of the spill. Some recreation users were temporarily or permanently 
displaced from their customary or preferred sites due to spill-related changes such as 
crowding, presence of oil, or other factors. Because of the oil spill, others changed the type 
or location of recreation use in which they historically engaged. While fewer people visited 
some areas, other areas experienced increased use. In some cases, increased use is causing 
additional resource damage and decreased enjoyment of overused areas. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no actions would be taken to readjust shifted use patterns. 
In the short term, this would have negligible effect. However, in the long term, continued 
decreased use in some areas is likely to continue. Also in the long term, overuse of some 
areas may lead to further shifting of recreation activities as overuse areas become no longer 
desirable. This would decrease visitor satisfaction and place greater stress on land owners 
(both public and private) to reduce impacts to new, potentially unauthorized areas. New 
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areas may be on or near sensitive locations: habitat for recovering or protected species, 
traditional subsistence use areas:· or cultural sites. 

The oil spill caused injury to the way people perceive recreation opportunities in the spill 
area. Public comment indicates that people experienced an increased sense of vulnerability 
of the ecosystem concerning future oil spills and erosion of wilderness character. There is a 
continued sense of permanent change, including unknown or unseen ecological effects and 
complete disruption of the ecosystem and contamination of the food chain. 

People who used the spill area before the oil spill occurred generally have greater 
perceptions of injury than first-time recreation users of the spill area. Perceptions change 
more often for shore-based recreation users than those who remain on vessels. The No 
Action Alternative will not, in the short term, affect people's perceptions of recreation 
opportunities in the spill area. Over the long term, people's perceptions of recreation 
opportunities are tied to the recovery of natural resources in the spill area. Some displaced 
users are returning to the spill area, and if more species recover and evidence of oil and 
cleanup dissipates, then perceptions of opportunities for recreation in the spill area will be 
enhanced. The converse is true as well--if natural resources do not recover, perceptions of 
injury to recreation opportunities likely will not improve. 

If this alternative is selected, extractive activities (such as logging) or other developments 
may occur throughout portions of the spill area important for recreation and tourism, 
producing a long-term negative effect. Effects would be twofold, including more direct and 
less direct aspects. Direct aspec.ts are those that reduce the immediate recreation quality. 
These include such things as reducing the visual quality of relatively undeveloped landscape 
(the uncut and unscarred hillsides, wildlife viewing opportunities), and the insertion of 
people and machinery into the natural setting (mechanical action, noise, and even odors). 
Indirect effects on recreation are those that affect the ecosystem on which these services 
depend, including reduction in wildlife habitat. 

There are some long-term effects that differ among user groups. Tourist user groups (cruise 
ship passengers, ferry passengers, lodge guests, and boaters who do not often put to shore) 
will experience low to negligible level of impact from the residual effects of the EVOS. 
Tourist services will continue to increase as new facilities are developed, adding time to 
long-term recovery unless extensive extractive activities (such as logging), or other 
developments occur. This is in contraSt to remote and dispersed recreation (those activities 
like kayaking, beachcombing, and motor boating, where people spend considerable time in 
the intertidal and adjacent coastline zones), which are likely to experience continued negative 
impact in the long term. Shifting of recreation activities from oiled to non-oiled areas is 
likely to continue on a long-term basis, thereby impacting specific areas and facilities through 
continued human use. 

Some recreation facilities were injured by the spill, most from overuse or misuse during 1989 
and 1990. The No Action Alternative will not affect this injury in the short term, but the 
long-term scenario would be of continued damage, leading to closure or destruction of 
affected facilities. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: Negligible. Changes in the existing situation are expected to be 
gradual. 
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Long-term effects: 

Wilderness 

Wilderness Character 

Low to Moderate Negative. The proposed action may result in 
continuation of existing trends in recreational and tourism use, 
leading to damage to the resources on which these services 
depend. 

There are 863,100 acres of private land in the spill area under consideration for habitat 
acquisition and protection. Many of these lands possesses wildland characteristics of 
isolation, relatively undeveloped landscapes, and few and temporary visits by people. 
However, they are de facto wilderness. They have not been designated by the Federal or 
State governments as Wilderness Areas or Wilderness Study Areas. The actions assumed 
under Alternative 1 would provide no means to maintain the wilderness character of this de 
facto wilderness. Much of the private land in the EVOS area is virtually undeveloped now, 
but is likely to be negatively impacted should Alternative 1 occur. These impacts are 
expected from development activities such as timber harvest, recreation based facilities, 
and/or mining. Although these private lands are not and would not necessarily become 
designated Wilderness Areas, they do contribute to the de facto wilderness value of the 
EVOS area. 

Alternative 1 would cause a low level of negative effect to the wilderness character of the 
spill area in the short term since significant impacts are likely to take several years to accrue. 
However, it is estimated that without efforts to protect these lands from development, a high 
degree of negative impact to the wilderness character of these lands would occur over the 
long term. 

Designated Wilderness 

Persistence ofEVOS oil. It is assumed that designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study 
areas will have recovered when oil is no longer encountered in these areas and the public 
perceives them as recovered from the spill. This alternative will develop no means to 
address the presence of residual oil from the EVOS or public perceptions of recovery in 
Wilderness Areas. This will accrue a low short-term negative effect since changes are 
expected to be relatively slow as they occur without human intervention. The long-term 
negative effects from persistence of oil in designated Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study 
Areas will be moderate to low because these pockets of oil are expected to eventually 
weather to a level of insignificance. Public perception of damaged Wilderness will persist as 
well, both short-term and long-term. 

Development within de facto wilderness. The relatively pristine and undeveloped 
character of the de facto wilderness lands in the EVOS area provide an extension of 
uninterrupted ecosystems present in the designated Wilderness Areas, which contributes to 
the wilderness viewshed and other wilderness values of designated Wilderness. Therefore, 
the expected extent of extractive activities (such as logging), or other developments on the de 
facto wilderness lands (especially those adjacent to designated Wilderness), would produce a 
high degree of negative impact to designated Wilderness over the long term. 
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Low Negative Effects. Changes to designated Wilderness Areas 
and Wilderness Study Areas, as well as to de facto wilderness 
lands, are expected to accrue over several years before becoming. 
significant. 

High Negative Effect. The proposed action may result in 
continued presence of oil and further degradation of wilderness 
character inherent in designated Wilderness Areas and 
Wilderness Study Areas, as well as in de facto wilderness lands 
of the EVOS area. 

If no actions are taken to restore or augment injured commercial fish species or to provide 
new alternate commercial fishing opportunities, the recovery of these fisheries will depend 
solely on the natural recovery of the injured pink salmon, sockeye salmon and Pacific herring 
populations and nonnal conservative management practices of the responsible agency. Most 
commercial fisheries in the EVOS area can be expected to be managed very conservatively 
by the resource manager until the injured resource populations are demonstrated or are 
believed to be recovered. This attitude may persist for 10 to 50 years depending on the 
injured resource and the specific population. Any real or perceived uncertainty about the 
status of the recovery of these populations by the management agency will be reflected in the 
most conservative approach to the management of that resource. 

If the commercial fisheries do not recover, the fishers may be forced out of this area or their 
profession or they may convert their personal resources to target other fishery opportunities. 
In response to commercial fishery closures in 1989, for example, harvests of rockfish 
increased dramatically. These secondary effects may result in declines of other fishery 
resources and may also affect fishery management strategies. 

In addition, according to this alternative, habitat protection for this resource will rely only on 
those measures that are included as part of the nonnal planning and permitting activities of 
State and Federal agencies (Appendix C). Any potential developmental activities that may 
be proposed on either private or public lands must be reviewed as part of the permitting 
process before it is allowed to proceed. Although this affords substantial protection for 
anadromous streams and coastal waters, the protection is incomplete and various activities 
may occur outside a prescribed buffer zone that may result in a degradation offish spawning 
or rearing habitat and, consequently, have a negative impact on fish populations. Thus, 
without habitat protection and acquisition, or other restoration actions it is likely that the fish 
populations and commercial fisheries will suffer some long-tenn decline and may never 
recover to prespill conditions. ·· 

Conclusions 

No observable improvements are expected within one life cycle of the commercially 
important species, Pacific herring and pink and sockeye salmon. Long-tenn recovery can be 
expected through the natural process although some areas or commercial fisheries may never 
recover to pre-spill conditions and some populations may recover sooner than others. 
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Sport fishing 

If no actions are taken to restore injw-ed sport fish species or to provide new alternate 
opportunities, the recovery of this service will depend solely upon natw-al recovery rates of 
the injw-ed populations of cutthroat trout, Dolly Varden, and sockeye and pink salmon 
through normal management agency activities. Any uncertainty by the fishers or the resow-ce 
manager about the recovery of these resow-ces will result in more conservative actions. 

In addition, according to this alternative, habitat protection for this resow-ce will depend only 
on those measw-es that are included as part of the normal planning and permitting activities 
of State and Federal agencies (Appendix C). Any potential developmental activities that may 
be proposed on either private or public lands must be reviewed as part of the permitting 
process before it is allowed to proceed. Although this affords substantial protection for 
anadromous streams and coastal waters, the protection is incomplete and various activities 
may occw- outside a prescribed buffer zone that may result in a degradation offish spawning 
or rearing habitat and, consequently, have a negative impact on fish populations. Thus, 
without habitat protection and acquisition, or other restoration actions it is likely that the fish 
populations and the sport fisheries will suffer some long-term decline and may never recover 
to prespill conditions. · 

Conclusions 

No improvements are expected within one life cycle. Long-term recovery to at or near 
prespilllevels can be expected although some resow-ces and some populations will recover 
sooner than others, and some resow-ces or populations may never recover to pre-spill levels. 
Confidence in the rates of recovery will be low without monitoring. Real or perceived 
recovery of the injw-ed resow-ces and thereby the services they provide may require 10 or 
more years (EVOS Trustee Council, April 1993). 

Economy 

Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 1 will result in moderate negative economic 
effects in commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate economic benefits in forestry as a 
result of timber harvesting. Quantitative analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat 
acquisition on forestry and other sectors .but not effects on commercial fishing and recreation 
because data are not available to quantify in these sectors. The quantitative analysis follows. 

The title "No Action Alternative" is somewhat misleading with respect to economic impacts. 
Under Alternative 1, no lands would be pw-chased for habitat or facilities would be 
constructed or services pw-chased for restoration. However, it is assumed for the purpose of 
economic analysis for this alternative that the $620 million would be invested. Therefore, as 
indicated in Table 4-3, Alternative 1, the most significant economic effects are in the 
fmance, insw-ance, and real estate sector, for which there is a $1.6 million increase in output, 
and in the services sector, for which there is a $0.76 million increase. The total increase in 
output is $3 million. The employment increase is 21 in fmance, insw-ance, and real estate 
and 15 in services. The total increases for all sectors are $3.04 million for output and 4 7 
jobs. 
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Under Alternative 1, the Kodiak Island Borough would continue to collect approximately 
$200,000 of severance tax on timber harvests annually. This as8umes that the value, 
harvested amount of timber, and rate of taxation remain constant. it also assumes that the 
Kenai Peninsula Borough. 

Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

See the introduction to economics in Chapter 4 and Appendix D, Economics Methodology, 
for a more detailed discussion ofmethodology. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 1. will result in 
Moderate Negative effects in commercial fisheries and recreation. 
Quantitative analysis reflects effects resulting in several sectors 
from investment but no effects on commercial fishing or 
recreation. Quantitative analysis indicates that Alternative 1 
results in annual averages in output for a 1 0-year period in 
increases of $1.6 million for the fmance, insurance, and real 
estate sector, $0.76 million in the services sector, and $3 million 
for all other sectors. Employment increases jobs by 21 in the 
fmance, insurance, and real estate sector; 15 in services; and 47 
total. 

The Kodiak Island Borough would continue to collect 
approximately $200,000 of severance tax on timber harvested 
annually. 
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Table 4-3. Alternative 1: 100% Invested, 0% Administration, 0% Monitoring, 0% Restoration, 0% Habitat Protection 
Change from Base in 1990$ Millions 

Final Industry Employee Property Value 
Economic Sector Demand$ Output$ Comp. $ Income$ Added$ 

Forestry 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Commercial 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Fisheries 

Mining 0.005 0.013 ' 0.001 0.006 0.010 

Construction 0.000 0.019 0.010 0.004 0.014 

Manufacturing 0.004 0.018 0.005 0.003 0.007 

Recreation Related 0.034 0.012 0.005 0.002 0.007 

Communication & 0.008 0.107 0.030 0.040 0.071 
Utilities 

Trade 0.038 0.047 0.028 0.006 0.034 

Finance, Insurance, 1.511 1.603 0.628 0.351 1.033 
Real Estate 

Services 0.579 0.765 0.298 0.219 0.512 

Government 0.446 0.457 0.450 0.002 0.452 

Miscellaneous 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total 2.595 3.041 1.444 0.641 2.146 

Source: IMPLAN Economic Model See text for methodology. 
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This alternative focuses on increasing the protection of the greater EVOS ecosystem through 
protecting strategic lands and habitats important to resources and thereby the services they 
provide injured by the spill. For purposes of analysis in this alternative, 91 percent of the 
remaining settlement funds would be used for habitat acquisition and protection. Fee title 
acquisition, conservation easements, or other less-than-fee-simple methods would be used to 
provide protection to habitats on private lands. Increasing the protection of habitat 
throughout the oil spill area will be beneficial to the entire ecosystem by reducing further 
habitat degradation that may compound the effects of the oil spill. Monitoring activities 
would follow the progress of natural recovery for the injured resources. 

Impacts on Biological Impact on Intertidal Resources 
Resources 

In this alternative, the restoration program concentrates exclusively on habitat-protection 
actions that prevent or reduce habitat loss and disturbance to resources and thereby the 
services they provide injured by the EVOS. This analysis considers the impacts of protecting 
the 81 upland parcels described 'in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; Large 
Parcel Evaluation & Ranking Volume I and Volume II (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 
Smaller parcels that also may be considered for protection under this alternative are currently 
under solicitation and evaluation. 

The habitat protection process used to evaluate the 81 parcels for their potential benefits to 
injured resources and thereby the services they provide combined intertidal and subtidal biota 
and used the following criteria for ranking the parcels: 

- High for parcels adjacent to areas with a known high species abundance and diversity; 
high quality habitat for intertidal and subtidal biota; 

- Moderate for parcels adjacent to extensive intertidal habitat with observed or probable 
moderate species diversity and abundance; and, 

- Low for parcels with little intertidal habitat with low species abundance (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated using these criteria, 25 of the parcels were ranked High. 33 were 
ranked Moderate, 19 were ranked Low, and 4 were not associated with the coastline and had 
no rating for intertidaVsubtidal organisms (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

The benefits to intertidal and subtidal organisms through the protection of upland habitats 
comes in two forms. First, the protection can prevent the intertidal and subtidal areas :from 
being altered by the actions that may occur on the parcels. Some actions can cause indirect 
adverse effects through siltation or increased pollution, while other actions such as the 
construction of a dock or creating a new harbor, could directly alter the intertidal and subtidal 
habitats. The second type of protection reduces the disturbance caused by increased human 
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activity (e.g., more people walkihg through the intertidal area; more pollution from littering 
or from bilge discharge). Obviously, the type of activity that may occur on a given parcel can 
substantially change the degree of benefit that is gained from protecting upland parcels 
adjacent to the intertidal and subtidal zones. 

The overall benefit from protecting all of the 81 parcels identified in the large parcel process 
is Moderate based on the evaluation criteria, but the actual benefit gained by the intertidal 
and subtidal organisms depends on the type and location of the activities that may occur. In 
areas where construction activities are anticipated in the intertidal zone, the protection would 
be especially effective. If the parcels correspond to areas of the intertidal zone that are still 
not recovering from the effects of the oil spill, the benefits could be even greater. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. A change in ownership would not necessarily 
translate into a change in current activities. 

Moderate Benefits. The protection can span a large portion of the 
intertidal zone, but the potential for reducing disturbance or 
preventing additional injury would vary substantially between 
parcels. 

Impact on Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seals 

In this alternative, the restoration program concentrates exclusively on habitat protection 
actions that prevent or reduce habitat loss and disturbance to resources and thereby the 
services they provide injured by the EVOS. This analysis considers the impacts of protecting 
the 81 upland parcels described in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; Large 
Parcel Evaluation & Ranking Volume I and Volume II (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 
Smaller parcels that also may be considered for protection under this alternative, are 
currently under solicitation and evaluation. 

Harbor seals use haulout sites that are either in the intertidal zone or immediately adjacent to 
the intertidal zone; therefore, actions that occur on the uplands are not likely to destroy the 
habitat However, it is possible that habitat changes to the uplands may increase the amount 
of disturbance currently experienced at haulout sites on or near the parcel. Disturbance has 
been documented as adversely affecting harbor seals and other pinnipeds in other parts of 
their range (Allen et al., 1984; Esipenko, 1986; Johnson et al., 1989). These studies have 
shown that the greatest impacts from disturbances are at haul out sites during pupping and 
molting. During pupping, disturbance can result in higher pup mortality caused by 
abandonment, or from being crushed as the adults panic and return to the water (Johnson, 
1977). The greatest disturbance is caused when people walk near or through haulout sites 
(Johnson, et al., 1989), but disturbance also can be caused by low-flying aircraft and by boats 
that approach too close to the haulouts. 
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Habitat-protection criteria for parcels that may benefit harbor seals include ratings of: 

• High for parcels known to have a haulout of 10 or more seals on or immediately adjacent 
to the parcel; 

- Moderate for parcels with known haul outs with sporadic use and less than 10 seals, or 
probable haulouts in the vic~ity of the parcel or probable feeding in nearshore waters; 
and, 

- Low for possible feeding sites located in nearshore waters adjacent to the parcel (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated in the large parcel process, 25 of the parcels were ranked High, 
19 of the parcels were ranked Moderate, 35 were ranked Low, and 2 parcels were ranked as 
having no benefit to harbor seals. The overall value of these parcels, based on these 
rankings, is moderate, although individual parcels may have exceptional value. 

The actual impact that development on these parcels will have on harbor seals depends on, 
among other things, the type of disturbance caused, the length and duration of the 
disturbance, and whether or not the haulout area is used for pupping or molting. Within the 
EVOS area, there have been no studies to document the amount or effects of current 
activities that may cause disturbance to harbor seals, so baseline data are unavailable. 
However, it is reasonable to assume that protection of upland habitats near haulout sites will 
reduce the risk of disturbance to the injured population. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Sea Otters 

Negligible. Compared to the existing condition of the habitat, the 
protection of upland parcels is not expected to produce any 
notable change in disturbance. 

Low to Moderate Benefits. Of the 81 parcels included in this 
analysis, over half include haul out sites near or on the parcels. 
Although the type of use at these haulout sites is not known, many 
of them may be used during pupping and molting. 

In this alternative, the restoration program concentrates exclusively on habitat-protection 
actions that prevent or reduce habitat loss and disturbance to resources and services injured 
by the EVOS. This analysis considers the impacts of protecting the 81 upland parcels 
described in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; Large Parcel Evaluation & 
Ranking Volume I and Volume II (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). Smaller parcels that 
also may be considered for protection under this alternative, are currently under solicitation 
and evaluation. 

As with harbor seals, the benefit to sea otters of habitat-protection actions on upland parcels 
is through reducing potential or actual disturbance. Sea otters appear to have a high 
tolerance to certain humat). activities, as evidenced by their abundance in highly travelled 
areas such as Orca Inlet near Cordova; however, their response to large-scale disturbances 
has not been studied. Large-scale disturbances, such as log-transfer sites, may force resident 
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sea otters to leave the immediate area and may cause a long-term change in food availability 
as debris from the logs covers the substrate (Conlon and Ellis, 1979; Jackson, 1986). 
Disturbance is more likely to cause adverse effects to females with pups that concentrate in 
high-quality habitats with abundant prey in the intertidal zones. 

Habitat-protection criteria for parcels that may benefit sea otters include ratings of: 

- High for parcels adjacent to known pupping concentrations; 

- Moderate for parcels adjacent to concentration areas for feeding and/or shelter or potential 
pupping areas; and, 

- Low for feeding sites located in adjacent waters (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated in the large parcel process, 20 of the parcels were ranked High, 
16 of the parcels were ranked Moderate, 42 were ranked Low, and 3 parcels were ranked as 
having no benefit to sea otters. The average value of these parcels for sea otters, based on 
these rankings, is low to moderate, although individual parcels may be near habitat of 
exceptional value. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Impact on Birds 

Harlegyjn Duck 

Negligible. Compared to the existing condition of the habitat, the 
protection of upland parcels is not expected to produce any 
notable change in disturbance or in the health of the population. 

Low to Moderate Benefits. Assuming that adverse effects of 
disturbance are likely to be most notable when large-scale 
disturbances are near concentrations of females and pups, the 
benefits of habitat protection would be low. Of the 81 parcels 
included in this analysis, 25 percent are near known pupping 
concentrations. Of these, several are in areas where there is less 
risk oflarge-scale disturbances. However, because the effects of 
disturbance are unknown, the benefits may be greater than 
anticipated here. 

Under this alternative, nesting and riparian habitat of harlequin ducks that is presently 
unprotected would receive maximum protection, thus assuring that their reproductive 
potential is not reduced. Reducing breeding habitat would further assault the injured 
population. The effect on the ecosystem of larger populations of harlequin ducks would 
likely be low-to-negligible increases in predation on bottom fauna of the intertidal and 
shallow subtidal zones due to increasing populations of harlequins back to pre-spill levels. 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate 
or low value for harlequin ducks based on the following definitions. High, for known nesting 
or molting concentrations on the parcel, and where feeding occurs on the parcel. Moderate 
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rankings for parcels with probable nesting or molting on or adjacent to the parcel, and with 
probable feeding in the streams, estuary or intertidal area in or adjacent to the parcels. Low 
rankings were assigned to parcels where feeding and loafmg adjacent to the parcel are 
possible; or where some offshore molting occurs (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). Of the 
81 parcels evaluated using these criteria, 24 were ranked High, 25 were ranked Moderate, 3 2 
were ranked Low, and none had no value to harlequin ducks (EVOS Restoration Team, 
1993). Overall, habitat protection and acquisition under this alternative has a high value to 
harlequin ducks. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Murres 

Negligible. The short-term effects through 1995 ofland 
acquisition on harlequin duck recovery are likely to be negligible, 
and populations would remain at levels observed during 1990 to 
1993 surveys. 

High Benefits. The highly beneficial long-term effects of this 
alternative would provide maximum protection of existing 
reproductive potential of harlequin ducks, therefore guarding 
against possible future loss of nesting and feeding habitat 
through development. 

Protection of habitat would have relatively little overall benefit to the injured murre 
population, because there are no"sizeable colonies and very few smaller colonies that are not 
already protected. This can be demonstrated with an analyses of the value to common murres 
of parcels being considered for acquisition in the "large parcel process." Of the 81 parcels 
that are being considered for this alternative in this process, none were determined to be of 
high value to murres, 7 more were considered to be of moderate value, and 73 were of low or 
no value to murres. The overall benefit to common murres of these parcels is low. A 
seabird colony on privately-owned Gull Island in Kachemak Bay has a colony of 10,000 
common murres, and it is an attraction that several commercial tour boats visit daily in 
summer. Gull Island is considered to be a "small parcel," and is not included in the large 
parcel analysis 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. All large--and most smaller--colonies ofmurres are 
already protected, so the benefit of habitat protection to murres 
would be negligible. 

Low Benefits. The effect of this alternative on murre populations 
throughout the EVOS area would be low. However, acquisition 
of Gull Island in Kachemak Bay would ensure protection of this 
colony and thus may have a moderate long-term local benefit to 
murres. 
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Pigeon Guillemot 

In Prince William Sound, the large majority of pigeon guillemot colonies are on U. S. Forest 
Service (USFS) land (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994) that is within the Nellie Juan
College Fjord Wilderness Study Area. Under current Forest Service policy, the study area is 
being managed as wilderness until such time as Congress resolves the Study Area's fmal 
status, and this area is thus not slated for logging (USDA, Forest Service, 1994). Two of the 
largest colonies in Prince William Sound, on The Pleiades and Bligh Islands, total 
approximately 3 percent of the 1993 breeding population, and are on private land (Sanger 
and Cody, written comm., 1994). In the 1970's, both of these colonies probably had larger 
numbers of nesting guillemots than presently. 

Two small colonies adjacent to private land that currently is being logged on the eastern, 
nonoiled portion ofPrince William Sound had very few guillemots in 1993; it is unlikely 
that they were affected by the inland logging operations (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 
1994). Outside of Prince William Sound, Seal Bay on Afognak Island has low numbers of 
pigeon guillemots and has already been acquired. The current status of guillemot colonies 
elsewhere in the EVOS area, including Kenai Fjords National Park, is uncertain because 
there have been no surveys specifically designed for this species, an essential requirement for 
accurate counts of breeding populations (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994; USFWS, 
1993). 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate 
or low value for pigeon guillemots based on the following defmitions. High, for parcels with 
known colonies on or immediately adjacent to the parcel, and with known feeding 
concentrations in nearshore waters. Moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting and 
known feeding in nearshore waters. Low rankings were assigned to parcels with a low 
likelihood of nesting; but with possible feeding in nearshore waters (EVOS Restoration 
Team, 1993). Of the 81 parcels that are being considered for this alternative in this process, 
20 were determined to be of high value to pigeon guillemots, 23 more were considered to be 
of moderate value, and 31 were of low value, and 6 were considered to be of no value to 
pigeon guillemots. The overall benefit to pigeon guillemots of these parcels is moderate. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Marbled Murrelet 

Negligible. Habitat acquisition would have a negligible effect on 
pigeon guillemot population recovery in the short term because 
there appears to be no development slated for private land with 
known colonies. 

Moderate Benefits. On the long term, protecting habitat where 
two of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound are located 
would be moderately beneficial in allowing population recovery 
and in preventing further inroads to the injured population 
through habitat degradation. 

Details of habitat use by marbled murrelets are being clarified; and studies in Prince William 
Sourid showed that large, moss-covered limbs of old-growth conifers comprise prime nesting 
habitat. Current and possible futUre logging of such habitat on private land is the single 
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greatest threat to population recovery of marbled murrelets, and it poses the additional threat 
of reducing the population more, Acquisition of prime nesting habitat would thus. maximize 
the potential for the injured marbled murrelet population to recover while preventing further 
injury to the population. 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate, 
or low value for marbled murrelets based on the following definitions; high for parcels with 
known nesting or where there is high confidence that nesting occurs, and where feeding 
occurs in adjacent nearshore waters; moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting, 
and with known feeding areas in adjacent nearshore waters; and low for parcels with a low 
likelihood of nesting and possible feeding in nearshore waters (ENOS Restoration Team, 
1993). Of the 81 parcels that are being considered for this alternative in this process, 21 
were determined to be of high value to marbled murrelets, 42 more were considered to be of 
moderate value, and 18 were oflow value; and none were considered to be of no value to 
marbled murrelets. The overall benefit of. these parcels to marbled murrelets would be high. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Impact on Fish 

Pink Salmon 

High Benefits. Depending on the potential for imminent logging 
on land parcels that contain prime habitat, the short-term effect of 
protecting habitat under this alternative could be beneficially 
high. 

High Benefits. In the long term, acquisition of old-growth forest 
habitat would have the highest possible benefit for ensuring 
murrelet population recovery. 

Alternative 2 includes only one restoration action to assist natural recovery of wild-stock pink 
salmon populations: habitat protection and acquisition (EVOS Trustee Council, 1993 ). 

Habitat protection criteria for parcels that may benefit pink salmon include ratings of High 
for parcels with a high density of pink salmon streams or streams known to have exceptional 
value; Moderate for parcels with an average density of pink salmon streams or streams with 
average production, and, Low for parcels with few or no pink salmon streams or streams with 
no production (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit wild-stock pink salmon populations, according to 
Alternative 2, includes purchase of all available parcels. This is expected to provide low to 
moderate benefits for the pink salmon resource (Appendix A). Of the 81 parcels that may be 
purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 0, 38, 25, and 18 
have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, respectively, for pink salmon. 
Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for pink salmon, individu~l parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that some 
of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to have 
some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

CHAPTER 4 • 39 



4 
Environmental 
Consequences 

40 • 4 CHAPTER 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Sockeye Salmon 

Negligible. No benefits from habitat protection would accrue 
within one lifecycle. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
would have a long-term benefit to pink salmon stocks in the 
EVOS area by helping to ensure maintenance of wild-stock 
production. More than half of the parcels that may be purchased 
have moderate or high value for pink salmon. 

Alternative 2 includes only one restoration action to assist natural recovery of wild-stock 
sockeye salmon populations: habitat protection and acquisition (EVOS Trustee Council, 
1993). 

Habitat protection criteria for parcels that may benefit sockeye salmon include ratings of 
High for parcels with sockeye salmon streams or systems known to have exceptional value; 
Moderate for parcels with sockeye salmon streams or systems with average production; and, 
Low for parcels with few or no sockeye salmon streams or systems with low production 
(EVOS Restoration Team, November 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit wild-stock sockeye salmon populations, according to 
Alternative 2, includes purchase of all available parcels. This is expected to provide an 
overall low benefit (Appendix A). Of the 81 parcels that may be purchased from the 
estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 16, 48, 8, and 9, have been rated as 
no, low, moderate, and high value, espectively, for sockeye salmon. Although the average 
value of forecasted habitat protection and acquisition may not have a high overall rating for 
sockeye salmon, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that some of 
these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to have 
some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Pacific Herring 

Negligible. No benefits from habitat protection can be expected 
within one life cycle. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
would have a long-term ,benefit to sockeye salmon stocks in the 
EVOS area by helping to ensure maintenance of wild-stock 
production; however, fewer than one-fourth of the individual 
parcels that may be purchased are rated as~ moderate or high 
value for sockeye salmon. Some parcels, however, can be 
expected to have unique value. 

Alternative 2 includes only one restoration action to assist natural recovery of Pacific herring; 
habitat protection and acquisition (EVOS Trustee Council, 1993). 
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Habitat protection criteria for parcels that may benefit Pacific herring include ratings ofHigh 
for parcels with a documented consistent annual Pacific herring spawning along the parcel 
shoreline, Moderate for parcels with occasional spawning along the parcel shoreline, and, 
Low for parcels with no documented Pacific herring spawning along the parcel shoreline, but 
a possible feeding area (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit Pacific herring populations includes the purchase of all 
available parcels and is expected to provide moderate benefit (Appendix A). Of the 81 
parcels that may be purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted according to this 
alternative, 7, 30, 29, and 15, have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, 
respectively, for Pacific herring. Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition 
may not have a high overall rating for Pacific herring, individual parcels may have 
exceptional value. In the event that some of these parcels may not be protected through 
acquisition, the habitat will continue to have some measure of protection through the actions 
of normal resource agency planning and permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects. 

Long-term effects. 

Negligible. No benefits would accrue within one lifecycle. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
would have a long-term benefit to Pacific herring stocks in the 
EVOS area by helping to ensure maintenance of production. 
Over half of the parcels that may be purchased have moderate or 
high value for Pacific herring. 

Social and Economic Archaeological I Cultural Resources 

Impacts It is assumed that 81 large parcels would be purchased under this alternative. These parcels 
contain low (no known or suspected cultural resources/sites on parcel), moderate (no 
significant cultural resources/sites on or adjacent to parcel), or high (documented 
concentration or significant cultural resources/sites on parcel) potential for benefiting cultural 
resources as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). lflow 
potential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of I, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, 
and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 1. 9 (or slightly lower than 
moderate). These estimates reflect known sites in the EVOS area, not all of the sites 
believed present through use of archaeological models. Not all sites have been found, so the 
actual benefit to cultural resources may be greater than reflected in these estimates. This 
analysis does not consider small~parcel acquisition, which is currently under evaluation. 

A change in land status from private to public management would put these lands within the 
purview of historic preservation laws that are otherwise not applicable. Under the present 
situation, only laws protecting private lands from trespass and theft may be used to protect 
archaeological and historical resources. A selection oflaws that would newly apply 
includes: the National Historic Preservation Act, the Archaeological Resources Protection 
Act, the Alaska Historic Preservation Act, the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act, and Executive Order 115 93. Under these laws, historic properties must be 
inventoried and taken into consideration when activities could impact them. Penalties are 
prescribed for damaging historic properties without appropriate permits and consultation, 
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and the Cbncerns of interested parties must be considered. Which laws apply depends on 
whether the lands are under management of the State of Alaska or the Federal Government. 
This may be an immediate benefit to the cultural resources on acquired parcels, and would 
remain in effect for the long tenn. 

Under this alternative, lands otherwise open to development may be closed to those 
activities. This would increase the level of protection to archaeological sites and historical 
sites in the long tenn. The locations and types of archaeological properties are not fully 
known, so inadvertent damage or destruction to undiscovered sites may be reduced in this 
alternative. 

There are I ,287 known archaeological or historical sites in the spill area. While it is 
estimated that between 2,600 and 3,13 7 sites are present, those estimates are based on a 
minimal inventory. While archaeological surveys were conducted along much of the 
shoreline of the EVOS area, very little work has been accomplished in the uplands before, 
during, or since the spill and resulting cleanup. Because there is so little knowledge about 
the cultural resources in the spill area, and because many of these sites contain human 
remains important to specific gmups of people, any actions taken to significantly protect 
these resources from damage will be considered a high benefit to the resource. This 
alternative would affect all of the parcels and additionally could establish the basis for 
inventorying lands upland from the intertidal zone. This alternative would not in itself 
provide any new infonnation about cultural resources in the spill area but may help ensure 
the potential for gaining new infonnation in the future. 

Conclusions 

Short-tenn effects: 

Long-tenn effects: 

Subsistence Uses 

Low Benefits. There would be an immediate effect of extending 
cultural resource protection laws to acquired lands, although 
changes to the condition of archaeological resources would be 
gradual. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed action could improve site 
protection over much of the spill area. 

It is assumed that 81 large parcels would be purchased under this alternative. These parcels 
contain low (status as a subsistence-use area is unknown); moderate (known historic 
subsistence-use area, which may be used again); or high (known current subsistence-use 
area) potential for benefiting subsistence uses as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work 
Group (November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of 1, 
moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels 
average 2.4 (or between moderate and high). Under this alternative, there will be no change 
in subsistence regulations, activities, or locations. This means there will be no direct short
tenn effects. Indirect effects include further protection of habitat from potential degradation 
from extractive economic activities. As this alternative is intended to enhance the ability of 
the environment in the EVOS area to restore plants and wildlife, it also may enhance the 
area's capability to support plants and animals for subsistence harvest in the long tenn. The 
degree to which this is true depends on the location of acquired land. Some lands under 
consideration are excellent habitat for subsistence foods while others are less productive; so, 
effects are likely to be local enhancements of some species populations. Discussion of the 



Environmental 
Consequences 4 

effect of this alternative on each of the species important for subsistence is included in the 
sections on specific resources in this alternative. Please refer to those sections for additional 
infonnation. The perception of continued contamination of subsistence food resources will 
not be addressed by this alternative. 

Conclusions 

Short~tenn effects: 

Long~tenn effects: 

Recreation 

Negligible. Under the proposed action, there would be no 
change in subsistence regulations, activities, or locations. 

Low to Moderate Benefits. The proposed action may help 
stabilize or locally increase some species important for 
subsistence use. 

It is assumed here that 81 large parcels would be purchased. These parcels contain low (low 
to no recreation use; access may· be difficult); moderate (receives occasional public use; 
adjacent waters used for recreational boating; adjacent area receives high public use); or high 
(receives regular, high directed public use; highly visible to a large number of 
recreationists/tourists) potential for benefiting recreation and tourism as analyzed by the 
Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is 
assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a 
value of 3, these parcels average 1.8 (or slightly lower than moderate). 

Acquiring lands potentially available for extractive activities (such as logging), or other 
developments may allow for better protection of the condition of those lands that make them 
valuable for recreation and tourism. The benefit is twofold, including more or less direct 
aspects. The direct aspects are those that reduce the potential for negative impacts to 
immediate recreation quality. These include reducing the quality (visual, auditory, etc.) of 
relatively undeveloped landscapes (the uncut and unscarred hillsides, wildlife viewing 
opportunities) and the insertion of people and machinery into the natural setting (mechanical 
action and noise). The indirect effects on recreation are those that affect the ecosystem on 
which these services depend, including reduction in wildlife habitat. It is estimated that this 
alternative may allow increased numbers of visitors, and that recreation quality would 
increase in some locations. Through protection of recreational quality and by maintaining 
some degree of existing viable habitat for species important for recreational activities, this 
alternative may produce an overall moderate positive benefit to recreation and tourism in the 
long tenn. The benefits of this alternative would vary by parcel. These benefits would be 
negligible in the short term. 

Conclusions 

Short~tenn effects: 

Long~tenn effects: 

Negligible. The proposed action would require some time after 
implementation before any changes could be expected. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed action may help maintain the 
quality of the landscapes and the stability of the ecosystems on 
which these services depend. 
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Wilderness 

Wilderness Character 

There are large areas of wilderness-like land in the spill area that are not designated 
Wilderness. These are remote, relatively oodeveloped areas that contain many of the same 
characteristics as designated Wilderness but that have no differentiating regulatory or 
administrative standing. Most of the private land being evaluated for habitat protection and 
acquisition fits this description. 

It is assumed here that 81 parcels would be purchased. These parcels contain low 
(high/moderate evidence of human development and/or ongoing activities); moderate (area 
remote; evidence of human development and/or ongoing activities); or high (area remote; 
little or no evidence of human development) potential for benefiting wilderness as analyzed 
by the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a 
parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential 
benefit a value of3, these parcels average 2.3 (or slightly higher than moderate). These 
rankings consider wilderness character (not formal Wilderness designation) because 
designated Wilderness is already ooder public management. Parcels being considered for 
acquisition are now private lands, so have no formal Wilderness designation. 

Acquiring these de facto wilderness lands, either by fee simple title or by easements, may 
increase protection for plants and animals, as well as wilderness qualities associated with 
remoteness and an undeveloped landscape, through reducing the potential for impacts by 
extractive activities (such as logging), or other developments in the long term. Extractive 
activities are likely to reduce the quality of relatively oodeveloped landscapes (the oocut and 
ooscarred hillsides, wildlife viewing opportunities); reduce the quality or quantity of 
recreation activities (hiking, sport fishing, sport hooting, and so on); and insert people and 
machinery into the natural setting (mechanical action, noise, and even odors). Acquisition 
and protection may also benefit wilderness settings through helping to maintain the 
ecosystems on which the quality of those settings depend, including reduction in wildlife 
habitat. Short term, there would be a low level of benefits, since the protection would not 
appreciably change the existing condition of the lands. Residual oil would not be removed. 
Public perception of recovery of damage to wilderness by the EVOS is likely to be mixed, 
with some people believing that habitat acquisition and protection does not assist in recovery 
and others believing that habitat acquisition and protection is the only way to accomplish 
recovery. 

Designated Wilderness 

Habitat acquisition could extend the booodaries of designated Wilderness, either actually or 
de facto. If inholdings within designated Wilderness were acquired, these lands potentially 
could be subsumed as part of the Wilderness, thereby increasing management efficiency for 
those lands. These inholdings may or may not become designated Wilderness. Similarly, 
acquisition oflands within Wilderness Study Areas could convert those acquired lands to 
Wilderness Study Area status. If lands adjacent to designated Wilderness were acquired, 
they would effectively extend the range of the Wilderness, though the newly public lands 
would be outside offormal Wilderness designation. However, lands acquired outside of 
established Wilderness Areas or Wilderness Study Areas would become Wilderness Areas or 
Wilderness Study Areas only if designated as such by State or Federal legislatures. 
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Since the relatively pristine and undeveloped character of the de facto wilderness lands 
adjacent to designated Wilderness provide an extension ofuniriterrupted ecosystems present 
in the designated Wilderness Areas, and since the lack of development on the de facto 
wilderness lands contribute to the wilderness viewshed and other wilderness values of 
designated Wilderness, the maintenance of these wilderness characteristics on the adjacent de 
facto wilderness lands would produce positive effects on designated Wilderness. The short
term benefits on designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas would be low since 
there would be little appreciable change to the lands in the short term. The long-term 
benefits would be high, with benefits derived from protecting wilderness settings from 
extractive activities. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Commercial Fishing 

Negligible. Any changes expected under the proposed action are 
expected to take considerable time. 

High Benefits. The proposed action would extend protection 
from"extractive developments to now-private lands having 
considerable wilderness character, maintaining the integrity of 
those ecosystems and their wilderness character. The action 
would also protect the extended wilderness characteristics of 
designated Wilderness. 

Alternative 2 includes only one restoration action, habitat protection and acquisition, to assist 
recovery and maintenance of commercial fishing activities (EVOS Trustee Council, April 
1993). 

Habitat protection may benefit commercial-fishing opportunities by providing long-term 
protection for natural production and stability of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon and 
Pacific herring. This action is expected to provide low to moderate benefit because of the 
protection accorded to those stocks (Appendix A). In the event that some of these parcels 
may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to have some measure of 
protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and permitting 
requirements (Appendix C). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Sport Fishing 

Negligible. No benefits would accrue within one lifecycle of the 
protected species. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
may have a long-term benefit to salmon and Pacific herring 
stocks in the EVOS area by helping to ensure maintenance of 
wild-stock production to support the commercial fishing industry. 

Alternative 2 includes only one restoration action, habitat protection and acquisition, to assist 
recovery and maintenance sport-fishing activities. (EVOS Trustee Council, Aprill993). 
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Habitat protection may benefit sport fishing by providing long-term protection and stability 
for production of pink and sockeye salmon, Dolly Varden, and cutthroat trout. Forecasted 
habitat acquisition that may benefit sport fishing is expected to provide low to moderate 
benefit for the long-term production of sport fishes (Appendix A). Although the average 
value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall rating for sport fishing 
values, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that some of these 
parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to have some 
measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and permitting 
requirements (Appendix C). In addition, some of the benefits accrued through habitat 
acquisition for recreation in the EVOS area also will benefit sport fishing by providing 
access to new fisheries and development of recreational sites and boat-launchingfacilities. 
Some habitat degradation will occur, however, wherever recreational sites are provided or 
new sport-fishing opportunities are developed. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Economy 

Negligible. No benefits would accrue to sport fishing 
opportunities immediately upon a purchase. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
may have a long-term benefit to sport fishing activities in the 
EVOS area by helping to ensure maintenance offish production 
and access for sport-fishing activities. 

Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 2 would result in moderate economic benefits 
in commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate negative effects in forestry. Quantitative 
analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat acquisition on forestry and other sectors but not 
effects on commercial fishing and recreation, because data are not available to quantifY in 
these sectors. The quantitative analysis follows. 

In Alternative 2 significant timberlands will be acquired and it is assumed that signficant 
timber will not be harvested. As shown in Table 4-4 Alternative 2 annual average industry 
output is projected to decline by $38.8 million and employment is anticipated to decline by 
440 employees. · 

Spending of money by timberland owners has a direct effect on the construction sector as 
shown in Table 4-4 alternative in the amount of$7.3 million in industry output. Spending of 
money by timberland owners also has a direct effect on the services sector in the amount of 
$6 million in fmal demand and 959 employees. 

Spending in the construction and service sectors by timberland owners is not enough to offset 
the negative effects in the forestry sector. The net effect is shown in the totallline which has 
negative quantitites for four out of the six economic measures; only emmployee 
compensation and employment are positive. 

Habitat acquisition and general restoration expenditures would have economic benefits for 
the commercial fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, these benefits are 
not reflected in the IMPLAN projections presented in Table 4-4 . Therefore, this table does 
not quantifY important economic benefits in commercial fishing and recreation because these 
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benefits are not quantified. Of the three most important economic sectors for this analysis, 
only forestry is quantified. The typical projects in various combinations, such as fish ladders, 
fish hatcheries, and preservation of habitat will economically enhance the commercial 
fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, because studies and data are not 
available that quantify in terms of dollars or employment, it is not possible to quantify the 
economic effects for these two sectors of the economy. In Table 4-4 the quantities for the 
commercial fisheries and recreation sectors are reflections of the indirect effects of other 
sectors of the economy only; they are not reflections of the anticipated but unquantified 
effects on those sectors. 

Because Alternative 2 would involve expenditure of $564 million on habitat protection and 
some portion of this could be for timberlands in the Kodiak Island Borough, the Kodiak 
Island Borough could loose a significant portion of its severance tax revenue from timber 
harvests. 

Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

See the introduction to Chapter 4 on economics and Appendix D, Economics Methodology, 
for a more detailed discussion of methodology. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 2 will result in 
moderate economic benefits to commercial fisheries and 
recreation and moderate negative effects to forestry. Quantitative 
analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat acquisition on 
forestry and other sectors but no effects on commercial fishing 
and recreation. Quantitative analysis indicates that Alternative 2 
results, in annual averages for a 10-year period, in a loss of 
approximately $3 8 million in forestry industry output, and an 
increase of $7 million in construction industry output and $3 
million in services. The corresponding changes in employment 
are a loss of 440 jobs in forestry, an increase of 65 in 
construction, and an increase of959 in services. 

The Kodiak Island Borough would loose a significant portion of 
its severance tax revenue for timber harvests. 
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Table 4-4. Alternative 2: 4% Administration, 5% Monitoring, 0% Restoration, 91% Habitat Protection 
Annual Average Change from Base in 1990$ Millions 

Final Industry Employee Property 
Economic Sector Demand$ Output$ Comp. $ Income$ 

Forestry -31.977 -38.823 -8.219 -5.236 

Commercial Fisheries 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 

Mining 0.065 -0.043 -0.003 -0.020 

Construction 8.066 7.376 2.705 1.100 

Manufacturing 0.062 -0.610 -0.097 -0.028 

Recreation Related 0.062 0.033 0.015 0.001 

Communication & 0.111 0.143 0.034 0.071 
Utilities 

Trade 0.530 0.235 0.116 0.024 

Finance, Insurance, 2.563 2.324 0.586 0.163 
Real Estate 

Services 6.026 2.833 4.620 -1.127 

Government 0.809 0.677 0.730 -0.019 

Miscellaneous 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total -13.702 -25.854 0.486 -5.115 

Source: IMP LAN Economic Model. See text for methodology. 
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In this alternative, the General Restoration program focuses only on the components of the 
ecosystem that were most injured by the oil spill. General restoration actions are sometimes 
able to help resources and thereby the services they provide, recover to their prespill 
conditions more rapidly than if the actions were not implemented. The general restoration 
program would be limited to the most effective actions in order to maximize the available 
funds for habitat protection activities. Habitat Protection and Acquisition can provide 
protective benefits to all resources and services injured by the spill as well as to other 
resources and human uses that are important to the greater EVOS ecosystem. Increasing the 
protection of habitat throughout the oil spill area would be beneficial to the entire ecosystem 
by reducing further habitat degradation that may compound the effects of the oil spill. The 
Monitoring and Research Program would evaluate the effectiveness of restoration actions and 
follow the recovery progress of the injured resources and thereby the services they provide. 

Impacts on Biological Impacts on Intertidal Resources 
Resources 

There are three actions that affect the intertidal zone that have been identified for this 
alternative--habitat protection, accelerating the recovery of Fucus in the upper intertidal 
zone, and cleaning oiled mussel beds. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

' 
Although there are several types of actions that apply under this restoration category, this 
analysis considers only the types of benefits that may be gained from protecting the 81 upland 
parcels identified in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; Large Parcel Evaluation 
& Ranking, Volumes I and II (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). Other aspects of the habitat 
protection category, such as the small parcels available for protection, are still being 
developed and cannot be analyzed in this FEIS. 

The habitat protection process used to evaluate the 81 parcels for their potential benefits to 
injured resources and services combined intertidal and subtidal biota and used the following 
criteria for ranking the parcels: 

- "High" for parcels adjacent to areas with a known high species abundance and diversity; 
high quality habitat for intertidal and subtidal biota; 

- "Moderate" for parcels adjacent to extensive intertidal habitat with observed or probable 
moderate species diversity and abundance; and, 

- "Low" for parcels with little intertidal habitat with low species abundance (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated using these criteria, 25 of the parcels were ranked high, 3 3 
moderate, and 19 low, and 4 were not associated with the coastline and had no rating for 
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intertidaVsubtidal organisms (EVOS Restoration Team, November 1993). If a higher cost 
per acre is assumed for the protection of these parcels, fewer of the parcels that were ranked 
low in the overall ranking for multiple resources and thereby the services they provide are 
likely to be protected. Because most of these parcels also were evaluated as being of low 
benefit to intertidaVsubtidal, the differences between the more restrictive list and the total list 
are minimal (25 parcel ranked high, 3 3 moderate and 19 low, versus 24 high, 27 moderate 
and 9low). 

The benefits to intertidal and subtidal organisms through the protection of upland habitats 
come in two forms. First, protection can prevent the intertidal and subtidal areas :from being 
altered by the actions that may occur on the parcels. Some actions can cause indirect adverse 
effects through siltation, or increased pollution, while other actions, such as the construction 
of a dock or creation of a new harbor, could directly alter the intertidal and subtidal habitats. 
The second type of protection reduces the disturbance caused by increased human activity 
(e.g., more people walking through the intertidal area; more pollution from littering or bilge 
discharge). Obviously, the type of activity that may occur on a given parcel can substantially 
change the degree of benefit that is gained from protecting upland parcels adjacent to the 
intertidal and subtidal zones. 

The overall benefit from protecting most or all of the 81 parcels identified in the large parcel 
process is moderate based on the evaluation criteria, but the actual benefit gained by the 
intertidal and subtidal organisms depends on the type and location of the activities that may 
occur. In areas where construction activities are anticipated in the intertidal zone, the 
protection would be especially effective. If the parcels correspond to areas of the intertidal 
zone that are still not recovering from the effects of the oil spill, the benefits could be even 
greater. 

General Restoration 

The other two actions that have been identified for this alternative can directly affect the 
intertidal zone. These actions affect specific organisms, Fucus and mussels, but are meant to 
provide broader benefits to the other organisms that live or feed in these communities. 

Acceleratin& Recovery of the Upper Intertidal Zone. Recovery may be accelerated by re
establishing Fucus. The upper intertidal area, specifically the upper 1 meter vertical drop 
(1MVD), probably is the upper extent of suitable habitat for Fucus to grow. This means that 
the conditions are more extreme than in other habitats and would be more difficult to 
colonize. Fucus germlings that colonize in the upper intertidal area are subject to longer 
periods of high temperatures and dryness during low tides. Without the shelter and moisture 
that is provided by adult Fucus plants the germlings can become desiccated and die. Studies 
conducted in Herring Bay, Prince William Sound, suggest that it may take 3 to 4 years for 
Fucus communities to expand O.Sm beyond their existing boundaries (Highsmith et al., 
1993). 

Feasibility studies of techniques for accelerating the recovery of Fucus were begun in 1992. 
Attempts to transplant mature Fucus plants were generally unsuccessful (Stekoll, pers. 
comm., 1994). Another technique which uses a biodegradable cloth to cover seeded areas is 
currently being tested (Stekoll, pers. comm., 1994), and results of this experiment will be 
known after the summer of 1994. In theory, the cloth will substitute for the adult Fucus by 
providing moisture and protection to the germlings during low tides. Because the technique 
is still being tested, it is impossible to know how successful the action may be, or how easily 
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it can be applied to the areas that could benefit from the action. If the technique is highly 
successful, the established germlings could become fully mature in 3 to 4 years and the 
associated invertebrates would also recolonize in the upper intertidal zone. At this time, 
however, it is impossible to know the outcome of the research; therefore, any benefits from 
this action are unknown. 

Cleanin& Oiled Mussel Beds. This has been considered as a possible method to reduce the 
hydrocarbon exposure for sea otters, harlequin ducks, and black oystercatchers. These 
animals depend on mussels for a large portion of their diet (Webster 1941; Dzinbel and 
Jarvis, 1982; Doroff and Bodkin, 1993). Mussels occur in loose aggregations attached to 
intertidal rocks, or in dense aggregations (mussel beds) over pea gravel and silt sediments. 
Because mussels fonn a dense matt over the sediments and rocks, oil that was trapped 
beneath the mussels was not exposed to weathering and still remains toxic. It may be 
possible to clean mussels in mussel beds, but cleaning will not be possible in all habitats 
where mussels occur. 

One of the possible explanations for continuing signs of injury to sea otters, river otters, 
harlequin ducks, and black oystercatchers is that they continue to be exposed to hydrocarbon 
contamination by eating oiled mussels. Concern over this possible continuing source of 
contamination led to feasibility studies to develop techniques to clean the sediments beneath 
the oiled mussel beds. One technique to be tested in 1994 lifts sections of the mussel beds 
and replaces the contaminated sediments with clean sediments without serious damage to the 
mussel beds (Babcock, pers. comm., 1994). Other techniques are likely to damage the 
existing mussels when contaminated sediments are removed. Approximately 60 locations 
with oiled mussel beds have been identified in Prince William Sound. Oiled mussels beds 
have been identified and sampled from the Alaska Peninsula and Kodiak, however, estimates 
on the number of exisiting oiled mussel beds are unavailable. 

The extent and distribution of oiled mussel beds is still being determined and will be 
important in understanding the potential benefits that can be gained for other organisms by 
this action. There have been no studies to determine whether eating contaminated mussels is 
causing injury to other species within' the EVOS area. However, other studies have 
documented reproductive impairment in some seabirds after ingesting oil (Epply and 
Robega, 1990; Fry and Addiego, 1988). The intent of cleaning oiled mussel beds is largely 
to eliminate a source of continuing contamination to other organisms. Studies that examined 
the effects of oil on the mussel beds noted a reduction in the number of large mussels and 
overall biomass of the mussel beds, but there did not .appear to be a shortage of new recruits 
(smaller mussels) to the mussel beds (Highsmith, Stekoll and Barber, 1993). It is unknown 
whether the trapped oil beneath the mussel beds will ultimately cause further injury to the 
mussels; however, continued high levels of hydrocarbons have been found in mussel tissues, 
which indicates that the mussels may be continuing to be contaminated. 

If the technique described above.is successful, then this action is unlikely to cause an adverse 
effect and may provide tangible benefits to the mussels at the cleaned sites. Presumably, this 
technique would be applicable throughout the EVOS area, however, there is less infonnation 
on the location of oiledmussel beds in areas outside of Prince William Sound. 

Conclusions 

Short-tenn effects: Negligible. 

CHAPTER 4 • 51 



4 
Environmental 
Consequences 

52 • 4 CHAPTER 

Long-term effects: Unknown. For direct restoration actions, effects are unknown 
because both of these actions still are being tested. The long
term effects of the Habitat Protection actions for reducing 
disturbance or preventing additional injwy to intertidal organisms 
are moderately beneficial and will vary substantially between 
parcels. 

Impacts on Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seals 

The greatest way to benefit the injured harbor seal populations is to determine what has 
caused the long-term decline of populations throughout the Gulf of Alaska. Such research 
activities cannot be analyzed in this FEIS because the environmental effects are dependent 
on the outcome of the research and how the results can be used for restoration. For this 
analysis we can consider only the effects of habitat protection and the two types of general 
restoration actions proposed in Chapter 2. Both of the proposed actions are information 
based programs that would be designed to change the impact of commercial fisheries or of 
subsistence harvest on the recovering seal populations. 

General Restoration 

Subsistence harvest is not believed to be the cause of the long-term decline of harbor seal 
populations in the Gulf of Alaska; however, any additional mortality may slow the recovery 
of injured populations. The subsistence harvest in Prince William Sound declined as a result 
of the oil spill; and in 1991, harvest levels probably were less than 5 percent of the 
population. A healthy seal population would be able to easily sustain that level of harvest. 
Depending on the distribution, sex, and age of the animals harvested, a 5- percent harvest 
could negatively affect an injured population. 

Establish a Cooperative Pro~tram between Subsistence Users and Research Scientists 
or Agency Managers. One of the proposed actions would establish a cooperative program 
between subsistence users and research scientists or agency managers. The program would 
be designed to provide a two-way exchange of information that would provide benefits to all 
parties and could benefit the injured harbor seal population. For example, recent studies 
indicate that harbor seals may have a high site fidelity to molting and pupping areas (e. g., the 
same individuals consistently use the same areas) (Pitcher, 1990). Ifsome of these areas 
show greater declines than other sites within Prince William Sound, redirecting harvest 
towards the healthier,--or the nonoiled~ areas--could reduce any negative effects from the 
harvest without actually changing the number of animals harvested. 

Establish a Cooperative Program between Commercial Fishermen and Agency 
Managers. This program also could reduce pressure on the injured seal populations. The 
program would provide information on deterrent methods and regulations. Ideally it would 
provide information to the scientists on the extent of the interactions between the commercial 
fisheries and the seals, and it would reduce the number of seal mortalities. The interactions 
with commercial fisheries probably would result in fewer deaths than from the subsistence 
harvest and are unlikely to be the cause of the seal decline; however, the more that can be 
done to minimize the effects of human-caused injwy and mortality, the more likely it will be 
that the population will stabilize and recover. 
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Harbor seals use haulout sites that are either in the intertidal zone or immediately adjacent to 
the intertidal zone; therefore, actions that occur on the upland are not likely to destroy the 
habitat. However, it is possible that habitat changes to the uplands may increase the amount 
of disturbance currently experienced at haulout sites on or near the parcel. Disturbance has 
been documented as adversely affecting harbor seals and other pinnipeds in other parts of 
their range (Allen et al., 1984; Esipenko, 1986; Johnson et al., 1989). These studies have 
shown that the greatest impacts :from disturbances are at haulout sites during pupping and 
molting. During pupping, disturbance can result in higher pup mortality caused by 
abandonment, or :from being crushed as the adults panic and return to the water (Johnson, 
1977). The greatest disturbance is caused when people walk near or through haulout sites 
(Johnson et al., 1989), but disturbance also can be caused by low-flying aircraft and by boats 
that approach too close to the haulouts. 

Habitat-protection criteria for parcels that may benefit harbor seals include ratings of: 

- "High" for parcels known to have a haulout of 10 or more seals on or immediately 
adjacent to the parcel; 

- "Moderate" for parcels with known haul outs with sporadic use and less than 10 seals; or, 
probable haul outs in vicinity of the parcel; or probable feeding in nearshore waters; and; 

- "Low" for possible feeding sites located in nearshore waters adjacent to the parcel (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated in the large parcel process, 25 of the parcels were ranked high, 
19 moderate, and 3 5 low and 2 parcels were ranked as having no benefit to harbor seals. 
Based on these rankings, the overall value of these parcels is moderate, although individual 
parcels may have exceptional value. If a higher cost per acre is assumed for the protection 
of these parcels, fewer of the parcels that are ranked low for multiple resources and services 
are likely to be protected. Under this scenario there would be limited effect on the benefits to 
harbor seals because only one parcel ranked high and one parcel ranked moderate for harbor 
seals would not be included. 

The actual impact that development on these parcels will have on the harbor seals depends 
on, among other things, the type of disturbance caused, the length and duration of the 
disturbance, and whether the haulout area is used for pupping or molting. Within the EVOS 
area, there have been no studies to document the amount or effects of current activities that 
may cause disturbance to harbor seals; so baseline data are unavailable. However, it is 
reasonable to assume that protection of upland habitats near haulout sites will reduce the risk 
of disturbance to the injured population. 

Aside :from monitoring and research activities, and assuming that the actions previously 
described are implemented, none of the other actions proposed under this alternative for 
other resources or services are likely to impact harbor seals. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: Negligible. All of the proposed actions would require some time 
after implementation before any changes could be expected. 
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Long-term effects: 

Sea Otters 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions could reduce negative 
impacts on harbor seals and may result in increased recovecy 
rates in local areas. 

There are three types of actions aside from research or monitoring that are considered in this 
alternative: habitat acquisition, cleanup of oiled mussel beds, and creation of a cooperative 
program between subsistence users and sea otter scientists and managers. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The benefit to sea otters of habitat protection actions on upland parcels is through reducing 
potential or actual disturbance. Sea otters appear to have a high tolerance to certain human 
activities, as evidenced by their abundance in highly travelled areas such as Orca Inlet near 
Cordova; however, their response to large-scale disturbances has not been studied. Large
scale disturbances, such as log-transfer sites, may force resident sea otters to leave the 
immediate area and causes a localized long-term loss in food availability as debris from the 
logs covers the substrate (Conlon and Ellis, 1979; Jackson, 1986). Disturbance is more 
likely to cause adverse effects on females with pups that concentrate in high quality habitats 
with abundant prey in the intertidal zones. 

Habitat-protection criteria for parcels that may benefit sea otters include ratings of: 

- "High" for parcels adjacent to known pupping concentrations; 

- "Moderate" for parcels adjacent to concentration areas for feeding and/or shelter; or, 
potential pupping areas; and 

- "Low" for feeding sites located in adjacent waters (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated in the large parcel process, 20 of the parcels were ranked high, 
16 moderate, and 42 low, and 3 parcels were ranked as having no benefit to sea otters. 
Based on these rankings, the overall value of these parcels is low to moderate, although 
individual parcels may be near habitat of exceptional value. If a higher cost per acre is 
assumed for the protection of these parcels, fewer of the parcels that are ranked low for 
multiple resources and services are likely to be protected. Because most of these parcels also 
were evaluated as being of low benefit to sea otters, the differences in the potential benefit to 
sea otters would change vecy little because most highly or moderately ranked parcels are still 
included. 

General Restoration 

Cleaning Oiled Mussel Beds. This has been considered as a possible method to reduce the 
hydrocarbon exposure. Sea otters, especially juvenile otters and females with pups, depend 
on mussels for a large portion of their diet (Doroff and Bodkin, 1993). Mussels are found in 
shallower areas and are easier to obtain than other prey. Mussels occur in loose aggregations 
attached to intertidal rocks, or in dense aggregations (mussel beds) over pea gravel and silt 
sediments. Because mussels form a dense matt over the sediments and rocks, oil that was 
trapped beneath the mussels was not exposed to weathering and still remains toxic. It may be 
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possible to clean mussels in mussel beds, but this will not be possible in all habitats where 
oiled mussels occur. 

One of the possible explanations of the poor survival rate of post-weanling juveniles in the 
oiled areas is that they are continuing to be exposed to hydrocarbon contamination by eating 
oiled mussels. Concern over the possible continuing source of contaminations to sea otters 
and other higher order animals (e.g., black oystercatchers and harlequin ducks) led to 
feasibility studies to develop techniques to clean the sediments beneath the oiled mussel 
beds. One technique to be tested in 1994 lifts sections of the mussel beds and replaces the 
contaminated sediments with clean sediments without serious damage to the mussel beds 
(Babcock, pers. comm., ·1994). Approximately 60 locations with oiled mussel beds have 
been identified in Prince William Sound. 

The extent and distribution of oiled mussel beds is still being determined and will be 
important in understanding the potential benefit to sea otters that can be gained from 
cleaning. There have been no studies to determine whether eating contaminated mussels is 
causing injury to the sea otter population. However, it is possible to consider the potential 
benefit in terms of the level of risk to exposure. For example, the telemetry study by Monnett 
and Ratterman (1992) indicated that females and weanling sea otters did not range great 
distances between oiled and unoiled areas. If a group of sea otters spends many months 
feeding in bays that have several oiled mussel beds, they are at greater risk of exposure than 
sea otters that feed in areas with few or no oiled mussels. Of the oiled mussel beds identified 
so far, there are approximately 20 in Herring Bay off Knight Island; cleaning half or all of 
these mussel beds would greatly reduce the risk to the local population. If only 1 or 2 beds in 
the area were cleaned, it might not reduce the risk of exposure at all. Similarly, if the only 
source of oil in an entire bay was from one mussel bed, removing that contamination could 
eliminate the majority of the risk to the local sea otters. 

Cleaning oiled mussel beds would be a labor intensive task that may last for several days at 
each location. Some short-term disturbance probably would occur; however, it is not likely 
to permanently displace the local sea otters. 

It is reasonable to assume that the ability of this action to reduce the risk of exposure is 
equally valid in other regions of the spill area. However, there is less information on the 
location of mussel beds and on the injury to the sea otter population. 

EstabJishin& Cooperative Pro&ram between Subsistence Users and Research Scientists 
or A&ency Mana2ers. Establishing a cooperative program between subsistence users and 
research scientists or agency managers is another action that is appropriate under this 
alternative. The program would be designed to provide a two-way exchange of information 
that would provide benefits to all parties and could benefit the injured sea otter population. 
Recent records of the subsistence harvest of sea otters in the oil spill area indicate that 
harvest levels are relatively low but increasing throughout the EVOS area. If subsistence 
levels increase in areas where the populations were affected by the spill, the additional 
harvest may slow or prevent localized recovery. For example, the densities of sea otters in 
some oiled areas is still very low (Bodkin and Ballachey, pers. comm., 1994 ). If these areas 
are consistently harvested, redirecting harvest towards the healthier or the nonoiled areas 
could reduce any negative effects without actually changing the number of animals harvested. 
Likewise, sea otters can sustain a greater harvest of males and juveniles than of breeding 
females. 
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Without any restoration actions, it may be reasonable to estimate that sea otters in Prince 
William Sound will recover to their prespill abundance in 7 to 35 years once the population 
begins to increase. If subsistence harvest rates rise substantially in the oiled areas, recovery 
estimates based on a 1 0-percent growth rate are unlikely and it is possible that the more 
conservative estimate of 3 5 years would be extended. If a cooperative program can be 
established, it may be possible to sustain a higher harvest rate without changing the recovery 
rate of the injured population. 

Actions implemented for other resources or services are not expected to impact the sea otter 
populations or their recovery. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Impact on Birds 

Harlequin Duck 

Negilgible. All of the proposed actions would take time before 
any results could be expected. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions improve the habitat 
quality through reducing the risk of exposure to oil, the potential 
for disturbance, and the impacts from subsistence harvest. These 
benefits could produce a change in abundance of sea otters in 
some areas but are not likely to produce a notable increase on a 
regional scale. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The main value to harlequin ducks from upland habitat acquisition is that their riparian 
nesting and feeding habitat will be secured, and therefore their reproductive potential will not 
be jeopardized by development. Eighty-one land parcels were evaluated for benefits to 
harlequin ducks in the "large parcel process." Assuming a relatively high cost per parcel that 
would result in acquisition of only 62 parcels, 23 of these parcels were determined to be of 
high value to harlequin ducks, and 21 more were considered to be of moderate value. 
Together, 71% of the parcels in· this package have a moderate-to-high value for harlequin 
ducks, resulting a high overall benefit to this injured resource. By assuming a lower cost per 
parcel that would allow purchase of all 81 parcels, only one parcel of high value, and 4 
more of moderate value would be added to the package. Acquiring the more restrictive 
package of parcels would translate into a higher average benefit. 

General Restoration 

Cleaning Oiled Mussel Beds. Cleaning oiled mussel beds is considered to be a possible 
means of reducing hydrocarbon exposure to harlequin ducks via their food chain. Mussels, 
clams, and other bottom prey of harlequin ducks continue to be contaminated by oil still 
buried in the sediments. Harlequin ducks eat the contaminated prey, thus contaminating their 
body tissues. Although as yet unproven, this sublethal contamination is suspected to interfere 
with normal reproduction, resulting in few new broods being seen in the oiled area since the 
spill. Production in the oiled area could eventually resume 6nce the buried oil is removed, 
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followed by a population increase. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Murres 

Negligible. The short-term effects through 1995 ofland 
acquisition on harlequin duck population recovery are expected 
to be·negligible, and populations are expected to remain at 1990-
1993 levels. 

High Benefits. The long-term effects of this alternative would 
have a high benefit for maintaining, protecting, and increasing the 
reproductive potential of harlequin ducks. Cleaning oiled mussel 
beds would eliminate the source of hydrocarbon cont~ation of 
body tissues, and also enhance the food base of local populations. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Protection of habitat would have a low overall benefit to the injured murre population, 
because there are no sizeable colonies and very few smaller colonies that are not already 
protected. This can be demonstrated with an analyses of the value to common murres of 
parcels being considered for acquisition in the "large parcel process." Assuming a relatively 
high cost per parcel that would result in acquisition of 62 of the 81 parcels that are being 
considered in this process, only one was determined to be of high value to murres, 7 more 
were considered to be of moderate value, and the remaining 54 were of low or no value to 
murres. The remaining 14 parcels in the large parcel process that could be purchased with a 
lower average parcel cost all haye a low value to murres. The overall value to common 
murres of either package of parcels is low. A seabird colony on privately owned Gull Island 
in Kachemak Bay has a colony of 10,000 common murres, and it is an attraction that several 
commercial tour boats visit daily in summer. Gull Island is considered to be a "small parcel" 
and is not included in the large parcel analysis. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Pigeon Guillemot 

Negligible. All large--and most smaller--colonies ofmurres are 
already protected, so the benefit of habitat protection to murres 
would be negligible. 

Low Benefits. The effect of this alternative on murre populations 
throughout the EVOS area would be low. However, acquisition 
of Gull Island in Kachemak Bay would ensure protection of this 
colony and thus may have a moderate long-term local benefit to 
murres. 
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Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

In Prince William Sound, the large majority of pigeon guillemot colonies are on Forest 
Service (USDA, Forest Service) land (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994) that is within 
the Nellie Juan-College Fjord Wilderness Study Area. Under current Forest Service policy, 
the study area is being managed as wilderness until such time as Congress resolves the Study 
Area's fmal status, and this area is thus not slated for logging (USDA, Forest Service, 1994). 
Two of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound, at The Pleiades and on Bligh Island, 
totaling approximately 3 percent of the 1993 breeding population, are on private land 
(Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994 ). In the 1970's, both of the latter colonies probably 
harbored larger numbers of nesting guillemots than at present. It is unlikely that two small 
colonies adjacent to private land that is currently being logged on the eastern, nonoiled 
portion of Prince William Sound, have been affected by the inland logging operations 
(Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994). 

Prince William Sound and the Seal Bay area on Mognak Island (Cody, Fadeley and Gerlach, 
1993) are the only locations within the EVOS area with current, comprehensive knowledge 
of pigeon guillemot colonies, and the Seal Bay area has already been acquired. Knowledge 
of guillemot colonies elsewhere in the EVOS area, including Kenai Fjords National Park, is 
old and incomplete (USFWS, 1993). Specially-designed surveys are essential to locate and 
count guillemots at their colonies (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994), and these have 
not been done within the EVOS area outside of Prince William Sound and Seal Bay. 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate 
or low value for pigeon guillemots based on the following defmitions. High, for parcels with 
known colonies on or immediately adjacent to the parcel, and with known feeding 
concentrations in nearshore waters. Moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting and 
known feeding in nearshore waters. Low rankings were assigned to parcels with a low 
likelihood of nesting; but with p9ssible feeding in nearshore waters (EVOS Restoration 
Team, 1993). By assuming a relatively high average cost that would allow acquisition of62 
of the 81 parcels, 18 (28%) each were characterized as having a high or moderate value to 
guillemots, 23 (37%) had a low value, and the remaining 3 had no value to pigeon 
guillemots. Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel that would result in acquisition of all 
81 parcels adds 3, 5, 8, and 3 parcels, respectively, with high, moderate, low, and no value to 
pigeon guillemots. This exercise thus suggests tl)at habitat protection would have an overall 
moderately beneficial effect on recovery of the injured pigeon guillemot population. 

General Restoration 

Predator Control Predator control has the potential to increase productivity of pigeon 
guillemots, but little is known about the nature of predation on guillemots throughout the 
EVOS area. Possible predator control methods might include live trapping and translocating 
predators; removing eggs from the nests of avian predators and replacing the live eggs with 
artificial ones so the adults do not lay a second clutch; installing predator exclosures; and 
deploying predator-proof nesting boxes. Studies are needed to determine the severity of 
predation at individual colonies, and if warranted, to design specific methods to reduce 
predation. An EVOS predator control project on Simeonoff and Chemebura Islands just 
outside the EVOS area will allow recolonization and a modest population increase by pigeon 
guillemots (V. Byrd, oral comm., 1994). Little is known about the current status of guillemot 
colonies elsewhere in the EVOS area (USFWS, 1993). 
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Negligible. Because there appears to be no development planned 
on private lands with known colonies of pigeon guillemots, the 
short-tenn effects of this alternative on population recovery 
would be negligible. 

Moderate Benefits. In the long term, acquiring habitat where two 
of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound are located would 
moderately benefit population recovery and prevent further 
inroads to the injured population through habitat degradation. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Details of habitat use by marbled murrelets are still being clarified, and more studies are 
needed. Studies in Prince William Sound have shown that large, moss-covered limbs of old
growth conifers are the keystone of prime nesting habitat, but marbled murrelets have not 
been found in all of the old growth forest surveyed, and five of eight new nests found in 1994 
were on the ground (Kuletz, oral comm., 1994). Nevertheless, current and possible future 
logging on private land is the single greatest threat to population recovery of marbled 
murre lets, and it poses the additional threat of reducing the population more. Acquisition of 
potentially prime nesting habitat would thus maximize the chances for the injured marbled 
murrelet population to recover while preventing further injury to the population through 
reduction of nesting habitat. 

Analyzing the value to marbled murrelets of land parcels being considered for acquisition in 
the "large parcel process" will h~lp evaluate the overall effects of this alternative on marbled 
murrelet population restoration. By assuming a relatively high average cost that would allow 
acquisition of 62 parcels, 19 parcels (31%) were characterized as having a high value to 
murrelets, 31 (SO%) more had a moderate value, 12 (19%) had a low value, and none were 
considered to have no value to marbled murrelets. Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel 
that would result in acquisition of all 81 parcels would add 3, 5, 8, and 3 parcels, 
respectively, with high, moderate, low, and no value to marbled murrelets. The main 
consideration, however, is that this alternative would result in a decrease in the funds 
available for habiat acquisition, thus decreasing protection of potential nesting habitat. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

High Benefits. Depending on the potential for imminent logging 
on individual land parcels that contain prime murrelet nesting 
habitat (i.e., old growth coniferous forest), the short-term effects 
of land acquisition could be of high benefit. 

Moderate Benefits. The long-term benefits of this alternative on 
individual parcels would be high, but due to the overall reduced 
amount of nesting habitat that could be acquired, the area-wide 
benefit to marbled murrelets would be only moderate. 
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Impact on Fish 

Pink Salmon 

Although Alternative 3 would provide limited restoration actions to assist natural recovery of 
wild-stock pink salmon populations, the only action that has been identified to restore wild
stock pink salmon populations is habitat protection and acquisition (EVOS Trustee Council, 
April, November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The criteria for parcels that may· benefit pink salmon include ratings of high for parcels with a 
high density of pink salmon streams or streams known to have exceptional value, moderate 
for parcels with an average density of pink salmon streams or streams with average 
production, and low for parcels with few or no pink salmon streams or streams with no 
production (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit wild-stock pink salmon populations according to 
Alternative 3 will depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation, 
therefore, the number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range between 62 
parcels and all parcels that are available. If all available parcels are purchased, the benefit is 
expected to provide moderate value for the pink salmon resource (Appendix A). Of the 81 
parcels that may be purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted for this 
alternative, 0, 38, 25, and 18 have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, 
respectively, for pink salmon. A total of 53 percent of the parcels is rated as moderate or 
high value. 

If only 62 parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide moderate value for the 
pink salmon resource (Appendix A). Of the 62 parcels that may be purchased from the 
estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 0, 25, 20, and 17 have been rated as 
no, low, moderate, and high value, respectively, for pink salmon. A total of 60 percent of the 
parcels is rated as moderate or high value. 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for pink salmon, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that some 
of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to have 
some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. No benefits from habitat protection would accrue 
within one lifecycle. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
would assist the recovery of the injured wild stocks of pink 
salmon by protecting important habitats. Long-term benefits, 
however, might accrue to only portions of the EVOS area. 
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Alternative 3 provides limited restoration actions to assist natural recovery of wild-stock 
sockeye salmon populations. Actions that may be implemented to restore these populations 
as part of Alternative 3 include habitat protection, and actions that may improve survival 
rates of sockeye salmon eggs by using egg incubation boxes, net-pen rearing or hatchery 
rearing (EVOS Trustee Council, April, November, 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The criteria for parcels that may benefit sockeye salmon include ratings of high for parcels 
with sockeye salmon streams or -systems known to have exceptional value, moderate for 
parcels with sockeye salmon streams or systems with average production, and low for parcels 
with few or no sockeye salmon streams or systems with low production (EVOS Restoration 
Team, 1993). 

Forecasted habitat protection that may benefit wild-stock sockeye salmon populations 
according to Alternative 3 would depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget 
allocation. Therefore, the number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range 
between 62 parcels and all parcels that are available. If all available parcels are purchased, 
the benefit is expected to provide low value for the sockeye salmon resource (Appendix A). 
Of the 81 parcels that may be purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted for this 
alternative, 16, 48, 8, and 9 have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, 
respectively, for sockeye salmon. A total of 21 percent is rated as moderate or high value. 

If only 62 parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide low value for the sockeye 
salmon resource (Appendix A). Of the 34 parcels that may be purchased from the estimated 
budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 16, 33, 6, and 7 have been rated as no, low, 
moderate, and high value, respectively, for sockeye salmon. A total of 21 percent is rated as 
moderate or high value. 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for sockeye salmon, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that 
some of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to 
have some measure of protection through the protective actions of normal resource agency 
planning and permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Action 1: E!!:!!: Hncubation Boxes. These boxes have been used highly successfully in the 
Copper River drainage to develop a small wild-stock population of sockeye salmon into an 
estimated annual total return of approximately 200,000 adult fish, with an estimated annual 
commercial harvest of over 100,000 fish (Roberson and Holder, 1993). Other experiments 
to incubate sockeye and chum salmon eggs in egg incubation boxes in Prince William Sound 
were less successful (Jackson, 1974), however, when properly installed, these units control 
the water flow, substrate type, sedimentation, and predation to provide egg-to-fry survival 
rates as high as 90 percent. This compares quite favorably with an expected survival rate of 
12 to 43 percent of eggs laid in redds by spawning sockeye salmon (Drucker, 1968) where 
survival may be affected by extremes of environmental conditions. 
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The potential contribution of egg incubation boxes for the restoration of sockeye salmon 
stocks in the oil spill area would be limited to drainages with: (1) limited successful 
reproduction; (2) spring areas with appropriate physical features and water quality and 
quantity; and (3) underutilized rearing capacity for the sockeye salmon fiy that are produced. 

Although extensive surveys to locate potential sites to apply this technique have not been 
performed, if suitable locations can be identified within drainages that presently support 
small populations of sockeye salmon, this technique may be applied to help restore those 
populations without a major intrusion into the environment or the fish stock. 

Action 2: Net-Pen Rearing. This practice has been widely applied to increase the survival 
rate of all salmon species. This technique, however, has only recently been applied 
successfully for sockeye salmon because most previous attempts have failed because sockeye 
salmon are particularly susceptible to the disease, infectious hematopoietic necrosis virus 
(IHNV) (Mr. Terry Ellison, ADF&G, oral comm. 1994). 

Although the net-pen rearing technique has been applied in both freshwater and saltwater, 
most success has been achieved with freshwater rearing because the early lifestages from 
only a few stocks of sockeye salmon can survive in saltwater. Burke (1993), however, 
described a highly successful program for rearing juvenile sockeye salmon in saltwater net 
pens to the smolt stage, but only after they had been fed first in freshwater hatchery raceways. 
Consequently, although net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon in saltwater may have excellent 

·potential for a hatchery-based application, it is of limited value for protection and restoration 
of wild stocks except where it may be used to create an alternate opportunity for commercial 
fishermen. 

Juvenile sockeye salmon typically spend up to 3 years rearing in freshwater (Burgner, 1991 ). 
During this period, the mortality rate between the fiy and smolt stages may range from 86 to 
99 percent (Roberson and Holder, 1993); but fiy held in net pens are largely protected from 
predators and food is provided, so the mortality rate is low while they are in the pens. Net
pen rearing of sockeye salmon fiy in freshwater has not been widely applied; however, 
Schollenberger (1993) and Zadina and Haddix (1990) have reported good success with this 
strategy. 

Net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon fiy to increase their survival rate potentially may be 
employed in many systems throughout the EVOS area. Only two key ingredients are 
necessary: a source offiy and a suitable site to anchor and service the net pens. Fry may be 
captured from a spawning stream or transferred from a hatchery. Careful application of the 
net-pen rearing technique would increase the numbers of emigrating sockeye salmon smolts 
and returning adults with minimal undesirable effects on the population or the lake-rearing 
system. The magnitude of the benefit will depend on the numbers of captive fiy that can be 
accommodated. 

Although restoration, development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural 
. techniques has been widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted 
within the fisheries profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). 
Hatchery-produced fish typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. 
Consequently, if wild stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a 
danger that the wild stocks may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest
management strategy must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in 
a separate time or place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, 
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and controlled to avoid or minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, 
Burger, and Klein, 1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and 
federal permits and a site-specific NEP A compliance review may also be required before a 
project is implemented (Appendix C, Section 1). 

Action 3: Hatchen Rearin2. This method of rearing sockeye salmon has had a long 
history in Alaska; however, during the last decade, this strategy has been improved and it has 
produced dramatic innovations and results (Ellison, 1992). In Alaska, cultured juvenile 
sockeye salmon have been released as fry, presmolts, and smolts. Each life stage has its own 
particular logistical, biological, and fish cultural constraints and advantages. Fry are less 
expensive to rear, transport, and'i:elease; but they require at least 1 year of rearing in a lake 
before they smoltuy, and they would not survive to the adult stage as well as presmolts or 
smolts. Fry that are retained and fed in hatchery raceways may be released in late fall as 
presmolts. These young fish require few resources from the lake system during the winter 
and emigrate as smolts in the spring .. Smolts are expensive to rear and transport, but they 
will survive better to the adult stage; however, they can be released as migrants without 
reliance on freshwater rearing. 

Injured wild stocks may be helped directly by a rearing and release program for those stocks; 
or the wild stocks may be helped indirectly by creating an alternate opportunity for the 
commercial fishers to divert fishing pressure away from the injured wild stocks. For direct 
restoration, fry-rearing programs would be limited to those drainages where the forage is 
underutilized by the naturally produced fry. Presmolt- and smolt-rearing programs, however, 
can provide direct restoration with little or no effect on plankton populations. 

Although restoration, development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural 
techniques has been widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted 
within the fisheries profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). 
Hatchery-produced fish typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. 
Consequently, if wild stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a 
danger that the wild stocks may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest
management strategy must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in 
a separate time or place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, 
and controlled to avoid or minirriize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, 
Burger, and Klein, 1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and 
federal permits and a site-specific NEP A compliance review may also be required before a 
project is implemented (Appendix C, Section 1). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Low Benefits. Some benefits in some drainages may accrue 
within one lifecycle. 

High Benefits. These actions wouldassist the recovery of the 
injured wild sockeye salmon stocks; however, some of these 
actions may be more beneficial in certain portions of the EVOS 
area and some other populations may not become restored. 
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Pacific Herring 

Alternative 3 includes only one restoration action to assist the natural recovery of Pacific 
herring--habitat protection and acquisition (EVOS Trustee Council, April 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquision 

The criteria for parcels that may benefit Pacific herring include ratings of high for parcels 
with documented consistent annual Pacific herring spawning along the parcel shoreline, 
moderate for parcels with occasional spawning along the parcel shoreline, and low for 
parcels with no documented Pacific herring spawning along the parcel shoreline, but a 
possible feeding area (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit Pacific herring populations according to Alternative 3 
would depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation. Therefore, the 
number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range between 62 parcels and all 
parcels that are available. If all available parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to 
provide moderate value for the Pacific herring resource (Appendix A). Of the 81 parcels that 
may be purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 7, 30, 29, 
and 15 have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, respectively, for Pacific 
herring. A total of 54 percent of the parcels is rated as moderate or high value. 

If only 62 parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide moderate value for the 
Pacific herring resource (Appendix A). Of the 62 parcels that may be purchased from the 
estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 3, 20, 25, and 14 have been rated as 
no, low, moderate, and high vall!~. respectively, for Pacific herring. A total of 63 percent of 
the parcels is rated as moderate or high value. 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for Pacific herring, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that 
some of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to 
have some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. No benefits would accrue within one lifecycle. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
may have a long-term value to Pacific herring stocks in the 
EVOS area by helping to assure maintenance of reproductive 
potential. Some habitat areas would recover sooner than others. 

Archaeoloqjcai/Cultural Resources 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed that 62 large parceJ.s would be purchased under this alternative. These parcels 
contain low (no known or suspected cultural resources/sites on parcel), moderate (no 
significant cultural resources/sites on or adjacent to parcel), or high (documented 
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concentration or significant cultural resources/sites on parcel) potential for benefiting cultural 
resources as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low 
potential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of2, 
and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 2.1 (or slightly higher than 
moderate). These estimates reflect known sites--not all of the sites present--in the EVOS 
area. Not all sites have been found, so the actual benefit to cultural resources may be greater 
than reflected in these estimates. 

This analysis does not take into consideration small parcel acquisition, which is currently 
under evaluation. It also is possible that land prices will be lower or higher than those 
assumed here. That may result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly all 81 identified 
parcels) or fewer parcels. Habitat acquisition and protection may have a low short- term 
benefit. Moderate long-term benefits from habitat acquisition are likely to accrue primarily 
through (1) placing private lands under public management and application of Federal and 
State cultural resource-protection laws, and (2) reducing the likelihood of damage to cultural 
resources resulting from extractive activities (such as logging), or other developments. 

General Restoration 

The 12 percent of total ftmding available for general restoration under this alternative could 
ftmd projects that directly affect the cultural resources of the EVOS area. General-restoration 
actions may include activities on individual sites (site stabilization, site-salvage excavations, 
site monitoring and stewardship) or in local communities (archaeological repositories). On
site work often can be combined with community activities, as is envisioned in the site 
stewardship program. Each of the proposed actions considered here could be implemented 
independently or in combination"with any of the others. The most effective approach is 
comprehensive, tailoring combinations of actions within each community whose cultural 
resources were injured by the spill. 

Stabilize Archaeolo&ical Sites. Archaeological sites affected through erosion begun or 
worsened by oil spill activities may be stabilized to slow or stop the erosion. Stabilization 
may entail recontouring parts of the sites to cover up exposed archaeological deposits. This 
would reduce the visibility of artifacts and so reduce chances of looting or vandalism. This is 
a relatively nondestructive alternative when compared to archaeologically excavating the 
sites or allowing damage to continue. 

Stabilization is a site-specific activity that may be accomplished through several different 
methods. Some sites are located along high-energy shorelines or in high-energy intertidal 
areas and may not be suited to stabilization. Also, stabilization techniques that produce 
contrast with surrounding terrain may draw visitation rather than protect against visitation. 
The benefit of stabilization is to preserve the temporary (requiring periodic maintenance) or 
permanent integrity of the site. This would have an inunediate benefit of moderate to high 
level in the short term but may have the potential to preserve sites and reduce damage at a 
high level over the long term. 

Excavate Archaeolo&ical Sites. Not all sites can be stabilized, whether for physical or 
economic reasons. Ongoing vandalism, looting, and erosion of archaeological sites in the 
EVOS area can be mitigated through salvage excavation instead of stabilization. Excavation 
and stabilization can also be done on the same site. Scientific excavation of the sites most in 
danger of destruction can yield information important to understanding the history and 
prehistory of the EVOS area, a major element of Alaska's cultural heritage. Excavation can 
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also remove human remains and funerary objects associated with the ancestors of 
contemporary people living in communities in the spill area. These remains could be moved 
to locations less likely to be disturbed by looters or vandals, or unearthed by ongoing erosion. 

One effect of excavation is permanent destruction of the excavated portions of the sites. This 
destruction, however, is controlled and exactly delimited, allowing for the appropriate care 
and analysis of removed items and associations. Without archaeological excavation, damage 
to, and eventual destruction of, several of the sites may continue with neither the public nor 
the resource benefiting. The short- and long-term benefits of salvage excavation of highly 
endangered sites therefore would be high. This action both protects the sites from further 
looting and vandalism and mitigates the spill-related damage already incurred. Some 
salvage-excavation projects have already been funded by the Trustee Council. 

Site Monitoring and Stewardship. Archaeological site-stewardship programs active in 
Arizona, Arkansas, and Texas have demonstrated the utility of public education and 
increased oversight of sites for reducing continuing vandalism. A site-stewardship program 
for the EVOS area would combine public education and site monitoring through recruitment, 
training, coordination, and maintenance of a corps of interested local citizens to watch over 
nearby archaeological sites. Sites to be monitored by local residents would be identified by 
landowners and managers on the basis of past and ongoing vandalism and erosion. Law 
enforcement officials may be involved during investigations or when called to sites to 
intercept active vandalism. 

The benefits of site stewardship would be an increased knowledge and appreciation of 
archaeological methods of site monitoring and decreased site vandalism. These benefits may 
begin within the first year of imP,~ementation and continue for an indefinitely long term. The 
benefits of this action in the short term would be low but are potentially high in the long term 
as site stewards become better trained and knowledge of the program is disseminated among 
people who are or may be inclined to damage sites. The action has additional importance in 
its involvement of local individuals and communities in protecting cultural resources. 

Archaeology Repositories, Communities within the spill-affected area increasingly express 
a desire that archaeological materials remain in (or at least are regularly returned to) their 
area of origin for display and interpretation. Local preservation of artifacts and interpreting 
of Native heritage is proposed as a means to offset the increasing loss of artifacts and 
disturbance of Native graves in the spill area. 

Placing artifacts in a local repository and using that repository as a base for interpreting 
cultural resources could help better educate residents and area visitors about practices of the 
past and the continuity of that past with the present and the future. These repositories may be 
established through modifying existing structures or by building new structures to 
accommodate collections. These would be located in communities within the oil spill area 
and could serve as local foci for heritage-oriented activities. The short-term benefit of this 
action may be to restore a feeling of involvement with and oversight of the cultural heritage 
of which local communities are part. This would be immediate but moderate. Long-term 
benefits are' high in terms of enhanced community involvement. It is this involvement that 
would address spill-related injury to the sense of cultural continuity and connectedness within 
the local communities. 
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Long-term effects: 
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Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions would extend cultural 
resource law protection to some lands now under private 
ownership. These actions also would begin restoration of 
damaged archaeological resources. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions could reduce negative 
impacts on cultural properties and accomplish restoration of 
some damaged archaeological resources. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed here that 62 large parcels would be purchased. These parcels contain low 
(status as a subsistence-use area unknown), moderate (known historic subsistence-use area, 
which may be used again), or high (known current subsistence-use area) potential for 
benefiting subsistence as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 
1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate potential 
benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 2.4 (or 
between moderate and high). 

The short-term benefits of habitat protection and acquisition on the recovery of subsistence 
species and subsistence use may be low because of a lack of immediate change in the existing 
condition. Protecting lands from the habitat degradation associated with extractive activities 
(such as logging), or other developments may help keep recovering subsistence resources 
from being further impacted and might help them recover more quickly. As a result, long
term benefits to subsistence would likely be low to moderate. 

This analysis does not take into consideration small-parcel acquisition, which is currently 
under evaluation. It also is possible that land prices may be lower or higher than those 
assumed here. That would result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly all 81 identified 
parcels) or fewer parcels. 

General Restoration 

The additional funds allotted for general restoration could field projects that directly affect 
subsistence resources and activities within the EVOS area. 

Subsistence-harvest levels appear to be at or near prespilllevels in most communities in the 
EVOS area. However, many subsistence users believe that subsistence food sources remain 
contaminated and are therefore dangerous to eat. The perception persists among village 
residents that subsistence species continue to decline or have not recovered form the oil spill. 
Health advisories against eating clams from obviously oiled beaches are still in effect. 
Shifting to noncustomary species or noncustomary subsistence locations also persists. The 
cultural values provided by gathering, preparing, and sharing food are not yet reintegrated 
into community life. 

Several general restoration actions that meet the criteria for this alternative and that could 
directly and beneficially affect subsistence species have been identified. These proposed 
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actions could be conducted independently from each other or in combination. The following 
summarizes some of the information from other resource-specific sections for this alternative 
as they apply to subsistence. Please refer to those sections concerning individual species 
elsewhere in the discussion of Alternative 3 for additional detail. 

Harbor Seals. The decline in the subsistence harvest of harbor seals may have helped 
stabilize the population. The proposed action to implement cooperative programs between 
subsistence users and agencies to assess the effects of the subsistence harvest may help in 
sorting out which localities would be best utilized (or best left alone) for subsistence use in 
order to optimize natural recovery of the populations. This would be a moderate long-term 
benefit, taking as long as 5 to 10 years to establish a measurably significant benefit. This 
action has the advantages of relatively low cost and spinoff value in improving 
communication between agency biologists and subsistence users. Cooperative programs 
proposed for reducing incidental take of harbor seals during fishing likewise may have low 
short-term benefits but may have moderate long-term benefits in 5 to 10 years. Reducing 
disturbance at haulout sites in the oil spill area may have a negligible benefit in the short term 
and a moderate benefit in the long term. 

Sea Otters. One of the proposed actions would establish a cooperative program between 
subsistence users and research scientists or agency managers. While subsistence harvests are 
not a significant impact on sea otter populations, both agency biologists and subsistence 
users would benefit from the additional interaction and information sharing that would grow 
from such an action. Traditional knowledge of sea otter behavior and their relation to other 
parts of the ecosystem may be more extensive than is presently recognized by agency 
biologists. Similarly, the present range and concentration of sea otters may be better 
understood by agency biologists than is presently recognized by many subsistence users. 
This type of action may have little benefit immediately or in the short term on the recovery of 
sea otters, but the long-term benefit on management efforts--and so on the sea otter 
populations--could be significant. 

Intertidal Organisms. Fucus, one of the central elements in intertidal ecosystems, is 
important to subsistence users as food and as habitat for other subsistence resources. A 
proposed pilot project would transplant Fucus to increase its population in the high intertidal 
zone. Recovery of Fucus is estimated at a decade. This would have insignificant short-term 
benefits but may have moderate long-term benefits to subsistence users. 

Sockeye Salmon. The use of egg incubation boxes has been proposed to restore or enhance 
sockeye salmon populations in the spill area. It is estimated that short-term benefits would 
be moderate, drainage-specific increases in populations. Long-term benefits would be low 
because of the scarcity of appropriate sites. If appropriate sites are found near villages, this 
technique has the potential for working very well locally to increase the amount of sockeye 
salmon available (in both the long and short terms) for subsistence use. 

Net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon fry has been proposed to increase their survival rate. 
Since there are many appropriate locations for net pens in the EVOS, it is estimated that this 
technique would have locally high short- and long-term benefits on the sockeye salmon 
populations. The advantage to subsistence users would be a corollary benefit. 

Hatchery rearing of sockeye salmon has been proposed, with release possible as fed fry, 
presmolts, and smolts. A number of project types are applicable, using different 
combinations of biological, physical, logistical, and technological factors. The short-term 
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benefit of this type of action is likely to be low because it would take some time to establish 
the populations. The long-term benefit to sockeye salmon populations is estimated to be 
high, as several generations of improved survival rates to the smolt stage leading to the 
increased numbers of returning adults. The benefit to subsistence users may increase as 
populations of sockeye salmon increased. The benefit to subsistence users may increase if 
wild stocks were separated from hatchery stocks. Concentration on hatchery stocks by 
commercial fisheries could reduce competition for wild stocks. 

Subsistence Food Testin&• One of the main elements in the damage to subsistence users in 
the spill area is the fear that once-safe subsistence foods are no longer safe to eat. An action 
has been proposed to conduct tests on subsistence foods to determine the amount of 
contamination, if any, in various,types of subsistence foods. This action would provide 
immediate information to subsistence users, providing short and long-term high level benefit 
to their sense of security. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Recreation and Tourism 

Low Benefits. The proposed actions would start stabilization or 
enhancement of species important for subsistence use, but higher 
levels of change are expected to accrue over an extended time 
period. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions may help locally to 
reduce the negative impacts on species important to subsisence 
use, as well as improve subsistence users' confidence in 
determining the healthfulness of subsistence foods. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed that 62 large parcels would be purchased under this alternative. These parcels 
contain low (low to no recreational use; access may be difficult), moderate (receives 
occasional public use; adjacent waters used for recreational boating; adjacent area receives 
high public use), or high (receives regular, high directed public use; highly visible to a large 
number of recreationists/tourists) potential for benefiting cultural resources as analyzed by 
the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a 
parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential 
benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 1.9 (or slightly lower than moderate). The benefit 
to recreation and tourism of habitat protection and acquisition may be low in the short term 
but moderate to high in the long term. These benefits would derive from protection of the 
scenic, wildlife, and undeveloped characteristics important for recreation values in the 
parcels being evaluated for acquisition. Extractive economic activities may reduce the 
recreational visual appeal of the landscape, shift or reduce wildlife-viewing possibilities, and 
eliminate the relative lack of developed (logged or mined) character, thereby reducing the 
overall utility of those and surrounding areas for recreational purposes. 

General Restoration 

General restoration strategies for recreation and tourism are to preserve or improve the 
recreation and wilderness values of the spill area, remove or reduce residual oil if it is cost-
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effective and less harmful than leaving it in place, and monitor recovery. In this alternative, 
the focus would be on removing residual oil and residual cleanup materials. 

Recovery of recreation and tourism is largely dependent on the recovery of natural resources. 
Shifting of recreational use sites :from injured to uninjured areas is likely to continue as long 
as injured sites appear injured. Once sites are returned to an uninjured condition, they may 
again be used by recreationists. Removing residual oil and traces of cleanup activities is an 
integral part of re-establishing previous recreation and tourism use areas. In the meantime, 
sites not injured directly by the spill are being impacted through new or increased use. Use 
patterns continue to change in relation to the recovery of the resources, perceptions, and the 
benefits of restoration projects. Removing residual oil on beaches important for recreational 
use may have moderate short-ter.m benefits. The long-term benefits of this action may be 
high locally, but are estimated to be moderate overall. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Wilderness 

Low Benefits. The proposed actions would require some time 
after implementation before low amounts of change in numbers of 
visitors or locations of recreation or tourism activities are 
noticeable. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions would provide some 
level of protection for lands against extractive activities and may 
locally stabilize existing recreation opportunities. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Wilderness Character. It is assumed that 62 large parcels would be purchased under 
Alternative 3. These parcels contain low (high/moderate evidence of human development 
and/or ongoing activities), moderate (area remote; evidence of human development and/or 
ongoing activities), or high (area remote; little or no evidence of human development) 
potential for benefiting wilderness as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group 
(November 30, 1993). If low p6tential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate 
potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 
2.4 (or somewhat higher than moderate). This analysis does not take into consideration small 
parcel acquisition, which is currently under evaluation. It also is possible that land prices 
will be lower or higher than those assumed here. That may result in the purchase of more 
parcels --possibly all identified parcels -- or fewer parcels. Short term, there would be few 
changes in the existing conditions of Wilderness Areas, and so low effect. Acquisition of 
parcels ofland adjacent to or near designated Wilderness may extend protection to the 
wilderness character of those parcels, and so expand the Wilderness areas de facto, i.e., 
without extending the actual Wilderness designation. No lands would become designated 
Wilderness Areas or Wilderness Study Areas without formal State or Federal legislative 
action. There would be a long-term moderate to high level of protection to this de facto 
wilderness, with benefits derived :from protecting areas :from extractive activities. 

Designated Wilderness. By maintaining the integrity of the ecosystems that extend beyond 
designated Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study Areas, and by protecting the viewsheds 
and other wilderness characteristics important to the value of those areas, Alternative 3 
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would have a moderate to high benefit to designated Wilderness. Public perception of 
recovery of damage to Wilderness by the EVOS is likely to be mixed, with some people 
believing that habitat acquisition and protection does not assist in recovery and others 
believing that habitat acquisition and protection is the only way to accomplish recovery. 

General Restoration 

Some on-the-ground general restoration actions could be funded as general restoration 
projects under Alternative 3. General restoration actions could include any that assist 
recovery of injured resources or that prevent further injury. Any of these that increase 
wildlife populations may have spinoff effects that would provide low improvements to 
wilderness characteristics in the EVOS area, both for de facto wilderness and designated 
Wilderness. These improvements are likely to occur through increased wildlife populations 
in injured species. 

The definition of recovery ofdesignated Wilderness areas is assumed to hinge on removal of 
traces of oil, material left over from cleanup activities, and public perception that the areas 
are recovered. The only General Restoration activity for designated Wilderness identified in 
this alternative is removal of residual oil and/or residual cleanup materials still existing in 
isolated pockets in Wilderness areas. Only projects that provide substantial improvement 
over natural recovery would be allowed. Short- term benefits of oil/material cleanup would 
be immediate but low. Long-term benefits are estimated to be low as well. Public 
perception about the continued presence of oil spill damage within designated Wilderness 
would not change considerably. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Commercial Fishing 

Low Benefits. The proposed actions may provide local recovery 
of wilderness character, but substantial changes are expected to 
occur gradually. 

Moderate to High Benefits. The proposed action would extend 
protection from extractive developments to now-private lands 
having considerable wilderness character, maintaining the 
integrity of those ecosystems and their wilderness character. The 
action would also protect the extended wilderness characteristics 
of designated Wilderness. 

Alternative 3 would provide restoration actions to assist replacement of harvest opportunities 
that were lost because of fishing closures or harvest restrictions that occurred as a result of 
the EVOS. Actions that may be implemented as part of Alternative 3 include habitat 
protection and acquisition and creation of new hatchery-produced runs (EVOS Trustee 
Council, April, November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection may benefit commercial fishing opportunities by providing long-term 
protection for natural production and stability of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon and 
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Pacific herring. The criteria for these parcels that may benefit commercial fisheries depend 
on the values assigned for those species (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit replacement of lost opportunities for commercial fishing 
according to Alternative 3 will depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget 
allocation. Therefore, the number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range 
between 62 parcels and all81 parcels that are available. If all available parcels are 
purchased, the benefit is expected to provide low to moderate value for commercial 
fisheries. If only 62 parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide low to 
moderate value (Appendix A). 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for commercial fisheries, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event 
that some of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue 
to have some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning 
and permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Create New Hatchery Runs. For commercial fishing resources, actions considered under 
Alternative 3 may replace lost opportunities by creating new hatchery-produced runs of 
salmon. Development of new runs of pink, sockeye, and chum salmon may benefit 
commercial fishing by providing-an alternate location, timing, or stock for commercial 
fishing activities and if the brood-stock selection for these new runs and the release site were 
carefully selected, there would be minimal interception of injured wild stocks. Good fishery 
management practices combined with a redistribution of the fishing fleet, would enable an 
intensive commercial fishery to harvest these stocks. 

Specific actions that may be considered can be expected --either alone or collectively-
produce new runs of sufficiently large numbers of adult pink, sockeye or chum salmon to 
accommodate a reasonable portion of the fishing fleet and provide a harvest that may be 
separated in time or space from existing fisheries. Several potential actions that may provide 
these fish by development of new hatchery runs entail actions that have been described for 
restoration of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon (e.g,, rear and release fry, presmolts, or 
smolts) or habitat manipulation to increase production of selected stocks (e.g,, lake 
fertilization, migration corridor improvements, spawning channels, etc.) (Appendix C). The 
actions and methods remain the same, but the brood stock selection (e.g., source, species, 
timing, etc.), release strategies (e.g., age, size, location, etc.), and the harvest management 
(harvest rate, timing, location, etc.) may be selected to benefit commercial fishers and, 
perhaps, particular gear types. 

ADF &G and PNP aquaculture organizations have established a modem fisheries 
enhancement program in the EVOS area and have developed new runs of salmon for harvest 
by commercial fishers. Excellent success has been achieved with most of these programs 
which have developed new self-sustaining or hatchery-produced runs offish (Ellison, 1992); 
however, some locations that are' accessible to the fishing fleets remain as opportunities for 
juvenile fish imprinting and adult fish terminal harvest areas. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement pro grain must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
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health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992; Seeb, 1993). A good harvest-management strategy 
must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or 
place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to 
avoid or minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild 
stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Holland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 
1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985; Seeb, 1993). Additional state and federal 
permits and a site-specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is 
impl~mented (Appendix C, Section 1). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Sport Fishing 

Negligible. New runs probably could not be established within 
one lifecycle to support new commercial fisheries to replace 
opportunities lost because of fishing closures or reduced harvests. 

Moderate Benefits. These actions would assist the replacement 
oflost commercial fishing opportunities; however, some portions 
of the EVOS area would obtain greater benefits than others. 

Sport fishing was disrupted throughout most of the EVOS area because of the oil spill, and 
populations of several important sport fish species were damaged. Lost sport fishing 
opportunities may be replaced by creating new sport fisheries for salmon or trout. 
Alternative 3 would provide restoration actions to assist replacement of harvest opportunities 
that were lost because of fishing closures or harvest restrictions that occurred as a result of 
the EVOS. Actions that may be implemented as part of Alternative 3 include habitat 
protection and acquisition and creation of new hatchery-produced runs (EVOS Trustee 
Council, April, November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection may benefit sport fishing opportunities by providing long-term protection 
for natural production and stability of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon, Dolly Varden, 
and cutthroat trout. The criteria for these parcels that may benefit sport fisheries depends on 
the values assigned for those species (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit replacement of lost opportunities for sport fishing would 
depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation. Therefore, the number 
of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range between 62 parcels and all 81 parcels 
that are available. If all available parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide 
low to moderate value for sport fisheries. If only 62 parcels are purchased, the benefit is 
expected to provide low to moderate value (Appendix A). 
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Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for sport fisheries, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that 
some of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to 
have some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Establish Hatchery Run. The establishment of new hatchery-produced runs of salmon or 
trout would provide some benefit for all fishers by providing new opportunities with new 
locations and stocks that anglers may use. Typically, a run of a few thousand fish will 
provide tens of thousands of angler/days of recreation (Mills, 1993). Sport fisheries, 
however, would be successful only if they are located where they would be accessible by 
anglers. The ADF &G already has employed this strategy to improve sport fishing 
opportunities for trout and salmon in the EVOS area by stocking catchable-sized trout and 
salmon smolts at accessible locations, often where self-sustaining runs cannot be established. 
Actions are similar or identical to those described in Appendix C. 

A small number of fish in a good, accessible location can provide angling to accommodate a 
substantial number of angler/days of recreation. Wherever large numbers of fishers 
concentrate to harvest a concentrated population offish, some portions of the adjacent habitat 
may be affected. While new sport fisheries would readily create new recreational 
opportunities, these likely would· be for different species in new locations. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992; Seeb,1992). A good harvest-management strategy 
must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or 
place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to 
avoid or minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild 
stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 
1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985; Seeb, 1992). Additional state and federal 
permits and a site-specific NEP A compliance review may also be required before a project is 
implemented (Appendix C, Section 1 ). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. New sport fisheries probably could not be 
· estal:ilished within one lifecycle to replace lost sport fishing 
opportunities. 

High Benefits. After hatchery production is expanded, newly 
established sport fisheries would provide substantial recreational 
benefits. 
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Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 3 would result in moderate economic benefits 
to commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate negative effects on forestry. 
Quantitative analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat acquisition on forestry and other 
sectors but no effects on commercial fishing and recreation because data is not available to 
quantify these sectors. The quantitative analysis follows. 

In Alternative 3 significant timberlands will be acquaired and it is assumed that signficiant 
timber will not be harvested. As shown in Table 4-S Alternative 3 annual average industry 
outputs i s projected to decline by $32.6 million and employment is anticipated to decline by 
330 employees. 

Spending of money by timberland owners has a direct effect on the construction sector as 
shown in Table 4-S Alternative 3 in the amount of$7.8 milion in inudstry output. Spending 
of money by timberland owners also has a direct effect on the services sector in the amount of 
$5.1 million in fmal demand and 766 emmployees. 

Spending in the construction and service sectors is not enough to offset the negative effects in 
the forestry sector. The net effect is shown in the total line which has negative quantities for 
four out of the six economic measures; only employee compensation and employment are 
positive. 

Habitat acquisition and general restoration expenditures will have economic benefits for the 
commercial fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, these benefits are not 
reflected in the IMPLAN projections presented in Table 4-5. Therefore, this table does not 
quantify important economic benefits in commercial fishing and recreation because these 
benefits are not quantified. Of tbe three most important economic sectors for this analysis, 
only forestry is quantified. The typical projects in various combinations, such as fish ladders, 
fish hatcheries, and preservation of habitat will economically enhance the commercial 
fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, because studies and data are not 
available that quantify in terms of dollars or employment, it is not possible to quantify the 
economic effects for these two sectors of the economy. In Table 4-5 the quantities for the 
commercial fisheries and recreation sectors are reflections of the indirect effects of other 
sectors of the economy only; they are not reflections of the anticipated but unquantified 
effects on those sectors. 

Because Alternative 3 would involve expenditure of $465 million on habitat protection and 
some portion of this could be for timberlands in the Kodiak Island Borough, the Kodiak 
Island Borough could loose a significant portion of its severance tax revenue rrom timber 
harvests. 

Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

See the introduction to Chapter 4 on economics and Appendix D Economics Methodology 
for a more detailed discussion of methodology. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: Negligible. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 
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Long-term effects: Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 3 would result in 
moderate economic benefits to commercial fisheries and 
recreation and moderate negative effects in forestry. Quantitative 
analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat acquisition on 
forestry and other sectors but no effects on commercial fishing 
and recreation. Quantitative analysis indicates that Alternative 3 
results, in annual averages for a 10-year period, in a loss of 
approximately $32 million in forestry industry output, an increase 
of $8 million in construction industry output, and $3 million in 
services. The corresponding changes in employment are a loss of 
330 jobs in forestry, an increase of70 in construction, and an 
increase of766 in services. 

The Kodiak Island Borough could loose a significant portion of 
its severance tax revenue for timber harvests. 



Table 4-5. Alternative 3: 6% Administration, 7% Monitoring, 12% Restoration, 75% Habitat Protection 
Average Annual Change from Base in 1990$ Millions 

Final Industry Employee Property Value 
Economic Sector Demand$ Output$ Comp. $ Income$ Added$ 

Forestry -26.601 -32.616 -7.221 -4.167 ;.12.409 

Commercial 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Fisheries 

Mining 0.058 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 

Construction 8.428 7.859 2.907 1.177 4.107 

Manufacturing 0.065 -0.338 -0.052 -0.011 -0.073 

Recreation Related 0.046 0.070 0.025 0.014 0.041 

Communication & 0.099 0.191 0.051 0.083 0.135 
Utilities 

Trade 0.472 0.811 0.168 0.097 0.229 

Finance, Insurance, 2.064 1.863 0.464 0.132 0.631 
Real Estate 

Services 5.155 2.503 3.777 -0.847 2.935 

Government 1.545 1.438 1.478 -0.014 1.464 

Miscellaneous 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total -8.580 -18.728 1.598 -3.599 -2.941 

Source: IMPLAN Economic Model. See text for methodology. 
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Introduction 

Alternative 4: 
Moderate Restoration 

This alternative broadens the General Restoration program to include all resources with 
documented injuries from the oil spill. It differs from Alternative 3 by addressing injured 
biological resources whose populations did not decline as a result of the spill. This 
alternative also allows for settlement funds to be used outside of the spill area, and allows for 
increasing opportunities for human uses of the area. This alternative also encourages using 
only the most effective restoration measures for general restoration actions. 

A large part of this alternative is dedicated to Habitat Protection and Acquisition which 
provides protective benefits for all resources and thereby the services they provide injured by 
the oil spill, as well as to other resources and human uses that are important to the greater 
EVOS ecosystem. Increasing the protection of habitat throughout the spill area may be 
beneficial to the entire ecosystem by reducing further habitat degradation that may compound 
the effects of the oil spill. The general restoration actions may help resources or services 
recover to their prespill conditions more rapidly than if the actions were not implemented; A 
third component of the restoration program is Monitoring and Research. These activities 
track the progress of recovery and provide valuable information that can be used to help the 
resources, and the overall ecosystem, recover from the oil spill and from other factors that 
may be delaying recovery. 

Impacts on Biological lrnoacts on Intertidal Resources 

Resources 
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There are three actions that affect the intertidal zone that have been identified for this 
alternative: habitat protection, accelerating the recovery of Fucus in the upper intertidal 
zone, and cleaning oiled mussel beds. This alternative differs from Alternative 3 only by its 
more restrictive scenario of the habitat protection opportunity. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Although there are several types of actions that apply under this restoration category, this 
analysis only considers the types of benefits that may be gained from protecting the 81 upland 
parcels identified in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; Large Parcel Evaluation 
& Ranking Volume I and II (EVOS Restoration Team, November 1993). Other aspects of 
the habitat protection category, such as the small parcels available for protection, are still 
being developed and cannot be analyzed in this FEIS. 

The Habitat Protection process used to evaluate the 81 parcels for their potential benefits to 
injured resources and services combined intertidal and subtidal biota and used the following 
criteria for ranking the parcels: 

- High for parcels adjacent to areas with a known high species abundance and diversity; 
high quality habitat for intertidal and subtidal biota; 

. - Moderate for parcels adjacent to extensive intertidal habitat with observed or probable 
moderate species diversity and abundance; and, 
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- Low for parcels with little intertidal habitat with low species abundance (EVOS 
Restoration Team, Novemb~ 1993). 

4 

In Alternative 4, it is possible to protect all of the 81 parcels if it is assumed that the cost per 
acre is low. If a higher cost per acre is asswned for these parcels, fewer of the parcels that 
were ranked low in the overall ranking for multiple resources and services are likely to be 
protected. Under this scenario, the potential benefit would change from 25 to 19 parcels 
ranked high, from 33 to 10 parcels ranked moderate and 19 to 4 parcels ranked low. 

The benefits to intertidal and subtidal organisms through the protection of upland habitats 
come in two forms. First, the protection could prevent the intertidal and subtidal areas from 
being altered by the actions that may occur on the parcels. Some actions could cause indirect 
adverse effects through siltation, or increased pollution, while other actions such as the 
construction of a dock or creating a new harbor, could directly alter the intertidal and subtidal 
habitats. The second type of protection would reduce the disturbance caused by increased 
hwnan activity (e.g., more people walking through the intertidal area; more pollution from 
littering or from bilge discharge). Obviously, the type of activity that could occur on a given 
parcel could substantially change the degree of benefit that is gained to the intertidal and 
subtidal zones. 

The overall benefit from protecting most or all of the 81 parcels identified in the large parcel 
process is moderate, but the actuai benefit gained by the intertidal and subtidal organisms 
depends on the type and location of the activities that may occur. In areas where construction 
activities are anticipated in the mtertidal zone, the protection would be especially effective. If 
the parcels correspond to areas of the intertidal zone that are still not recovering from the 
effects of the oil spill, the benefits could be even greater. 

General Restoration 

The other two actions that have been identified for this alternative can directly affect the 
intertidal zone. These actions affect specific organisms, Fucus and mussels, but are meant to 
provide broader benefits to the other organisms that live or feed in these communities. 

Acceleratin& the Recovery of the Upper Intertidal Zone. This would be done by re
establishing Fucus. The upper intertidal area, specifically the upper 1-meter vertical drop 
(1MVD), is probably the upper extent of suitable habitat for Fucus to grow. This means that 
the conditions are more extreme than in other habitats and would be more difficult to 
colonize. Fucus germlings that colonize in the upper intertidal area are subject to longer 
periods of high temperatures and dryness during low tides. Without the shelter and moisture 
that is provided by mature Fucus plants, the germlings can become desiccated and die. 
Studies conducted in Herring Bay, Prince William Sound, suggest that it may take 3 to 4 
years for Fucus communities to expand 0.5 m beyond their existing boundaries (Highsmith et 
al., 1993). 

Feasibility studies of techniques for accelerating the recovery of Fucus were begun in 1992. 
Attempts to transplant matureFucus plants were generally unsuccessful (Stekoll, pers. 
comm., 1994). Another technique which uses a biodegradable cloth to cover seeded areas is 
currently being tested (Stekoll, pers. comm., 1994), and results of this experiment will be 
known after the summer of 1994. In theory, the cloth will substitute for the adultFucus by 
providing moisture and protection to the germlings during low tides. Because the technique 
is still being tested, it is impossible to know how successful the action may be, or how easily 
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it can be applied to the areas tha! could benefit from the action. If the technique is highly 
successful, the established gennlings could become fully mature in 3 to 4 years and the 
associated invertebrates would also recolonize in the upper intertidal zone. At this time, 
however, it is impossible to know the outcome of the research~ therefore, any benefits from 
this action are unknown. 

Cleanin& Oiled Mussel Beds. This has been considered as a possible method to reduce the 
hydrocarbon exposure for sea otters, harlequin ducks, and black oystercatchers. These 
animals depend on mussels for a large portion of their diet (Webster 1941 ~ Dzinbel and 
Jarvis, 1982~ Doroff and Bodkin, 1993). Mussels occur in loose aggregations attached to 
intertidal rocks, or in dense aggregations (mussel beds) over pea gravel and silt sediments. 
Because mussels form a dense matt over the sediments and rocks, oil that was trapped 
beneath the mussels was not exposed to weathering and still remains toxic. It may be 
possible to clean mussels in mussel beds, but cleaning will not be possible in all habitats 
where mussels occur. 

One of the possible explanations for continuing signs of injury to sea otters, river otters, 
harlequin ducks, and black oystercatchers is that they continue to be exposed to hydrocarbon 
contamination by eating oiled mussels. Concern over this possible continuing source of 
contamination led to feasibility studies to develop techniques to clean the sediments beneath 
the oiled mussel beds. One technique to be tested in 1994 lifts sections of the mussel beds 
and replaces the contaminated sediments with clean sediments without serious damage to the 
mussel beds (Babcock, pers. comm., 1994). Other techniques are likely to damage the 
existing mussels when contaminated sediments are removed. Approximately 60 locations 
with oiled mussel beds have been identified in Prince William Sound. Oiled mussels beds 
have been identified and sampled from the Alaska Peninsula and Kodiak, however, estimates 
on the number of exisiting oiled mussel beds are unavailable. 

The extent and distribution of oiled mussel beds is still being determined and will be 
important in understanding the potential benefits that can be gained for other organisms by 
this action. There have been no studies to determir).e whether eating contaminated mussels is 
causing injury to other species within the EVOS area. However, other studies have 
documented reproductive impairment in some seabirds after ingesting oil (Epply and 
Robega, 1990~ Fry and Addiego, 1988). The intent of cleaning oiled mussel beds is largely 
to eliminate a source of continuing contamination to other organisms. Studies that examined 
the effects of oil on the mussel beds noted a reduction in the number of large mussels and 
overall biomass of the mussel beds, but there did not appear to be a shortage of new recruits 
(smaller mussels) to the mussel beds (Highsmith, Stekoll and Barber, 1993). It is unknown 
whether the trapped oil beneath the mussel beds will ultimately cause further injury to the 
mussels~ however, continued high levels of hydrocarbons have been found in mussel tissues, 
which indicates that the mussels may be continuing to be contaminated. 

If the technique described above is successful, then this action is unlikely to cause an adverse 
effect and may provide tangible benefits to the mussels at the cleaned sites. Presumably, this 
technique would be applicable throughout the EVOS area, however, there is less information 
on the location of oiled mussel beds in areas outside of Prince William Sound. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: Negligible. 
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Unknown. For direct restoration actions, effects are unknown 
because both of these actions still are being tested. The long
term benefits of the Habitat Protection actions for reducing 
disturbance or preventing additional injury to intertidal organisms 
would be moderate and would vary substantially between parcels. 

Impacts on Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seals 

The restoration program for harbor seals under Alternative 4 is very similar to the program 
discussed in Alternative 3. In this alternative differs the Habitat Protection capabilities differ 
if the higher cost per acre is considered; and actions proposed that increase the number of 
people using an area can increase the potential for disturbance. 

The best way to benefit the injured harbor seal populations is to determine what has caused 
the long-term decline of populations throughout the Gulf of Alaska. Such research activities 
cannot be analyzed in this FEIS because the environmental effects are dependent on the 
outcome of the research and how the results can be used for restoration. For this analysis we 
can only consider the effects of habitat protection and the two types of General Restoration 
actions proposed in Chapter 2. Both of the proposed actions are information based programs 
that would be designed to change the impact of commercial fisheries or of subsistence 
harvest on the recovering seal populations. 

Subsistence harvest is not believed to be the cause of the long-term decline ofharbor seal 
populations in the Gulf of Alaska; however, any additional mortality may slow the recovery 
of injured populations. Subsistence harvest in Prince William Sound declined as a result of 
the oil spill, and in 1991 harvest levels were probably less than 5 percent of the population. 
A healthy seal population would be able to easily sustain that level of harvest. Depending on 
the distribution, sex and age of the animals harvested, a 5-percent harvest could negatively 
affect an injured population. 

Establish a Cooperative Pro&ram between Subsistence Users and Research Scientists 
or A&ency Mana1ers. This proposed action would be designed to provide a two-way 
exchange of information that would benefit all parties and could benefit the injured harbor 
seal populations. For example, recent studies indicate that harbor seals may have a high site 
fidelity to molting and pupping areas (e.g., the same individuals consistently use the same 
areas) (Pitcher, 1990). If some of these areas show greater declines than other sites within 
Prince William Sound, then: redirecting harvest towards the healthier, or the nonoiled areas, 
could reduce any negative effects from the harvest without actually changing the number of 
animals harvested. 

Establish a Cooperative Pro2ram with Commercial Fishermen. This program also 
could reduce pressure on the injured seal populations. This program would provide 
information on deterrent methods and regulations. Ideally, it would provide information to 
the scientists on the extent of the interactions between the commercial fisheries and the seals, 
and would reduce the'number ofseal mortalities. Interactions with commercial fisheries 
probably result in fewer deaths than from the subsistence harvest and are unlikely to be the 
cause of the seal decline; however, the more that can be done to minimize the effects of 
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human-caused injury and mortality, the more likely it will be that the population will stabilize 
and recover. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition. 

Harbor seals use haulout sites that are either in the intertidal zone or immediately adjacent to 
the intertidal zone; therefore, actions that occur on the upland are not likely to destroy the 
habitat. However, it is possible that habitat changes to the uplands may increase the amount 
of disturbance currently experienced at haulout sites on or near these parcels. Disturbance 
has been documented as adversely affecting harbor seals and other pinnipeds in other parts of 
their range (Allen et al., 1984; Esipenko, 1986; Johnson et al., 1989). These studies have 
shown that the greatest impacts from disturbances are at haulout sites during pupping and 
molting. During pupping, disturbance can result in higher pup mortality caused by 
abandonment, or from being crushed as the adults panic and return to the water (Johnson, 
1977). The greatest disturbance is caused when people walk near or through haulout sites 
(Johnson et al., 1989), but disturbance can also be caused by low-flying aircraft and by boats 
that approach too close to the haulouts. 

Habitat protection criteria for parcels that may benefit harbor seals include ratings of: 

- High for parcels known to have a haulout of 10 or more seals on or immediately adjacent 
to the parcel; 

- Moderate for parcels with known haulouts with sporadic use and less than 10 seals; or, 
probable haulouts in the vicinity of the parcel; or probable feeding in nearshore waters; 
and, 

- Low for possible feeding sites located in nearshore waters adjacent to the parcel (EVOS 
Restoration Team, November 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated in the large parcel process, 25 of the parcels were ranked high, 
19 of the parcels were ranked moderate,· 3 5 were ranked low and 2 parcels were ranked as 
having no benefit to harbor seals. The overall value of these parcels, based on these 
rankings, is moderate, although individual parcels may have exceptional value. 

In Alternative 4, it is possible to consider the value of all81 parcels if it is assumed that the 
cost per acre is low; however, if the cost per acre is higher, fewer acres of land are likely to 
be purchased. If a higher cost per acre is assumed for these parcels, fewer of the parceJs that 
are ranked low for multiple resources and services are likely to be protected. Under this 
scenario, the potential benefit to harbor seals would change from 25 to 17 parcels ranked 
high, from 19 to 8 parcels ranked moderate, and from 3 5 to 7 parcels ranked low. 

The actual impact that development on these parcels would have on harbor seals depends on, 
among other things, the type of qjsturbance caused, the length and duration of the 
disturbance, and whether or not the haulout area is used for pupping or molting. Within the 
EVOS area, there have been no studies to document the amount or effects ofcurrent 
activities that could cause disturbance to harbor seals, so baseline data are unavailable. 
However, it is reasonable to assume that protection of upland habitats near haulout sites 
would reduce the risk of disturbance to the injured population. 
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Restoration Actions for Other Resources/Services. If actions are taken to increase 
recreation and commercial tourism activities, or construct large facilities such. as hatcheries 
in the oil spill area, careful site selection away from key haul out areas could avoid a long
term impact on harbor seals. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Sea Otters 

Negligible. All of the proposed actions would require some time 
after implementation before any changes could be expected. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions could reduce negative 
impacts on harbor seals and could result in increased recovery 
rates in local areas. 

The effects of actions under Alternative 4 are expected to be identical to those described in 
Alternative 3 with the exception of the amount of habitat that would be protected. 

There are three types of actions aside from Research or Monitoring that are considered in this 
alternative: habitat acquisition, cleaning oiled mussel beds, and creating a cooperative 
program between subsistence users and sea otter scientists and managers. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The benefit to sea otters from habitat protection actions on upland parcels is achieved 
through reducing potential or actual disturbance. Sea otters appear to have a high tolerance 
to certain human activities, as evidenced by their abundance in highly travelled areas such as 
Orca Inlet near Cordova; however, their response to large-scale disturbances has not been 
studied. Large-scale disturbances, such as log-transfer sites, may force resident sea otters to 
leave the immediate area and causes a localized long-term loss in food availability as debris 
from the logs cover the substrate (Conlon and Ellis, 1979; Jackson, 1986). Disturbance is 
more likely to cause adverse effects to females with pups that concentrate in high-quality 
habitats with abundant prey in the intertidal zones. 

Habitat protection criteria for parcels that may benefit sea otters include ratings of: 

- High for parcels adjacent to known pupping concentrations; 

- Moderate for parcels adjacent to concentration areas for feeding and/or shelter; or, 
potential pupping areas; and, 

- Low for feeding sites located in adjacent waters (EVOS Restoration Team, November 
1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated in the large parcel process, 20 of the parcels were ranked high, 
16 of the parcels were ranked moderate, 42 were ranked low, and 3 parcels were ranked as 
having no benefit to sea otters. The overall value of these parcels, based on these rankings, is 
low to moderate, although individual parcels may be near habitat of exceptional value. 
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In Alternative 4, it is possible to consider the value of all 81 parcels if it is assumed that the 
cost per acre is low; however, if the cost per acre is higher, fewer acres ofland are likely to 
be purchased. If a higher cost per acre is assumed for these parcels, fewer of the parcels that 
are ranked low for multiple resources and services are likely to be protected. Under this 
scenario the potential benefit to sea otters would change from 20 to 14 parcels ranked high, 
from 16 to 10 parcels ranked moderate, and from 42 to 10 parcels ranked low. 

General Restoration 

Cleanin: Oiled Mussel Beds. This has been considered as a possible method to reduce the 
hydrocarbon exposure. Sea otters, especially juvenile sea otters and females with pups, 
depend on mussels for a large portion of their diet (Doro:ff and Bodkin, 1993 ). Mussels are 
found in shallower areas and are easier to obtain than other prey. Mussels occur in loose 
aggregations attached to intertidal rocks, or in dense aggregations (mussel beds) over pea 
gravel and silt sediments. Because mussels form a dense matt over the sediments and rocks, 
oil that was trapped beneath the mussels was not exposed to weathering and still remains 
toxic. It may be possible to clean mussels in mussel beds, but cleaning will not be possible 
in all habitats where mussels occur. 

One possible explanation for the poor survival rate of postweanling juveniles in the oiled 
areas is that they are continuing to be exposed to hydrocarbon contamination by eating oiled 
mussels. Concern over the possible continuing source of contamination to sea otters and 
other higher order animals (e.g., black oystercatchers and harlequin ducks) led to feasibility 
studies to develop techniques to clean the sediments beneath the oiled mussel beds. One 
technique that will be tested in 1994, lifts sections of the mussel beds and replaces the 
contaminated sediments with clean sediments without serious damage to the mussel beds 
(Babcock, pers. comm., 1994 ). Approximately 60 locations with oiled mussel beds have 
been identified in Prince William Sound. 

The extent and distribution of oiled mussel beds is still being determined and will be 
important in understanding the potential benefits to sea otters that can be gained from 
cleaning. There have been no studies to determine whether or not eating contaminated 
mussels is causing injury to the sea otter population. However, it is possible to consider the 
potential benefits in terms of the level of risk to exposure. For example, the telemetry study 
by Monnett and Ratterman (1992) indicated that females and weanling sea otters did not 
range great distances between oiled and unoiled areas. If a group of sea otters spends many 
months feeding in bays that have several oiled mussel beds, then they are at greater risk of 
exposure than sea otters that feed in areas with few or no oiled mussels. Of the oiled mussel 
beds identified so far, there are approximately 20 in Herring Bay off of Knight Island; 
cleaning half or all of these mussel beds would greatly reduce the risk to the local population. 
If only one or two beds in the area were cleaned, it might not reduce the risk of exposure at 
all. Similarly, if the only source of oil in an entire bay was from one mussel bed, removing 
that contamination could eliminate the majority of the risk to the local sea otters. 

Cleaning oiled mussel beds would be a labor intensive task that may last for several days at 
each location. Some short-term disturbance probably would occur; however, it is not likely 
to permanently displace the local sea otters. 

It is reasonable to assume that the ability of this action to reduce the risk of exposure is 
equally valid in other regions of the spill area. However, there is less information on the 
location of mussel beds and on the injury to the sea otter population. 
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EstablishinJ a Cooperative ProJram between Subsistence Users and Research 
Scientists or A2ency ManaJel'!i. This action also is appropriate under this alternative. The 
program would be designed to provide a two-way exchange of information that would 
provide benefits to all parties and could benefit the injured sea otter population. Recent 
records of subsistence harvest of sea otters in the oil -spill area indicate that harvest levels 
are relatively low but increasing throughout the EVOS area. If subsistence levels increase in 
areas where the populations were affected by the spill, the additional harvest may slow or 
prevent localized recovery. For example, the densities of sea otters in some oiled areas still 
is very low (Bodkin and Ballachey, pers. comm., 1994). If these areas are consistently 
harvested, then redirecting harvest towards the healthier or nonoiled areas could reduce any 
negative effects without actually changing the number of animals harvested. Likewise, sea 
otters can sustain a greater harvest of males and juveniles than of breeding females. 

Without any restoration actions, it may be reasonable to estimate that sea otters would 
recover to their prespill abundance in 7 to 35 years once the population begins to increase. If 
subsistence harvest rates rise substantially in the oiled areas, then the recovery estimates 
based on a I 0-percent growth rate are unlikely, and it is possible that the more conservative 
estimate of35 years would be extended. If a cooperative program can be established, it may 
be possible to sustain a higher harvest rate without changing the recovery rate of the injured 
population. 

Restoration Actions for Other Resources or Services are not expected to impact the sea 
otter populations or their recovery. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Impacts on Birds 

Harlegujn Duck 

Negligible. All of the proposed actions would take time before 
any results could be expected. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions would improve the 
habitat quality through reducing the risk of exposure to oil, the 
potential for disturbance, and the impacts from subsistence 
harvest. These benefits could produce a change in abundance of 
sea otters in some areas, but would not likely produce a notable 
increase on a regional scale. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Acquiring nesting habitat along streams on forested lands is an effective means of preventing 
further injury to the harlequin duck population. Such acquisition would maximize protection 
of the harlequin ducks' reproductive potential, thus fostering population recovery to pre
EVOS levels. The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as 
high, moderate or low value to harlequin ducks based on the following definitions. High, for 
known nesting or molting concentrations on the parcel, and where feeding occurs on the 
parcel. Moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting or molting on or adjacent to the 
parcel, and with probable feeding in the streams, estuary or intertidal area in or adjacent to 
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the parcels. Low rankings were assigned to parcels where feeding and loafmg adjacent to 
the parcel are possible; or where some offshore molting occurs (EVOS Restoration Team, 
1993). 

Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel that would allow purchase of all 81 parcels, 24 
were ranked high, 25 were ranked moderate, 32 were ranked low, and none had no value to 
harlequin ducks. Assuming 50% of the settlement funds are available for habitat acquisition, 
19 parcels were ranked of high value to harlequin ducks, 10 moderate, 5 low, and no parcels 
were rated as having no value to harlequin ducks. 

General Restoration 

Cleanin& Oiled Mussel Beds. Cleaning oiled mussel beds is considered to be a possible 
means of reducing hydrocarbon exposure to harlequin ducks via their food chain. Mussels, 
clams, and other bottom prey of harlequin ducks continue to be contaminated by oil still 
buried in the sediments. Harlequin ducks eat the contaminated prey, thus contaminating their 
body tissues. Although as yet unproven, this sublethal contamination is suspected to interfere 
with normal reproduction, resulting in few new broods being seen in the oiled area since the 
spill. Production in the oiled area could eventually resume once the buried oil is removed, 
followed by a population increase. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Murres 

Negligible. The short-term effects through 1995 of this 
alternative on harlequin duck population recovery are expected to 
be negligible, and populations should remain at 1990-1993 
levels. 

Moderate Benefits. This alternative would have a moderate 
benefit for maintaining, protecting, and increasing the 
reproductive potential of harlequin ducks. Cleaning oiled mussel 
beds would eliminate the source of hydrocarbon contamination of 
body tissues, and also enhance the food base of local populations. 
Cleaning mussel beds would have a high benefit to local 
populations of harlequin ducks, but the effect of decreasedfunds 
for habitat acquisition would result in an overall moderate benefit 
for this alternative. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Acquisition of habitat would have lower benefits to the injured murre population than other 
injured species because there are no sizeable colonies, and very few smaller colonies, that are 
not already protected. A seabird colony on privately owned Gull Island in Kachemak Bay 
has a colony of 10,000 common murres that is visited daily by commercial tour boats in 
summer. Acquisition of this island, which is currently being evaluated under the small parcel 
process, would assure its long-term protection. 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate, 
or low value for common murres based on the following defmitions. High, for known nesting 
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on or immediately adjacent to the parcel. Moderate, with known feeding concentration in 
adjacent nearshore waters. Low rankings were assigned to parcels where feeding is possible 
in adjacent waters (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). The low benefit of the habitat 
protection action to common murres is illustrated by examining the rankings of common 
murre in the large parcel process. Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel that would 
allow purchase of all 81 parcels, none were. ranked of high value to common murres, 7 
were ranked moderate, 65 were ranked low, and 8 had no value to common murres. 
Assuming 50% of the settlement funds are available for habitat acquisition, only I was 
determined to be of high value to common murres, and 4 more were considered to be of 
moderate value, 27 were of low value, and 2 were of no value to murres. 

General Restoration 

Predator ControL The reproductive behavior of murres has evolved to produce a sudden 
abundance of eggs and chicks. The result is that predators are able to eat relatively few eggs 
and chicks while the large majority of chicks grow too large for predators to handle. 
Mammalian predators are generally not a problem for murres because their island colonies 
are usually free of such predation, and murre nest sites are inaccessible. Bald eagles, ravens, 
northwestern crows, and especially glaucous-winged gulls eat murre eggs and chicks in the 
EVOS area, although little is known about their impact on specific colonies. Recent work in 
Europe has shown that measures such as fiberglass poles placed on nesting colonies 
perpendicular to the cliff face reduces avian predation, and this measure might be effective in 
the EVOS area (Roseneau, oral comm., 1994). 

Mammalian predators are normally not a problem for murres because their colonies are 
located on offshore islands and inaccessible mainland cliffs. A notable exception in Alaska is 
on islands where descendants of foxes introduced by fur farmers in the 1920's and 1930's 
have reduced or eliminated seabird populations, including murres. The U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service has identified 2 such island in the Gulf of Alaska, 15 more in the Aleutians, 
and another in the Pribilofs (Walrus Island) (Byrd, oral comm., 1994 ). Predator control is 
permissible on these islands under the restoration policy for this alternative that states that 
restoration make take place " ... anywhere there is a link to injured resources ... " Two islands 
in the Gulf of Alaska, Chernebura and Simeono:tf, in the Shumagin group, are just outside the 
EVOS area, are being removed of foxes in a 1994 EVOS project, but they contain no murres. 
Kagamil Island in the western Aleutians, which does have a remnant population of34,000 
murres, was slated for fox removal in 1994 with non-EVOS USFWS funds. 

However, for the remaining islands with introduced foxes, predtor control may not help 
restore murre populations to a substantial degree. On islands with large colonies, there likely 
would be some recovery as murres occupied marginal sites that had been accessible to foxes. 
Nevertheless, it is unlikely that there would be major increases in murre populations 
followingfoxremoval (Byrd, writtencomm., 1994). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. There would be a negligible, short-term effect on the 
injured murre population from this action within the EVOS area. 

Low Benefits. Predator control outside the EVOS area and 
acquisition of carefully - selected parcels would provide a low 
overall benefit to murre populations. 
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Pigeon Guillemot 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

In Prince William Sound, the majority of pigeon guillemot colonies are on U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) land (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994) that is not slated for logging 
(USDA, Forest Service, 1994). Two of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound are on 
private land at the Pleiades Islands and on Bligh Island, and guillemots there total about 3 
percent of the 1993 breeding population (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994 ). In the 
1970's, both of the latter colonies probably harbored larger numbers of nesting guillemots 
than at present. Two colonies adjacent to private land that is currently being logged on the 
eastern, nonoiled portion ofPrince William Sound had very few guillemots in 1993, but it is 
unlikely that they were affected by the inland logging operations (Sanger and Cody, written 
comm., 1994). 

Prince William Sound and the Seal Bay area on Afognak Island (Cody, Fadeley and Gerlach, 
1993) are the only locations within the EVOS area with current, comprehensive knowledge 
of pigeon guillemot colonies, and the Seal Bay area has already been acquired. Knowledge 
of guillemot colonies elsewhere in the EVOS area, including Kenai Fjords National Park, is 
old and incomplete (USFWS, 1993). Specially-designed surveys are essential to locate and 
count guillemots at their colonies (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994), and these have 
not been done within the EVOS area outside of Prince William Sound and Seal Bay. 

The 81land parcels that were evaluated for possible acquisition in the large parcel process 
were rated as high, moderate or low value for pigeon guillemots based on the following 
definitions. High, for parcels with known colonies on or immediately adjacent to the parcel, 
and with known feeding concentrations in nearshore waters, and moderate rankings for 
parcels with probable nesting and known feeding in nearshore waters. Low rankings were 
assigned to parcels with a low likelihood of nesting; but with possible feeding in nearshore 
waters (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). A moderate benefit of protection action to pigeon 
guillemots may be illustrated by examining their rankings in the large parcel process. 
Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel that would result in acquisition of all 81 parcels, 20 
were determined to be of high value to pigeon guillemots, 23 more were considered to be of 
moderate value, 31 were of low value, and 6 were of no value to guillemots. Assuming that 
50% of the settlement funds were available for land acquisition would result in purchase of 
34 parcels, where in the large parcel process 16 were determined to be of high value to 
pigeon guillemots, 7 more were considered to be of moderate value, 9 were of low value, 
and 2 were of no value to guillemots. 

General Restoration 

Predator Control. Predator control has the potential to increase productivity of pigeon 
guillemots, but little is known about the nature of predation on guillemots throughout the 
EVOS area. Possible predator control methods might include live trapping and translocating 
predators; removing eggs from the nests of avian predators and replacing the live eggs with 
artificial ones so the adults do not lay a second clutch; installing predator exclosures; and 
deploying predator-proof nesting boxes. Studies are needed to determine the severity of 
predation at individual colonies, and if warranted, to design specific methods to reduce 
predation. An EVOS predator control project in 1994 on Sirneonoff and Chemebura Islands 
just outside the EVOS area will allow recolonization and a modest population increase by 
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pigeon guillemots (V. Byrd, oral comm., 1994). Little is known about the current status of 
guillemot colonies elsewhere in the EVOS area (USFWS, 1993). 

Reduce Disturbance. Human disturbance is not a pervasive problem at pigeon guillemot 
colonies. Most colonies are located in remote areas, and in steep habitat that generally holds 
little appeal for recreational or other uses. However, because of the reduced size of the 
guillemot population throughout Prince William Sound and the injury suffered by the 
population in the oiled area, it would be wise to take precautions to assure that there is no 
inadvertent disturbance during the May - August nesting season. This could be done by 
educating land management entities about the locations of guillemot colonies on their lands, 
and by posting colonies that are especially sensitive .. Chiefamong the latter is the cluster of 
colonies at Jackpot Island, located on USFS land just offshore :from Jackpot Bay in 
southwestern Prince William Sound. Jackpot Island has two beaches suitable for camping, 
and Jackpot Bay is a popular area for recreational boaters and fishermen, so there seems to 
be potential for inadvertent disturbance :from recreationists. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Marbled Myrrelet 

Negligible. This alternative would likely have negligible short
term effects for pigeon guillemots through 1996. 

Moderate Benefits. In the long term, acquiring habitat where two 
ofthe largest colonies in Prince William Sound are located, one 
ofwhich is included in the high-priority-acquisition package, 
would have a moderate effect on allowing population recovery 
and in preventing further inroads to the injured population 
through habitat degradation. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Details of habitat use by marbled murrelets are being clarified, but more studies are needed. 
Work in Prince William Sound has shown that large, moss-covered limbs of old-growth 
conifers are the cornerstone of prime nesting habitat. However, not all high quality old 
growth has nesting murrelets, and five of eight new nests found in prince William Sound in 
1994 were on the ground. Three of these new nests were in trees, and one of the ground 
nests was adjacent to old growth forest, at the edge of a treeless, rocky cliff (Kuletz, oral 
comm., 1994). Nevertheless, current and possible future logging of such habitat on private 
land is the single greatest threat to population recovery of marbled murrelets, and it poses the 
additional threat of reducing the population more. Logging will ultimately occur on private 
lands and reduce murrelet habitat. Acquisition of prime nesting habitat would thus have a 
high benefit for allowing the injured marbled murrelet population to recover while preventing 
further injury to the population. 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate 
or low value for marbled murrelets based on the following definitions. High, for parcels with 
known nesting or where there is high confidence that nesting occurs, and where feeding 
occurs in adjacent nearshore waters .. Moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting, 
and with known feeding areas in adjacent nearshore waters. Low rankings were assigned to 
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parcels with a low likelihood of nesting; and possible feeding in nearshore waters (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). 

Murrelet experts were consulted during the evaluation, but without ground truth surveys on 
individual parcels, there is some uncertainty about the actual value of any given parcel to 
marbled murrelets. A parcel's value to marbled murrelets will depend on the actual density 
of nesting murrelets .. Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel that would result in 
acquisition of all 81 parcels, 21 were determined to be of high value to marbled murrelets, 
42 more were considered to be of moderate value, 18 were oflow value, and none were of no 
value to marbled murrelets. Assuming that 50% of the settlement funds were available for 
land acquisition would result in purchase of 34 parcels, where in the large parcel process 14 
were determined to be of high value to marbled murrelets, IS more were considered to be of 
moderate value, 5 were of low value, and none were of no value to marbled murrelets. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Impacts on Fish 

Pink Salmon 

High Benefits. Depending on the potential for imminent logging 
on individual land parcels that contain prime murrelet nesting 
habitat (i.e., old growth coniferous forest), the short-term effects 
ofland acquisition could be of high benefit. 

Low Benefits. This alternative would give a low overall benefit 
to marbled murrelet population restoration due to less emphasis 
on haitat acquisition, and greater chances of nesting habitat loss 
from logging. 

Alternative 4 would provide moderate restoration actions to assist natural recovery of wild
stock pink salmon populations. Actions that could be implemented to restore wild-stock pink 
salmon populations as part of Alternative 4 include: habitat protection and acquisition and 
relocation ofhatchery'-produced'iuns (EVOS Trustee Council, April; November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Criteria for parcels that may benefit pink salmon include ratings of high for parcels with a 
high density of pink salmon streams or streams known to have exceptional value; moderate 
for parcels with an average density of pink salmon streams or streams with average 
production~ and, low for parcels with few or no pink salmon streams or streams with no 
production (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that could benefit wild-stock pink salmon populations according to 
Alternative 4 would depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation. 
Therefore, the number of parcels that could be purchased is expected to range between 34 
parcels and all81 parcels that are available. If all available parcels are purchased, the 
benefit is expected to provide moderate value for the pink salmon resource (Appendix A). 
Of the 81 parcels that may be purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted for this 
alternative, 0, 38, 25, and 18 parcels have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, 
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respectively, for pink salmon. A total of 53 percent of the parcels is rated as moderate or 
high value. 

If only 34 parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide moderate value for the 
pink salmon resource (Appendix A). Of the 34 parcels that may be purchased from the 
estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 0, 10, 12, and 12 parcels have been 
rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, respectively, for pink salmon. A total of71 
percent of the parcels is rated as moderate or high value. 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for pink salmon, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that some 
of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to have 
some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
pennitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Relocatin1 Hatchery Runs. The relocation of hatchery runs would provide a benefit for 
wild stocks of pink salmon by providing an alternate location, timing or stock for commercial 
fishing activities. If the locations or timing for the relocated runs are carefully selected, the 
commercial fishery can be displaced and proceed with little or no interception of injured wild 
stocks. Combined with good fishery management practices and a redistribution of the 
commercial fishing fleet, fishing pressure could be diverted away from the wild stocks and 
refocused on the relocated hatchery runs. This will remove the fishing mortality from the 
injured wild stocks and allow them to recover (Appendix C). 

The ADF &G and PNP aquaculture organizations have established a modem fisheries 
enhancement program that began in the mid-1970's that has included the establishment of 
new runs; however, some locations remain that provide ideal opportunities for juvenile fish 
imprinting and adult fish terminal-harvest areas that are readily accessible to the fishing 
fleets. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest-management strategy must be 
developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or place. 
Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or 
minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks 
(Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Holland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 1994; 
Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and federal pennits and a site
specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is implemented 
(Appendix C, Section 1). 
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Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Sockeye Salmon 

Low Benefits. Although some benefits may accrue quickly, it is 
not reasonable to expect substantial results within one lifecycle. 

Moderate Benefits. It can be expected that these actions would 
assist the recovery of the injured wild stocks of pink salmon. 
Long-term benefits, however, may accrue in only portions of the 
EVOS area. 

Alternative 4 would provide moderate restoration actions to assist natural recovery of wild
stock sockeye salmon populations. Actions that could be implemented to restore wild-stock 
sockeye salmon populations as part of Alternative 4 include: habitat protection, lake 
fertilization, and actiqns that may improve survival rates of sockeye salmon eggs by using 
egg incubation boxes, net pen rearing, or hatchery rearing (EVOS Trustee Council, April; 
November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection criteria for parcels that would benefit sockeye salmon include ratings of 
high for parcels with sockeye salmon streams or systems known to have exceptional value; 
moderate for parcels with sockeye salmon streams or systems with average production; and, 
low for parcels with few or no sockeye salmon streams or systems with low production 
(EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that could benefit wild-stock sockeye salmon populations according to 
Alternative 4 would depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation. 
Therefore, the number of parcels that could be purchased is expected to range between 34 
parcels and all81 parcels that are available. If all available parcels are purchased, the 
benefit is expected to provide low value for the sockeye salmon resource (Appendix A). Of 
the 81 parcels that may be purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted for this 
alternative, 16, 48, 8, and 9 parcels have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, 
respectively, for sockeye salmon. A total of 21 percent of the parcels is rated as moderate or 
high value. 

If only 34 parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide low to moderate value for 
the sockeye salmon resource (Appendix A). Of the 34 parcels that may be purchased from 
the estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, parcels 8, 13, 6, and 7 have been 
rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, respectively, for sockeye salmon. A total of 3 8 
percent is rated as moderate or high value. 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for sockeye salmon, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that 
some of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to 
have some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 
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Action 1: Mieration Corridor Improvements. These improvements entail mitigation of a 
barrier to fish migration that could prevent access to previous unavailable habitat for 
spawning or rearing and typically include installation of a fishpass or removal of a migration 
barrier. The construction of a fishpass (i.e., fish ladder or steep pass) is a pennanent fonn of 
habitat modification to enable fish to access spawning and rearing habitat above an 
impassable barrier such as a steep stream gradient or a waterfall. 

This technique has been widely applied throughout the EVOS area to increase populations of 
wild salmon stocks and to establish new self-sustaining populations by providing access. to 
new or additional spawning habitat. However, it is effective for sockeye salmon only where 
the newly-produced fiy have access to rearing habitat that is presently underutilized. The 
potential benefit will usually be limited by the amount of rearing habitat rather than the 
amount of new spawning habitat that is accessed. Installation is usually pennanent, with a 
long lifespan. Within the EVOS.area, potential benefits for sockeye salmon may be limited 
by the ability to identifY new sites for application of this action where they will not interfere 
with management of other nearby wild stocks. 

Action 2: Ee;& Incubation Boxes These boxes have been highly successful in the Copper 
River drainage to develop a small wild-stock population of sockeye salmon into an estimated 
annual total return of approximately 200,000 adult fish with an estimated annual commercial 
harvest of over 100,000 fish (Roberson and Holder, 1993). Other experiments to incubate 
sockeye and chum salmon eggs in egg incubation boxes in Prince William Sound were less 
successful (Jackson, 197 4 ); however, when properly installed, these units control the water 
flow, substrate type, sedimentation, and predation to provide egg-to-fry survival rates as high 
as 90 percent. This compares quite favorably with an expected survival rate of 12 to 43 
percent of eggs laid in redds by spawning sockeye salmon (Drucker, 1968) where survival 
may be affected by extremes of environmental conditions. 

The potential contribution of egg incubation boxes for the restoration of sockeye salmon 
stocks in the EVOS area will be limited to drainages with: (1) limited successful 
reproduction; (2) spring areas with appropriate physical features and water quality and 
quantity; and, (3) underutilized rearing capacity for the sockeye salmon fiy that are produced. 

Although extensive surveys to locate potential sites to operate this technique have not been 
perfonned, if suitable locations can be identified within drainages that presently support 
small populations of sockeye salmon, this technique could be applied to help restore those 
populations without a major intrusion into the environment or the fish stock. 

Action 3: Net-Pen Rearing. This practice has been widely applied to increase the survival 
rate of all salmon species. This technique, however, has only recently been applied 
successfully for sockeye salmon because most previous attempts failed because sockeye 
salmon are particularly susceptible to the disease, infectious hematopoietic necrosis virus 
(IHNV) (Mr. Terry Ellison, ADF&G, oral comm.). 

Although the net-pen rearing technique has been applied in both freshwater and in saltwater, 
most success has been achieved with freshwater rearing because the early lifestages from 
only a few stocks of sockeye salmon can survive in saltwater. Burke (1993), however, 
described a highly successful program for rearing juvenile sockeye salmon in saltwater net 
pens to the smolt stage, but only after they had been fed first in freshwater hatchery raceways. 
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Consequently, although net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon in saltwater may have excellent 
potential for a hatchery-based application, it may be of limited value for protection and 
restoration of wild stocks except where it may be used to create an altemate opportunity for 
commercial fishermen. 

Juvenile sockeye salmon typically require rearing in freshwater for up to three years 
(Burgner, 1991 ). During this period, the mortality rate between the fry and smolt stages may 
range from 86 to 99 percent (Roberson and Holder, 1993 ), but fry held in net pens are 
largely protected from predators and food is provided, so the mortality rate is low. Net-pen 
rearing of sockeye salmon fry in freshwater has not been widely applied; however, 
Schollenberger (1993) and Zadina and Haddix (1990) have reported good success with this 
strategy. 

Net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon fry to increase their survival rate potentially may be 
employed in many systems throughout the EVOS area. Only two key ingredients are 
necessary: a source of fry and a suitable site to anchor and service the net pens. Fry may be 
captured from a spawning stream or transferred from a hatchery. Careful application of the 
net-pen rearing techniques will increase the numbers of emigrating sockeye salmon smolts 
and returning adults with minimal undesirable effects on the population or the lake rearing 
system. The magnitude of the benefit will depend on the numbers of captive, fry that can be 
accommodated. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest-management strategy must be 
developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or place. 
Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or 
minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks 
(Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 1994; 
Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and federal permits and a site
specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is implemented 
(Appendix C, Section 1 ). 

Action 4: Hatchery Rearin~. Hatchery rearing of sockeye salmon has had a long history in 
Alaska; however, during the last decade, this strategy has been improved, and it has produced 
dramatic innovations and results (Ellison, 1992). In Alaska, cultured juvenile sockeye 
salmon have been released as fry, presmolts, and smolts. Each lifestage has its own 
particular logistical, biological, and fish-cultural constraints and advantages. Fry are less 
expensive to rear, transport, and release, but they require at least one year of rearing in a lake 
before they smoltify, and they will not survive to the adult stage as well as presmolts or 
smolts. Fry that are retained and fed in hatchery raceways may be released in late fall as 
presmolts. These young fish require few resources from the lake system during the winter 
and emigrate ,as smolts in the spring. Smolts are expensive to rear and transport, but they 
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will survive better to the adult stage; however, they can be released as migrants without 
reliance on freshwater rearing. 

Injured wild stocks may be helped directly by a rearing and release program for that stock, or 
the wild stocks may be helped indirectly by creating an alternate opportunity for the 
commercial fishers to divert fishing pressure away from the injured wild stocks. For direct 
restoration, fry-rearing programs will be limited to those drainages where the forage is 
underutilized by the naturally produced fry. Presmolt- and smolt-rearing programs, however, 
can provide direct restoration with little or no effect on plankton populations. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced :fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest-management strategy must be 
developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or place. 
Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or 
minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks 
(Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF &G, 1983; Holland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 1994; 
Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and federal permits and a site
specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is implemented 
(Appendix C, Section 1). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects. 

Pacjfjc Herring 

Low Benefits. Some benefits in some drainages may accrue 
within one life cycle. 

High Benefits. It can be expected that these actions would assist 
the recovery of the injured wild stocks of sockeye salmon. 
Certain actions, however, may be useful in only portions of the 
EVOS area; and not all populations may be totally restored. 

Alternative 4 includes only one restoration action to assist natural recovery of Pacific herring: 
habitat protection and acquisition (EVOS Trustee Council, April1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection and acquisition criteria for parcels that may benefit Pacific herring include 
ratings of high for parcels with documented consistent annual Pacific herring spawning along 
the parcel shoreline; moderate for parcels with occasional spawning along the parcel 
shoreline; and, low for parcels with no documented Pacific herring spawning along the parcel 
shoreline, but a possible feeding area (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 
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Habitat protection that could benefit Pacific herring populations according to Alternative 4 
would depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation. Therefore, the 
number of parcels that could be purchased is expected to range between 34 parcels and all 
81 parcels that are available. If all available parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to 
provide moderate value for the Pacific herring resource (Appendix A). Of the 81 parcels that 
may be purchased from the estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, 7, 30, 29, 
and 15 parcels have been rated as no, low, moderate, and high value, respectively, for 
Pacific herring. A total of 54 percent is rated as moderate or high value. 

If only 34 parcels are purchased, the benefit is expected to provide moderate value for the 
Pacific herring resource (Appendix A). Of the 34 parcels that may be purchased from the 
estimated budget that is forecasted for this alternative, parcels 2, 9, 14, and 9 have been rated 
as no, low, moderate, and high value, respectively, for Pacific herring. A total of 68 percent 
is rated as moderate or high value. 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for Pacific herring, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that 
some of these parcels could not be protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue 
to have some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning 
and permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. No benefits would accrue within one life cycle. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
can be expected to have a long-term value to Pacific herring 
stocks in the EVOS area by helping to assure maintenance of 
production potential. Some habitat areas would recover sooner 
than others. 

Archaeological I Cultural Resources 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed in this alternative that 34 large parcels would be purchased. These parcels 
contain low (no known or suspected cultural resources/sites on parcel), moderate (no 
significant cultural resources/sites on or adjacent to parcel), or high (documented 
concentration or significant cultural resources/sites on parcel) potential for benefiting cultural 
resources as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low 
potential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, 
and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 2.2, or slightly higher than 
moderate. These estimates reflect known sites in the EVOS area but not all of the sites 
present. Not all sites have been found, so the actual benefit to cultural resources may be 
greater than reflected in these estimates. This analysis does not take into consideration small
parcel acquisition, which is currently under evaluation. It is also possible that land prices 
may be lower or higher than those assumed here. That would result in the purchase of more 
parcels (possibly all81 identified parcels) or fewer parcels. 
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Habitat acquisition and protection may have minor short-term benefits on site protection. 
Moderate long-term benefits to archaeological site protection from habitat acquisition would 
accrue primarily through: (1) placing private lands under public management and applying 
Federal and State cultural resource protection laws; and, (2) reducing the likelihood of 
damage to cultural resources resulting from extractive activities (such as logging), or other 
developments. 

General Restoration 

General restoration actions could include activities on individual sites (site stabilization, site
salvage excavations, site monitoring and stewardship), or in local communities 
(archaeological repositories, acquiring replacement artifacts). Often, onsite work could be 
combined with community activities, as is envisioned in the site stewardship program. Each 
of the proposed actions considered here could be implemented independently or in 
combination with any of the others. The most effective approach is comprehensive, tailoring 
combinations of actions within each community where cultural resources were injured by the 
spill. Actions considered applicable under Alternative 4 are discussed below: 

Stabilize Archaeolo~ical Sites. Archaeological sites affected through erosion begun or 
worsened by oil-spill activities could be stabilized to slow or stop the erosion. Stabilization 
might entail recontouring parts of the sites to cover up exposed cultural deposits. This may 
reduce the visibility of artifacts and in this way reduce chances of looting or vandalism. This 
is a relatively nondestructive alternative when compared to archaeologically excavating the 
sites or allowing damage to continue. 

Stabilization is a site-specific activity that could be accomplished through several different 
methods. Some sites are located along high-energy shorelines, or in high- energy intertidal 
areas, and might not be suited to stabilization. Also, stabilization techniques that contrast 
with surrounding terrain might serve as magnets for visitation rather that protection against 
visitation. The benefit of stabilization is to preserve the integrity of the site, an effect that 
may be temporary (requiring periodic maintenance) or permanent. This would have an 
immediate benefit of a moderate to high level in the short term but has the potential to 
preserve sites and reduce damage at a high level over the long term. 

Excavate Archaeolo~ical Sites. Not all sites can be stabilized, whether for physical or 
economic reasons. Ongoing vandalism, looting, and erosion of archeological sites in the 
EVOS area could be mitigated through salvage excavation instead of stabilization. 
Excavation and stabilization also' could be done on the same site. Scientific excavation of 
the sites most in danger of destruction could yield information important to understanding the 
history and prehistory of the EVOS area, a major element of Alaska's cultural heritage. 
Excavation could also remove human remains and funerary objects associated with the 
ancestors of contemporary people living in communities in the spill area. These remains 
could be moved to locations less likely to be disturbed by looters or vandals, or unearthed by 
ongoing erosion. 

One effect of excavation is permanent destruction of the excavated portions of the sites. This 
destruction, however, is controlled and exactly delimited, allowing for the appropriate care 
and analysis of removed items and associations. Without archaeological excavation, damage 
to, and eventual destruction of, several of the sites would continue with neither the public nor 
the resource benefiting. The short-term and long-term benefit of salvage excavation of highly 
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endangered sites is therefore high. This action both protects the sites from further looting 
and vandalism and mitigates any spill-related damage already incurred. Some salvage 
excavation projects have already been funded by the EVOS Trustee Council. 

Site Monitorin& and Stewardship. Archaeological site-stewardship programs active in 
Arizona, Arkansas, and Texas have demonstrated the utility of public education and 
increased oversight of sites for reducing continuing vandalism. A site-stewardship program 
for the EVOS area would combine public education and site monitoring through recruitment, 
training, coordination, and maintenance of a corps of locally interested citizens to watch over 
nearby archaeological sites. Sites to be monitored by local residents would be identified by 
land owners and managers on the basis of past and ongoing vandalism and erosion. Law 
enforcement officials could be involved during investigations or when called to sites to 
intercept active vandalism. 

The benefits of site stewardship would be an increased knowledge and appreciation of 
archaeological methods of site monitoring and decreased site vandalism. These benefits may 
begin within the first year of implementation and continue for an indefinite term. The 
benefits of this action in the short term may be low, but benefits are potentially high in the 
long term, as site stewards become better trained and knowledge of the program is 
disseminated among people who could be inclined to damage sites. The action has additional 
importance in its involvement of local individuals and communities in protecting cultural 
resources. 

Archaeolo&y Repositories. Communities within the spill-affected area have increasingly 
expressed a desire that archaeological materials remain in (or at least are regularly returned 
to) their area of origin for display and interpretation. Local preservation of artifacts and the 
interpreting ofNative heritage is proposed as a means to offset the increasing loss of artifacts 
and disturbance ofNative graves in the spill area. 

Placing artifacts in a local repository and using that repository as a base for interpreting 
cultural resources could help better educate residents and area visitors about practices of the 
past and the continuity of that past with the present and the future. These repositories could 
be established through modifying existing structures or by building new structures to 
accommodate collections. These would be located in communities within the oil-spill area 
and could serve as local foci for heritage-oriented activities. The short-term benefit of this 
action may be to restore a feeling of involvement with and oversight of the cultural heritage 
of local commuillties. This would be immediate but moderate. Long-term benefits may be 
high in terms of enhanced community involvement. It is this involvement that would address 
spill-related injury to the sense of cultural continuity and connectedness within the local 
communities. 

Acquisition of Replacement Artifacts. Museums, agencies, and other repositories outside 
the spill area hold collections containing artifacts originally from the spill area. An action has 
been identified that would acquire some of these artifacts as a means of replacing a portion of 
the cultural heritage lost through the oil spill and subsequent cleanup activities. Many of 
these artifacts were removed from the spill area through ethnographic collecting and 
archaeological investigations in the 19th and early 20th centuries, and many reside outside of 
Alaska--in the lower 48 states, Europe, and Russia. Returning part of this diverse artifactual 
heritage to the spill area may have a low but immediate benefit in the communities within the 
spill area, allowing the people of the communities to more fully see the range of materials 
that represents a tangible part of their past. The long~term benefits of this approach are 
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potentially high. By establishing a seed of improved cultural connectedness and fostering a 
sense of cultural continuity, this approach could grow into a major factor in producing a 
sense of recovery from the effects of the spill among the residents of those communities most 
affected. 

This action could work through partnerships with existing museums or other regional 
repositories, or be combined with the establishment of local artifact repositories and 
interpretive centers. It is likely that communities would react differently to this approach. 
Individual consultations with each community would be required to assess the importance 
and effectiveness of this approach in each community. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term benefits: 

Subsistence Uses 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions would increase the 
level of protection for archaeological resources and improve the 
understanding or appreciation of cultural resource values. 

Moderate to High Benefits. The proposed actions may increase 
protection for archaeological resources and substantially 
improve the understanding or appreciation of cultural resource 
values. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed in this alternative that 34 parcels would be purchased. These parcels contain 
low (status as a subsistence use area unknown), moderate (known historic subsistence use 
area, which may be used again), or high (l<nown current subsistence use area) potential for 
benefiting subsistence as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 
1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of I, moderate potential 
benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 2.4 (or 
between moderate and high). 

Short-term benefits of habitat protection and acquisition onthe recovery of subsistence 
. species and subsistence use would be low, but the long-term benefits may be low to 
moderate. Protecting lands from habitat degradation associated with extractive activities 
(such as logging), or other developments may help recovering subsistence resources recover 
more quickly. 

This analysis does not take into consideration small-parcel acquisition, which is currently 
under evaluation. It is also possible that land prices may be lower or higher than those 
assumed here. That would result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly all 81 identified 
parcels) or fewer parcels. 

General Restoration 

The additional 35 percent of the funding allotted for general restoration could provide the 
base for projects that directly affect the subsistence resources and subsistence activities 
within the EVOS area. These actions are summarized below. Please refer to the appropriate 
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sections of this alternative for more detail on effects on individual species. These proposed 
actions could be conducted independently from each other or in combination. 

Harbor Seals. The decline in subsistence harvest of harbor seals could have helped stabilize 
the population. The proposed action to implement cooperative programs between subsistence 
users and agencies to assess the effects of subsistence harvest could help in sorting out which 
localities would be best utilized (or best left alone) for subsistence use in order to optimize 
natural recovery of the populations. This may be a moderate long-term benefit, taking as 
long as 5 to 10 years to establish a measurably significant benefit. This action has the 
advantages of having a relatively. low cost and the spin-off value of improving 
communication between agency biologists and subsistence users. Cooperative programs 
proposed for reducing incidental take of harbor seals during fishing likewise would have low 
short-term benefits, but may have moderate long-term benefits in 5 to 10 years. Reducing 
disturbance at haulout sites in the oil-spill area would have a negligible benefit in the short 
term and may produce a moderate benefit long term. 

Sea Otters. One of the proposed actions would establish a cooperative program between 
subsistence users and research scientists or agency managers. While subsistence harvests are 
not a significant impact on sea otter populations, agency biologists and subsistence users may 
both benefit from the additional interaction and information sharing that would grow from 
such an action. Traditional knowledge of sea otter behavior and its relation to other parts of 
the ecosystem could be more extensive than is presently recognized by agency biologists. 
Similarly, the present range and concentration of sea otters could be better understood by 
agency biologists than is presently recognized by many subsistence users. This type of action 
would have little benefit immediately or in the short term on the recovery of sea otters, but 
the long-term benefit on management efforts; and to sea otter populations, could be 
significant. 

Intertidal Or&anisms. A project has been proposed to reduce hydrocarbon levels in oiled 
mussel beds by temporarily removing mussels, replacing oiled sediments, and returning the 
mussels. Part of this action would be to monitor treated and untreated mussel beds to 
document the differer{tial rates of recovery. This action may have low short-term and 
moderate long-term benefits on subsistence users, and the benefits would be localized. 

Fucus, one of the central elements in intertidal ecosystems, is important for subsistence users 
as food and as habitat for other subsistence resources. A pilot project has been proposed to 
transplant Fucus to increase its population in the high intertidal zone. The recovery of Fucus 
is estimated at a decade. This would have insignificant short-term benefits, but could have 
moderate long-term benefits to subsistence users. 

The recruitment of intertidal clams on cleaned beaches would remain low until a substrate of 
appropriate grain size is re-established, either naturally or through restoration efforts. A. 
project (94068) has been proposed to study the feasibility of depositing fme-grained 
sediments to enhance larval recruitment and population recovery. Should this prove feasible, 
it would be possible under this alternative to fund expansion of the technique within the spill 
area. The hypothesis is that population recovery could occur within one or two years. 
Should this hypothesis be substantiated, and if subsistence users could be assured of the 
safety of eating clams produced in the enhanced habitat, both long-term and short-term 
benefits on subsistence use would be high. 
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Pink Salmon. Relocation of hatchery runs has been identified as a means to divert the 
commercial fishing fleet away :from wild stocks of pink salmon. The resultant recovery of 
stocks would benefit subsistence uses of pink salmon. The benefits of this action on 
subsistence mirror those of the pink salmon population: negligible in the short term, but high 
in the long term of 5 to 10 years. 

Sockeye Salmon. The use of egg incubation boxes has been proposed to restore or enhance 
sockeye salmon populations in the spill area. It is estimated that short-term benefits may be 
moderate, drainage-specific increases in populations. Long-term benefits may be low 
because of the scarcity of appropriate sites. If appropriate sites are found near villages, this 
technique has the potential for working very well locally to increase the amount of sockeye 
salmon available (both long term and short term) for subsistence use. 

Net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon :fry has been proposed to increase their survival rate. 
Since there are many appropriate locations for net pens in the EVOS, it is estimated that this 
technique would have strong short-term and long-term benefits on sockeye salmon 
populations. The advantage to subsistence users may be a corollary benefit. 

Hatchery rearing of sockeye salmon has been proposed with release possible as fed :fry, 
presmolts, and smolts. A number of project types are applicable, using different 
combinations of biological, physical, logistical, and technological factors. The short-term 
benefit of this type of action is likely to be low because it would take some time to establish 
the populations. The long-term benefit to sockeye salmon populations is estimated to be high 
because of several generations of improved survival of the smolt stage that would lead to 
increased numbers of returning adults. The benefit to subsistence users may increase as 
populations of sockeye salmon increase. The benefit to subsistence users increases if wild 
stocks are separated :from hatchery stocks. Concentration on hatchery stocks by commercial 
fisheries could reduce competition for wild stocks. 

Fertilizing lakes to improve sockeye rearing success and to increase sockeye populations also 
has been proposed. Sockeye salmon populations have been successfully increased through 
lake fertilization, but there could be few candidate lake gystems for this application. The 
short-term benefit of this action on subsistence users would be negligible, while the long
term outlook may be substantially increased numbers of sockeye in specific stream gystems, a 
high long- term benefit for subsistence users in some locations .. 

Relocation of hatchery runs has been identified as a means to divert the commercial fishing 
fleet away :from wild stocks of sockeye salmon. The resultant recovery of stocks would 
benefit subsistence users of sockeye salmon. The benefits of this action on subsistence 
mirror those of the sockeye salmon population: negligible in the short term, but high in the 
long term of 6 to 10 years. 

Subsistence Food Testing. One of the main elements in the damage to subsistence uses in 
the spill area is the fear that once safe subsistence foods are no longer safe to eat. An action 
has been proposed to conduct tests on subsistence foods to determine the amount of 
contamination, if any, in various types of subsistence foods. This action would provide 
immediate information to subsistence users, providing short-term and long-term high-level 
benefits to subsistence users' sense of security. 
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Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Recreation and Tourism 

Low Benefits. The proposed actions would require some time 
after implementation before any changes could be expected. 

Moderate to High Benefits. The proposed actions are expected to 
moderately increase populations of subsistence harvest species 
negatively affected by the EVOS and substantially increase the 
confidence of subsistence users in determining the healthfulness 
of subsistence foods. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed here that 34 parcels would be purchased under Alternative 4. These parcels 
contain low (low to no recreation use; access may be difficult), moderate (receives occasional 
public use; adjacent waters used for recreational boating; adjacent area receives high public 
use), or high (receives regular, high directed public use; highly visible to a large number of 
recreationists/tourists) potential for benefiting recreation and tourism as analyzed by the 
Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is 
assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a 
value of 3, these parcels would average 2.1 (or slightly above moderate). 

The benefits to recreation and tourism of habitat protection and acquisition derive from 
protecting of the scenic, wildlife, and undeveloped characteristics important for recreation 
values in the parcels being evaluated for acquisition. Extractive economic activities may 
reduce the recreational visual appeal of the landscape, shift or reduce wildlife viewing 
possibilities, and eliminate the relative lack of developed (logged or mined) character, 
thereby reducing the overall utility of those and surrounding areas for recreation purposes. 
These benefits may be low in the short term but moderate to high in the long term. This 
analysis does not take into consideration small-parcel acquisition, which is currently under 
evaluation. Also it is possible that land prices may be lower or higher than those assumed 
here. This would result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly all identified parcels) or 
fewer parcels. 

General Restoration 

Restoration strategies for recreation and tourism are to preserve or improve the recreation 
and wilderness values of the spill area, remove or reduce residual oil if it is cost effective and 
less harmful than leaving it in place, and monitor recovery. Alternative 4 focuses on 
stabilizing and improving existing recreation opportunities. It does not allow for funding 
projects that create new recreation opportunities or promote public land recreation use. 

Specific actions identified under this alternative are discussed below. Where restoration 
actions are successful in increasing the number of recreationists/tourists or causing a higher 
use level of mechanized transport, there is a concurrent change in the wilderness quality of 
the recreation experience. Some recreation users may consider this change a negative 
impact. Depending on the extent of development and the volume of visitors, this benefit 
could be either widespread or localized. 
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Removin& Residual Oil. Under this alternative, the short-term benefits to populations of 
harvestable subsistence resources, and so to subsistence use, would be low. The long-term 
benefits of habitat protection may be low to moderate. General restoration actions may 
produce moderate to high benefits. Subsistence harvests at prespilllevels, stabilization of 
subsistence activities, perception of subsistence species recovery and consumption safety, 
and reintegration of many of the cultural values associated with subsistence activities into the 
communities are likely to occur within 5 to 10 years, especially if several actions are 
undertaken concurrently. 

Easement Identification. Easement identification has been proposed as a means to reduce 
trespass and land-use conflicts b'etween private landowners and the general public. This may 
improve recreation and tourism by letting people know where public land access exists. The 
short-term benefit may be low, because dissemination of the knowledge about the existence 
of public land could--as a result of increased use--accumulate impact over several years. The 
long-term benefit may be moderate to high, but might be very localized. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Low Benefits. The proposed actions may increase numbers of 
visitors, types of recreation opportunities available, and quality of 
experiences; but this is expected to occur gradually. 

Moderate to High Benefits. The proposed actions may increase 
recreational use levels, types, and opportunities. This is expected 
to occur locally in some cases and throughout the spill area in 
other cases. 
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Wilderness 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Wilderness Character. It is asswned here that 34 parcels would be purchased under 
Alternative 4. These parcels contain low (high/moderate evidence ofhwnan development 
and/or ongoing activities), moderate (area remote; evidence ofhwnan development and/or 
ongoing activities), or high (area remote; little or no evidence ofhwnan development) 
potential for benefiting wilderness as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group 
(November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit ori a parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate 
potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels would 
average 2.3 (or slightly above moderate). This analysis does not take into consideration 
small parcel acquisition, which currently is under evaluation. Also, it is possible that land 
prices may be lower or higher than those asswned here. This may result in the purchase of 
more parcels (possibly all identified parcels) or fewer parcels. 

Desi2nated Wilderness. No lands would become designated Wilderness Areas or 
Wilderness Study Areas without formal State or F ederallegislative action. Since the 
relatively pristine and undeveloped character of the de facto wilderness lands adjacent to 
designated Wilderness provide an extension of uninterrupted ecosystems present in the 
designated Wilderness Areas, and since the lack of development on the de facto wilderness 
lands contribute to the Wilderness viewshed and other wilderness values of designated 
Wilderness, the maintenance of these wilderness characteristics on the adjacent de facto 
wilderness lands would produce positive effects on designated Wilderness. The short-term 
benefits on designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas, as well as to the wilderness 
quality of non-Wilderness lands, would be low since there would be little appreciable change 
to the lands in the short term. The long-temi benefits would be moderate, with benefits 
derived from protecting the wilderness settings of the estimated 34 parcels from extractive 
activities. 

General Restoration 

' ,, 
General restoration actions could include actions that assist recovery of injured resources or 
prevent further injury. Any of these which increase wildlife populations may have spinoff 
benefits that could improve wilderness characteristics in the EVOS area. However, 
increasing hwnan use of designated Wilderness or de facto wilderness may detract from the 
feelings of isolation and other characteristics important to the wilderness setting. The 
definition of recovery of designated Wilderness areas is asswned to hinge on removal of 
traces of oil, material left over from cleanup activities, and public perception that the areas 
are recovered. The only General Restoration activity for designated Wilderness identified in 
this alternative is removal of residual oil and/or residual cleanup materials still existing in 
isolated pockets in Wilderness Areas, and only those projects that provide substantial 
improvement over natural recovery would be allowed. Short-term benefits of oiVmaterial 
cleanup would be immediate but low. Long-term benefits are estimated to be low as well. 
Public perception of the recovery or continued damage to Wilderness Areas relative to the 
presence ofEVOS oil is unlikely to change appreciably. 
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Low Benefits. Most proposed actions would require some time 
after implementation before any benefits are realized. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed action would extend protection 
:from extractive developments to some now-private lands having 
considerable wilderness character, maintaining the integrity of 
those ecosystems and their wilderness character. The action 
would also protect the extended the wilderness characteristics of 
designated Wilderness to a moderate degree. 

Alternative 4 would provide restoration actions to assist replacement of harvest opportunities 
that were lost because of fishing closures or harvest restrictions that occurred as a result of 
the EVOS. Actions that may be· implemented as part of Alternative 4 include habitat 
protection and acquisition and creation of new hatchery-produced runs (EVOS Trustee 
Council, April and November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection may benefit commercial-fishing opportunities by providing long-term 
protection for natural production and stability of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon and 
Pacific herring. The criteria for these parcels that may benefit commercial fisheries depends 
on the values assigned for those species (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit replacement of lost opportunities for commercial fishing 
according to Alternative 4 will depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget 
allocation. Therefore, the number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range 
between 34 parcels and all81 parcels that are available. If all available parcels are 
purchased, the benefit is expected to provide moderate value for commercial fisheries. If 
only 34 parcels are purchased, the benefit may also provide moderate value (Appendix A). 

· Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for commercial fisheries, individual parcels may have exceptional value. If some of 
these parcels were not protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to have 
some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Create New Hatcheey Runs. For commercial fishing resources, actions considered under 
Alternative 4 may replace lost opportunities by creating new hatchery-produced runs of 
salmon. Development of new runs of pink, sockeye, and chum salmon may benefit 
commercial fishing by providing an alternate location, timing, or stock for commercial 
fishing activities and if the brood-stock selection for these new runs and the release site were 

· carefully selected, there would be minimal interception of injured wild stocks. Good fishery 
management practices combined with a redistribution of the fishing fleet, would enable an 
intensive commercial fishery to harvest these stocks. 
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Specific actions that may be considered can be expected --either alone or collectively-
produce new runs of sufficiently large numbers of adult pink, sockeye or chum salmon to 
accommodate a reasonable portion of the fishing fleet and provide a harvest that may be 
separated in time or space :from existing fisheries. Several potential actions that may provide 
these fish by development of new hatchery runs entail actions that have been described for 
restoration of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon (e.g., rear and release fry, presmolts, or 
smolts) or habitat manipulation to increase production of selected stocks (e.g., lake 
fertilization, migration corridor improvements, spawning channels, etc.) (Appendix C). The 
actions and methods remain the same, but the brood stock selection (e.g., source, species, 
timing, etc.), release strategies (e.g., age, size, location, etc.), and the harvest management 
(harvest rate, timing, location, etc.) may be selected to benefit commercial fishers and, 
perhaps, particular gear types. 

ADF &G and PNP aquaculture organizations have established a modern fisheries 
enhancement program in the EVOS area and have developed new runs of salmon for harvest 
by commercial fishers. Excellent success has been achieved with most of these programs 
which have developed new self-Sustaining or hatchery-produced runs offish (Ellison, 1992); 
however, some locations that are accessible to the fishing fleets remain as opportunities for 
juvenile fish imprinting and adult fish terminal harvest areas. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development,.and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has b.een 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992; Seeb, 199~). A good harvest-management strategy 
must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or 
place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to 
avoid or minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild 
stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Holland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 
1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985; Seeb, 1993). Additional state and federal 
permits and a site-specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is 
implemented (Appendix C, Section 1 ). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. New runs probably cannot be established within one 
lifecycle to support new commercial fisheries that would replace 
opportunities lost because of fishing closures or reduced harvests. 

Moderate Benefits. These actions would assist the replacement 
oflost commercial-fishing opportunities; however, some portions 
of the EVOS area would obtain greater benefits than in other 
portions. 
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Sport fishing was disrupted throughout most of the EVOS area because of the oil spill, and 
populations of several important sport fish species were damaged. Lost sport fishing 
opportunities may be replaced by creating new sport fisheries for salmon or trout. 
Alternative 4 would provide restoration actions to assist replacement of harvest opportunities 
that were lost because of fishing closures or harvest restrictions that occurred as a result of 
the EVOS. Actions that might be implemented as part of Alternative 4 include habitat 
protection and acquisition and creation of new hatchery-produced runs (EVOS Trustee 
Council, April and November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection may benefit sport fishing opportunities by providing long-term protection 
for natural production and stability of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon, Dolly Varden, 
and cutthroat trout. The criteria for these parcels that may benefit sport fisheries depends on 
the values assigned for these sp~cies (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Under Alternative 4, the forecasted habitat protection that may benefit replacement oflost 
opportunities for sport fishing will depend on the average cost per acre and the final budget 
allocation. Therefore, the number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range 
between 34 parcels and all 81 parcels that are available. If all available parcels are 
purchased, the benefit is expected to provide low to moderate value for sport fisheries. If 
only 34 parcels are purchased, the benefit may also provide low to moderate value 
(Appendix A). 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for sport fisheries, individual parcels may have exceptional value. If some of these 
parcels were not protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to have some 
measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and permitting 
requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Establish Hatchery Runs. The establishment of new hatchery-produced runs of salmon or 
trout would provide some benefit for all fishers by providing new opportunities with new 
locations and stocks that anglers may use. Typically, a run of a few thousand fish will 
provide tens of thousands of angler/days of recreation (Mills, 1993 ). Sport fisheries, 
however, would be successful only if they are located where they would be accessible by 
anglers. The ADF &G already hM employed this strategy to improve sport fishing 
opportunities for trout and salmon in the EVOS area by stocking catchable-sized trout and 
salmon smolts at accessible locations, often where self-sustaining runs cannot be established. 
Actions are similar or identical to those described in Appendix C. 

A small number offish in a good, accessible location can provide angling to accommodate a 
substantial number of angler/days of recreation. Wherever large numbers of fishers 
concentrate to harvest a concentrated population offish, some portions of the adjacent habitat 
may be affected. While new sport fisheries would readily create new recreational 
opportunities, these likely would be for different species in new locations. 
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Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize pot~ntial changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992; Seeb,1992). A good harvest-management strategy 
must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or 
place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to 
avoid or minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild 
stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 
1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985; Seeb, 1992). Additional state and federal 
permits and a site-specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is 
implemented (Appendix C, Section 1). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Economy 

Negligible. New sport fisheries to replace lost sport fishing 
opportunities probably cannot be established within one lifecycle. 

High Benefits. After hatchery production is expanded, newly 
established sport fisheries would provide substantial recreational 
benefits. 

Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 4 would result in moderate economic benefits 
in commercial fisheries and recreation and moderate negative effects in forestry. This 
analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat acquisition on forestry and other sectors but not 
effects on commercial fishing and recreation because data in these sectors is not available to 
quantify. The quantitative analysis follows. 

In Alternative 4 significant timberlands will be acquaired and it is assumed that significant 
timber will not be harvested. As shown in Table 4-6 Alternative 4 annual average industry 
output is projected to decline by $22.9 million and employment is anticipated to declline by 
143 employees. 

Spending of money by timberland owners hasa direct effect on the construction sector as 
shown in Table 4-6 Alternative 4 in the amount of$10.6 million in industry output. 
Spending of money by timberland owners also has a direct effect on the services sector in the 
amount of $2.6 milllion in fmal demand and 306 employees. 

Spending in the construction and service sectors i not enough to offset the negative effects in 
the forestry sector for three measures in the total line: fmal demand, industry output and 
porperty inocme. However, employee compensation, valu~ added and employment are 
positive. 
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Habitat acquisition and general restoration expenditures will have economic benefits for the 
commercial fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, these benefits are not 
reflected in the IMPLAN projections presented in Table 4-6. Therefore, this table does not 
quantify important economic benefits in commercial fishing and recreation because these 
benefits are not quantified. Of the three most important economic sectors for this analysis, 
only forestry is quantified. The typical projects in various combinations, such as fish ladders, 
fish hatcheries, and preservation of habitat will economically enhance the commercial 
fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, because studies and data are not 
available that quantify in terms of dollars or employment, it is not possible to quantify the 
economic effects for these two sectors of the economy. In Table 4-6 the quantities for the 
commercial fisheries and recreation sectors are reflections of the indirect effects of other 
sectors of the economy only; they are not reflections of the anticipated but unquantified 
effects on those sectors. 

Because Alternative 4 would involve expenditure of $310 million on habitat protection and 
some portion of this could be for timberlands in the Kodiak Island Borough, the Kodiak 
Island Borough could loose a significant portion of its severance tax revenue from timber 
harvests. 

Short-term impacts are anticpated to be negligible. 

See the introduction to Chapter 4 on economics and Appendix D of this EIS, Economics 
Methodology, for a more detailed discussion of methodology. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be neglible. 

Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 4 would result in 
moderate economic benefits to commercial fisheries and 
recreation and moderate negative effects to forestry. Quantitative 
analysis reflects there would be effects resulting from habitat 
acquisition on forestry and other sectors but not on commercial 
fishing and recreation. Quantitative analysis indicates that 
Alternative 4 would result, in annual averages for a 1 0-year 
period, in a loss of approximately $23 million in forestry industry 
output, an increase of $11 million in construction industry output, 
and $2 million in government. The corresponding changes in 
employment would be a loss of 143 jobs in forestry, an increase 
of 96 in construction, an increase of 306 in services, and an 
increase of 45 in government. 

The Kodiak Island Borough could loose a significant portion of 
its severance tax revenue for timber harvests. 
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Table 4-6. Alternative 4:7% Administration, 8% Monitoring, 35% Restoration, 50% Habitat Protection 
Average Annual Change from Base in 1990$ Millions 

Final Industry Employee Property Value 
Economic Sector Demand$ Output$ Comp. $ Income$ Added$ 

Forestry -17.815 -22.918 -5.772 -2.329 -8.960 

Commercial 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Fisheries 

Mining 0.031 0.066 0.005 0.031 0.051 

Construction 11.034 10.646 4.001 1.608 5.637 

Manufacturing 0.029 0.128 0.024 0.067 0.043 

Recreation Related 0.025 0.127 0.037 0.033 0.073 

Communication & 0.053 0.207 0.065 0.072 -0.140 
Utilities 

Trade 0.254 0.360 0.211 0.049 0.304 

' Finance, Insurance, 0.244 -0.116 -0.083 0.009 -0.057 
Real Estate 

Services 2.682 0.803 1.512 -0.499 1.020 

Government 2.463 2.392 2.120 -0.010 2.410 

Miscellaneous 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total -1.001 -8.305 2.120 -1.020 0.662 

Source: IMPLAN Economic Model. See text for methodology. 
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The Proposed ~ction 
Alternative 5: 
Comprehensive Restoration 
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In this alternative, the General Restoration program focuses on the status of recovery of 
injured resources rather than on the degree of injury caused by the oil spill. In this way, the 
components of the ecosystem that are having most difficulty recovering receive the greatest 
efforts, if there are general restoration actions that can realistically help. This alternative 
also increases the opportunity to conduct research into other aspects of the ecosystem that 
may be influencing the recovery of the resources and thereby the services they provide 
injured by the oil spill. A Restoration Reserve fund would be established to provide funding 
for research, monitoring, and restoration activities to continue beyond the 1 0-year settlement 
period. 

The Habitat Protection and Acquisition program is a primary component of the overall 
restoration program, receiving the largest portion of the remaining settlement funds. Habitat 
protection and acquisition provides protective benefits to all resources and thereby the 
services they provide injured by .the oil spill as well as to other resources and human uses that 
are important to the greater EVOS ecosystem. Increasing the protection of habitat 
throughout the spill area will be beneficial to the entire ecosystem by reducing further habitat 
degradation that may compound the effects of the oil spill. The general restoration actions 
can help resources or services recover to their prespill conditions more rapidly than if the 
actions were not implemented. A third component of the restoration program is Monitoring 
and Research. These activities track the progress of recovery and provide valuable 
information that can be used to help the resources, and the overall ecosystem, recover from 
the oil spill and from other factors that may be delaying recovery. 

Impacts on Biological Impacts on Intertidal Resources 
Resources 

In Alternative 5, the restoration program for intertidal resources differs from the previous 
alternatives by adding an additional action and by providing three possible scenarios for the 
Habitat Protection program. These changes are presented at the beginning of the discussion 
below, followed by the actions that are identical to those described in Alternatives 3 and 4. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Although there are several types of actions that apply under this restoration category, this 
analysis only considers the types"'ofbenefits that may be gained from protecting the 81 upland 
parcels identified in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; Large Parcel Evaluation 
& Ranking Volume I and II (EVOS Restoration Team, November 1993). Other aspects of 
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the habitat protection category, such as the small parcels available for protection, are still 
being developed and cannot be analyzed in this FEIS. 

The habitat protection process used to evaluated the 81 parcels for their potential benefits to 
injured resources and services combined intertidal and subtidal biota and used the following 
criteria for ranking the parcels: 

- High for parcels adjacent to areas with a known high species abundance and diversity; 
high-quality habitat for intertidal and subtidal biota; 

- Moderate for parcels adjacent to extensive intertidal habitat with observed or probable 
moderate species diversity and abundance; and 

- Low for parcels with little intertidal habitat with low species abundance (EVOS 
Restoration Team, November 1993). 

In Alternative 5, it is possible to consider the value of all 81 parcels if it is assumed that the 
cost per acre is low; however, if the cost per acre is higher, fewer acres of land are likely to 
be purchased. In this alternative, there is a range of funds available for Habitat Protection 
and Acquisition actions, so there are two more restrictive estimates that need to be assessed 
based on a higher cost per acre. For this analysis, when a higher cost per acre is assumed for 
these parcels, fewer of the parcels that are ranked Low for multiple resources and services 
likely would be protected. Some of these parcels still may have High or Moderate value for 
intertidal and subtidal resources, even though their total ranking is Low when evaluated for 
all of the injured resources and services combined. Table 4-7 shows how the distribution of 
habitat evaluated as high, moderate or low would change for intertidal/subtidal benefits when 
all 81 parcels are considered or when the parcels are reduced from higher cost and/or less 
money is dedicated to habitat protection. 

Table 4-7 

Number of Habitat Parcels within Each Rating Category That 
May Be protected to Benefit Intertidal Resources with 
Different Purchase Scenarios for Alternative 5 

Moderate 
High Benefits Benefits Low Benefits 

All 81 parcels considered 25 parcels 33 parcels 19 parcels 
(same in all alternatives) 

Higher parcel cost with SO% 19 parcels 10 parcels 4 parcels 
remaining funds 

Higher parcel cost with 45% 18 parcels 9 parcels 3 parcels 
remaining funds 

Under the most restrictive scenario, 72 percent of the 81 parcels evaluated ranked high for 
their intertidal/subtidal habitat and still would be protected. The benefits to intertidal and 
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subtidal organsims through the protection of upland habitats come in two forms. First, the 
protection could prevent the intertidal and subtidal areas from being altered by the actions 
that may occur on the parcels. Some actions could cause indirect adverse effects through 
siltation or increased pollution, while other actions, such as the construction of a dock or 
creating a new harbor, could directly alter the intertidal and subtidal habitats. The second 
type of protection would reduce,.the disturbance caused by increased human activity (e. g., 
more people walking through the intertidal area; more pollution from littering or from bilge 
discharge). Obviously, the type of activity that may occur on a given parcel could 
substantially change the degree of benefit that is gained to the intertidal and subtidal zones. 

The actual benefit gained by the intertidal and subtidal organisms would depend on the type 
and location of the activities that may occur. In areas where construction activities are 
anticipated in the intertidal zone, the protection would be especially effective. If the parcels 
correspond to areas of the intertidal zone that still are not recovering from the effects of the 
oil spill, the benefits could be even greater. 

General Restoration 

Clam Mariculture Pro&ram. This alternative includes establishing a clam- mariculture 
program to help the recovery of subsistence uses in the spill area (also see the discussion on 
impacts to subsistence users in this alternative). This program would create a bivalve 
hatchery that would provide seed sources for creating new clam beds or re-establishing clam 
beds injured by the oil spill. Because this action is targeted towards subsistence activities, 
the areas that would benefit from this action probably would be close to villages within the 
spill area. Eyak, Tatitlek, Chenega Bay, Nanwalek, and Port Graham are some of the villages 
that have been discussed as benefiting from this action (EVOS Trustee Council, October 
1992). The spillwide distribution of clam beds that were injured from the oil spill and 
cleanup activities is unknown. To the extent that this action re-establishes clam beds that are 
still exhibiting lower abundance·of clams than unoiled areas, this action substantially can 
accelerate the recovery of the clam beds. If the mariculture program targets new areas to 
create clam beds, other intertidal habitats could be lost. Mariculture facilities that are 
designed like a commercial operation should have negligible effects on the intertidal 
communities. 

The other two actions that have been identified for this alternative would directly affect the 
intertidal zone. These actions affect specific organisms, Fucus and mussels, but are meant to 
provide broader benefits to the other organisms that live or feed in these communities. 

Acceleratin& the Recovery of the Upper Intertidal Zone. This would be done by re
establishing Fucus. The upper intertidal area, specifically the upper 1-meter-vertical drop 
(1MVD), is probably the upper extent of suitable habitat for Fucus to grow. This means that 
the conditions are more extreme than in other habitats and would be more difficult to 
colonize. Fucus germlings that colonize in the upper intertidal area are subject longer 
periods of high temperatures and dryness during low tides. Without the shelter and moisture 
that is provided by mature Fucus plants, the germlings can become desiccated and die. 
Studies conducted in Herring Bay, Prince William Sound, suggest that it may take 3 to 4 
years for Fucus communities to expand 0.5 m beyond their existing boundaries (Highsmith et 
al., 1993). 

Feasibility studies of techniques for accelerating the recovery ofFucus were begun in 1992. 
Attempts to transplant mature F!f.cus plants were generally unsuccessful (Stekoll, pers. 
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cornm., 1994). Another technique which uses a biodegradable cloth to cover seeded areas is 
currently being tested (Stekoll, pers. cornm., 1994 ), and results of this experiment will be 
known after the summer of 1994. In theory, the cloth will substitute for the adult Fucus by 
providing moisture and protection to the germlings during low tides. Because the technique 
is still being tested, it is impossible to know how successful the action may be, or how easily 
it can be applied to the areas that could benefit from the action. If the technique is highly 
successful, the established germlings could become fully mature in 3 to 4 years and the 
associated invertebrates would also recolonize in the upper intertidal zone. At this time, 
however, it is impossible to know the outcome of the research; therefore, any benefits from 
this action are unknown. 

Cleaning Oiled Mussel Beds. This has been considered as a possible method to reduce the 
hydrocarbon exposure for sea otters, harlequin ducks, and black oystercatchers. These 
animals depend on mussels for a large portion of their diet (Webster 1941; Dzinbel and 
Jarvis, 1982; Doroff and Bodkin, 1993). Mussels occur in loose aggregations attached to 
intertidal rocks, or in dense aggregations (mussel beds) over pea gravel and silt sediments. 
Because mussels form a dense matt over the sediments and rocks, oil that was trapped 
beneath the mussels was not exposed to weathering and still remains toxic. It may be 
possible to clean mussels in mussel beds, but cleaning will not be possible in all habitats 
where mussels occur. 

One of the possible explanations for continuing signs of injury to sea otters, river otters, 
harlequin ducks, and black oystercatchers is that they continue to be exposed to hydrocarbon 
contamination by eating oiled mussels. Concern over this possible continuing source of 
contamination led to feasibility studies to develop techniques to clean the sediments beneath 
the oiled mussel beds. One technique to be tested in 1994lifts sections of the mussel beds 
and replaces the contaminated sediments with clean sediments without serious damage to the 
mussel beds (Babcock, pers. cornm., 1994). Other techniques are likely to damage the 
existing mussels when contaminated sediments are removed. Approximately 60 locations 
with oiled mussel beds have been identified in Prince William Sound. Oiled mussels beds 
have been identified and sampled from the Alaska Peninsula and Kodiak, however, estimates 
on the number of exisiting oiled mussel beds are unavailable. 

The extent and distribution of oiled mussel beds is still being determined and will be 
important in understanding the potential benefits that can be gained for other organisms by 
this action. There have been no studies to determine whether eating contaminated mussels is 
causing injury to other species within the EVOS area. However, other studies h~ve 
documented reproductive impairment in some seabirds after ingesting oil (Epply and 
Robega, 1990; Fry and Addiego, 1988). The intent of cleaning oiled mussel beds is largely 
to eliminate a source of continuing contamination to other organisms. Studies that examined 
the effects of oil on the mussel beds noted a reduction in the number of large mussels and 
overall biomass of the mussel beds, but there did not appear to be a shortage of new recruits 
(smaller mussels) to the mussel beds (Highsmith, Stekoll and Barber, 1993). It is unknown 
whether the trapped oil beneath the mussel beds will ultimately cause further injury to the 
mussels; however, continued high levels of hydrocarbons have been found in mussel tissues, 
which indicates that the mussels may be continuing to be contaminated. 

If the technique described above is successful, then this action is unlikely to cause an adverse 
effect and may provide tangible benefits to the mussels at the cleaned sites. Presumably, this 
technique would be applicable throughout the EVOS area, however, there is less information 
on the location of oiled mussel beds in areas outside of Prince William Sound. 
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Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. 
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Unknown effects. For direct restoration actions, effects are 
unknown because both of these actions still are being tested. The 
long-term benefits of the Habitat Protection actions for reducing 
disturbance or preventing additional injury to intertidal organisms 
would be moderate and would vary substantially between parcels. 

Impacts on Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seals 

The restoration program for harbor seals that is possible under Altemative 5 differs from the 
previous alternatives by adding an additional action. The Habitat Protection capabilities also 
may differ from those described in Alternatives 2 and 4, because our estimated range of 
potential funding reduces the amount of uplands that could be protected slightly more than 
the more restrictive scenario presented in Alternative 4. It also is possible that efforts made 
to increase or create new recreation- and commercial-tourism use of the oil-spill area could 
increase the level of disturbance on the harbor seal populations. These changes are 
presented at the beginning of the discussion below, and are followed by a repeat of the 
discussions that are applicable here from other alternatives. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection of upland parcels can help reduce disturbance to harbor seals. Harbor 
seals use haulout sites that are either in the intertidal zone or immediately adjacent to the 
intertidal zone; therefore, actions that occur on the uplands likely would not destroy the 
habitat. However, it is possible thathabitat changes to the uplands may increase the amount 
of disturbance currently experienced at haulout sites on or near the parcel. 

Habitat-protection criteria for parcels that may benefit harbor seals include ratings of 

- High for parcels known to have a haulout of 10 or more seals on or immediately adjacent 
to the parcel; 

- Moderate for parcels with known haulouts with sporadic use and less than 10 seals, or 
probable haul outs in vicinity of the parcel or probable feeding in nearshore waters; and, 

- Low for possible feeding sites located in nearshore waters adjacent to the parcel (EVOS 
Restoration Team, November 1993). 

Of the 81 parcels evaluated in the large parcel process, 25 were ranked high, 19 were ranked 
moderate, 35 were ranked low, and 2 were ranked as having no benefit to harbor seals. The 
overall value of these parcels based on these rankings is moderate, although individual 
parcels may have exceptional value. 
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In Alternative S, it is possible to consider the value of all 81 parcels if it is asswned that the 
cost per acre is low; however, if the cost per acre is higher, fewer acres ofland likely would 
be purchased. In this alternative, there is a range of :funds available for Habitat Protection 
and Acquisition actions, so there are two more restrictive estimates that need to be assessed 
based on a higher cost per acre. For this analysis, when a higher cost per acre is asswned for 
these parcels, fewer of the parcels that are ranked low for multiple resources and services are 
likely to be protected. Under the scenario where SO percent of the remaining settlement 
funds are available for habitat-protection actions, the potential benefit to harbor seals would 
be identical to the changes described in Alternative 4. Table 4-8 shows how the distribution 
of habitat evaluated as high, moderate, or low would change when all 81 parcels are 
considered, or when the parcels are reduced from higher cost and/or less money dedicated to 
habitat protection. 

Table 4-8 

Number of Habitat Parcels within Each Rating Category That 
May Be Protected to Benefit Harbor Seals with Different 
Purchase Scenarios for Alternative 5. 

Moderate 
High Benefits Benefits Low Benefits 

All 81 parcels considered 2S parcels 19 parcels 3S parcels 
(same in all alternatives) 

Higher parcel cost with SO% 17 parcels 8 parcels 7 parcels 
remaining funds 

Higher parcel cost with 4S% 16 parcels 7 parcels 6 parcels 
remaining funds 

Under the most restrictive scenario, 68 percent of the 81 parcels evaluated ranked high for 
harbor seals and still would be protected. Because the actual impact that development on 
these parcels would have on the harbor seals depends on, among other things, the type of 
disturbance caused, the length and duration of the disturbance, and whether or not the haulout 
area is used for pupping or molting, it is impossible to know what change in the protection to 
sites with haulouts would have on the recovering harbor seal population. Within the EVOS 
area, there have been no studies to docwnent the amount or effects of current activities that 
may cause disturbance to harbor seals, so baseline data are unavailable. However, it is 
reasonable to assume,that proteGtion of upland habitats near haulout sites would reduce the 
risk of disturbance to the injured population. 

Reduce Disturbance at Haulout Sites in the Oil-Spill Area. This is the only new action 
proposed for harbor seals in this alternative. Several studies have docwnented the effects of 
disturbances on harbor seals and other pinnipeds (Allen et al., 1984; Esipenko, 1986; 
Johnson et al., 1989). These studies have shown that the greatest impacts from disturbance 
occur during pupping and molting seasons. During pupping, disturbance can result in higher 
pup mortality caused by abandonment or from being crushed as the adults panic and return to 
the water (Johnson, 1977). During molting, seals are under physiological stress and may be 
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more susceptible to disease and injwy. The greatest disturbance is caused when people walk 
near or through haulout sites (Johnson et al., 1989); but disturbance also can be caused by 
low-flying aircraft and by boats that approach too close to haulouts. Within the EVOS area, 
no studies have been made to document the amount or effects of disturbance. Without these 
data, it is impossible to determine if working with recreation and tourism groups would 
reduce seal mortality and aid recovery; however, it may become increasingly important as 
recreatiop.al use and commercial tourism of the EVOS area expands. 

Restoration Actions for Other Resources/Services. If actions are taken to increase or 
create new recreation and commercial tourism activities in the oil-spill area, there could be a 
negative, long-term impact on harbor seals. These impacts could be avoided or minimized 
by implementing education programs to minimize the level of human-caused disturbance. 
Aside from monitoring and research activities, and assuming that the actions previously 
described are implemented, none of the other actions proposed under this alternative for 
other resources or services likely would impact harbor seals. 

General Restoration 

The remaining actions were described in Alternatives 3 and 4 and are repeated here. Both of 
the proposed actions are information-based programs that would be designed to change the 
impact of commercial fisheries or of subsistence harvest on the recovering seal populations. 

Subsistence harvest is not believed to be the cause of the long-term decline of harbor seal 
populations in the Gulf of Alaska; however, any additional mortality may slow the recovery 
of injured populations. Subsistence harvest in Prince William Sound declined as a result of 
the oil spill and, in 1991, harvest levels probably were less than 5 percent of the population. 
A healthy seal population easily would be able to sustain that level of harvest. Depending on 
the distribution, sex, and age of the animals harvested, a 5-percent harvest negatively could 
affect an injured population. 

Establish a Cooperative Pro2ram Between Subsistence Users and Research Scientists 
or A2ency Mana2ers. Such a program would be designed to provide a two-way exchange 
of information that would provide benefits to all parties and could benefit the injured harbor 
seal populations. For example, recent studies indicated that harbor seals may have a high site 
fidelity to molting and pupping areas (e.g., the same individuals consistently use the same 
areas) (Pitcher, 1990). If some of these areas show greater declines than other sites within 
Prince William Sound, then redirecting harvest towards the healthier or the nonoiled areas 
could reduce any negative effects from the harvest without actually changing the number of 
animals harvested. 

Cooperative Pro2ram with Commercial Fishermen. This program also could reduce 
pressure on the injured seal populations. This program would provide information on 
deterrent methods and regulations. Ideally, it would provide information to the scientists on 
the extent of the interactions between the commercial fisheries and the seals and would 
reduce the number of seal mortalities. The interactions with commercial fisheries probably 
result in fewer deaths than from the subsistence harvest and are unlikely to be the cause of the 
seal decline; however, the more that can be done to minimize the effects of human -caused 
injwy and mortality, the more likely it will be that the population will stabilize and recover. 
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Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Sea Otters 

Negligible. All of the proposed actions would require some time 
after implementation before any changes could be expected. 

Moderate Benefits The proposed actions could reduce negative 
impacts on harbor seals and may result in increased recovery 
rates in local areas. 

The effects of actions under Alternative 5 are expected to be identical to those described in 
Alternatives 3 and 4 with the exception of the amount of habitat that could be protected. 

There are three types of actions besides research or monitoring that are considered in this 
alternative: habitat acquisition, cleaning oiled mussel beds, and creating a cooperative 
program between subsistence users and sea otter scientists and managers. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The benefit to sea otters of habitat-protection actions on upland parcels is through reducing 
potential or actual disturbance. Sea otters appear to have a high tolerance to certain human 
activities, as evidenced by their abundance in highly travelled areas such as Orca Inlet near 
Cordova; however, their response to large-scale disturbances has not been studied. Large
scale disturbances, sUch as log-transfer sites, may force resident sea otters to leave the 
immediate area and causes a localized long-term loss in food availability as debris :from the 
logs covers the substrate (Conlon and Ellis, 1979; Jackson, 1986). Disturbance more likely 
would cause adverse effects to females with pups that concentrate in high-quality habitats 
with abundant prey in the interti<Jal zones. 

Habitat-protection criteria for parcels that may benefit sea otters include ratings of: 

- High for parcels adjacent to known pupping concentrations, 

- Moderate for parcels adjacent to concentration areas for feeding and/or shelter or potential 
pupping areas, and 

- Low for feeding sites located in adjacent waters (EVOS Restoration Team, November 
1993). 

In this alternative, there is a range of funds ( 45-50 %) available for Habitat Protection and 
Acquisition actions, so there are two more restrictive estimates that need to be assessed 
based on a higher cost per acre. The differences are shown in Table 4.9. Under the first 
scenario, all of the 81 large parcels described in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection 
Process; Large Parcel Evaluation & Ranking Volume I and Volume II (EVOS Restoration 
Team, November 1993) are considered in the analysis (this scenario is possible under all 
alternatives if a low cost per acre is assumed). When a higher cost per acre is assumed for 
these parcels, fewer of the parcels that are ranked low for multiple resources arid services 
likely would be protected. Under the scenario where 50 percent of the remaining settlement 
funds are available for habitat protection actions, the potential benefit to sea otters is identical 
to the changes described in Alternative 4. Table 4-9 shows how the distribution of habitat 
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evaluated as high, moderate, or low would change when all 81 parcels are considered, or 
when the parcels are reduced from higher cost and/or less money dedicated to habitat 
protection. 

Table 4-9 

Number of Habitat Parcels within Each Rating Category That 
May Be Protected to Benefit Sea Otters with Different 
Purchase Scenarios for Alternative 5. 

Moderate 
High Benefits Benefits Low Benefits 

All 81 parcels considered 20 parcels 16 parcels 42 parcels 
(same in all alternatives) 

Higher parcel cost with 50% 14 parcels 10 parcels 10 parcels 
remaining funds 

Higher parcel cost with 45% 14 parcels 8 parcels 9 parcels 
remaining funds 

Under the most restrictive scenario, 70 percent of the 81 parcels evaluated 70 percent ranked 
high for sea otters and still would be protected. These areas are associated with pupping 
concentrations that most likely would be sensitive to disturbance from human activities. 

General Restoration 

The following discussion of rest6ration actions and their potential benefits are identical to 
Alternatives 3 and 4. 

Cleanin2 Oiled Mussel Beds. This is considered to be a possible method to reduce the 
hydrocarbon exposure. Sea otters, especially juvenile otters and females with pups, depend 
on mussels for a large portion of their diet (Doro:ff and Bodkin, 1993). Mussels are found in 
shallower areas and are easier to obtain than other prey. Mussels occur in loose aggregations 
attached to intertidal rocks, or in dense aggregations (mussel beds) over pea gravel and silt 
sediments. Because mussels form a dense matt over the sediments and rocks, oil that was 
trapped beneath the mussels was not exposed to weathering and still remains toxic. It may be 
possible to clean mussels in mussel beds, but cleaning will not be possible in all habitats 
where mussels occur. 

One of the possible explanations of the poor survival rate ofpostweanlingjuveniles in the 
oiled areas is that they continue to be exposed to hydrocarbon contamination by eating oiled 
mussels. Concern over the possible continuing source of contamination to sea otters and 
other higher order animals (e.g., black oystercatchers and harlequin ducks) led to feasibility 
studies to develop techniques to clean the sediments beneath the oiled mussel beds. One 
technique that will be tested in 1994 lifts sections of the mussel beds and replaces the 
contaminated sediments with clean sediments without serious damage to the mussel beds 
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(Babcock pers. comm., 1994). Approximately 60 locations with oiled mussel beds have 
been identified in Prince William Sound. 

The extent and distribution of oiled mussel beds still is being determined and will be 
important in understanding the potential benefit to sea otters that can be gained :from 
cleaning. No studies have been made to determine whether or not eating contaminated 
mussels is causing injury to the ~~a otter population. However, it is possible to consider the 
potential benefit in terms of the level of risk to exposure. For example, the telemetry study 
by Monnett and Rotterman (1992) indicated that females and weanling sea otters did not 
range great distances between oiled and unoiled areas. If a group of sea otters spends many 
months feeding in bays that have several oiled mussel beds, then they are at greater risk of 
exposure than sea otters that feed in areas with few or no oiled mussels. Of the oiled mussel 
beds identified so far, there are approximately 20 in Herring Bay off of Knight Island; 
cleaning half or all of these mussel beds would greatly reduce the risk to the local population. 
If only 1 or 2 beds in the area were cleaned, it may not reduce the risk of yxposure at all. 
Similarly, if the only source of oil in an entire bay was :from one mussel bed, removing that 
contamination could eliminate the majority of the risk to the local sea otters. 

Cleaning oiled mussel beds would be a labor intensive task that may last for several days at 
each location. Some short-term disturbance probably would occur; however, it is not likely 
to permanently displace the local sea otters. 

It is reasonable to assume that the ability of this action to reduce the risk of ekposure is 
equally valid in other regions of the spill area. However, there is less information on the 
location of mussel beds and on the injury to the sea otter population. 

Establish a Cooperative Pro&ram Between Subsistence Users and Research Scientists 
or A&ency Mana&ers. This program would be designed to provide a two-way exchange of 
information that would provide benefits to all parties and could benefit the injured sea otter 
population. Recent records of SYbsistence harvest of sea otters in the oil-spill area indicate 
that harvest levels are relatively low but increasing throughout the EVOS area. If 
subsistence levels increase in areas where the populations were affected by the spill, the 
additional harvest may slow or prevent localized recovery. For example, the densities of sea 
otters in some oiled areas still is very low (Bodkin and Ballachey, pers. comm., 1994 ). If 
these areas are consistently harvested, then redirecting harvest towards the healthier or 
nonoiled areas could reduce any negative effects without actually changing the number of 
animals harvested. Likewise, sea otters can sustain a greater harvest of males and juveniles 
than of breeding females. 

Without any restoration actions, it may be reasonable to estimate that sea otters in Prince 
William Sound would recover to their prespill abundance in 7 to 35 years once the 
population begins to increase. If subsistence harvest rates rise substantially in the oiled 
areas, then the recovery estimates based on a 10-percent growth rate are unlikely and it is 
possible that the more conservative estimate of35 years would be extended. If a cooperative 
program can be established, it may be possible to sustain a higher harvest rate without 
changing the recovery rate of the injured population. 

Restoration Actions for Other Resources or Services. Other actions proposed for this 
alternative are not expected to adversely impact the sea otter populations or their recovery. 
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Negligible. All of the proposed actions would take time before 
any results could be expected. 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions improve the habitat 
quality through reducing the risk of exposure to oil, the potential 
for disturbance, and the impacts from subsistence harvest. These 
benefits could produce a change in abundance of sea otters in 
some areas but are not likely to produce a notable increase on a 
regional scale. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Acquiring nesting and feeding habitat along streams on forested lands is an effective means 
of preventing further injury to the harlequin duck population. Such acquisition would 
maximize protection of the harlequin ducks' reproductive potential, thus fostering population 
recovery to pre-EVOS levels. The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process 
were rated as high, moderate or low value to harlequin ducks based on the following 
definitions. High, for known nesting or molting concentrations on the parcel, and where 
feeding occurs on the parcel. Moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting or molting 
on or adjacent to the parcel, and with probable feeding in the streams, estuary or intertidal 
area in or adjacent to the parcels. Low rankings were assigned to parcels where feeding and 
loafmg adjacent to the parcel are possible; or where some offshore molting occurs (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). 

Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel that would allow purchase of all 81 parcels, 24 
were ranked high, 25 were ranked moderate, 32 were ranked low, and none had no value to 
harlequin ducks. Two additional scenarios were used to evaluate habitat protection to 
harlequin ducks under the large parcel process. Assuming 50% of the settlement funds are 
available for habitat acquisition, 19 parcels were ranked of high value to harlequin ducks, 10 
moderate, 5 low, and no parcels were rated as having no value to harlequin ducks. Lastly, by 
assuming 45% of the settlement funds are available for habitat acquisition changes the last 
scenario only slightly, with 18 parcels ranked of high value to harlequin ducks, 9 moderate, 
4 low, and no parcels were rated as having no value to harlequin ducks. 

General Restoration 

Cleaning Oiled Mussel Beds. This is considered to be a possible means of reducing 
hydrocarbon exposure to harlequin ducks via their food chain. Mussels, clams, and other 
bottom prey of harlequin ducks continue to be contaminated by oil still buried within the 
sediments. The harlequin ducks eat the contaminated prey, thus contaminating their body 
tissues. Although as yet unproven, this sublethal contamination is suspected of interfering 
with normal reproduction, resulting in few new broods being seen in the oiled area since the 
spill. Removal of the oil thus could result in resumed production in the oiled area followed 
by a population increase. 
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Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-tenn effects: 

Murres 

Negligible. The short-term effects through 1996 of the proposal 
on harlequin duck recovery would be negligible, and populations 
likely would remain at 1990 to 1993 levels in both oiled and 
nonoiled areas. 

Moderate Benefits. This alternative would have a moderate 
benefit for maintaining, protecting, and increasing the 
reproductive potential of harlequin ducks. Cleaning oilde mussel 
beds would eliminate the source of hydrocarbon contamination of 
body tissues, and also enhance the food base of local populations. 
Cleaning mussel beds would have a high benefit to local 
populations of harlequin ducks, but the effect of decreased funds 
for habitat acquisition would result in an overall moderate benefit 
for this alternative. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Acquisition of habitat would have only moderate benefit to the injured murre population 
because there are no sizable colonies and very few smaller colonies that are not already 
protected. A seabird colony on privately owned Gull Island in Kachemak Bay has a colony 
of 10,000 common murres that is visited daily by commercial-tour boats in summer. 
Acquisition of this colony would ensure its long-term protection, although there are no 
imminent plans for development. 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate 
or low value for common murres based on the following definitions. High, for known nesting 
on or immediately adjacent to the parcel. Moderate, with known feeding concentration in 
adjacent nearshore waters. Low rankings were assigned to parcels where feeding is possible 
in adjacent waters (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

A breakdown of the ranking to common murres in the large parcel process illustrates the low 
overall value of habitat acquisition to common murres. Assuming a relatively low cost per 
parcel that would allow purchase of all 81 parcels, none were ranked high, 7 were ranked 
moderate, 65 were ranked low, and 8 had no value to common murres. Two additional 
scenarios were used to evaluate habitat protection to common murres under the large parcel 
process. Assuming 50% of the settlement funds are available for habitat acquisition, 1 
parcel was ranked of high value to common murres, 4 moderate, 27 low, and 2 parcels were 
rated as having no value to common murres. Lastly, by assuming 45% of the settlement 
funds are available for habitat acquisition changes the last scenario only slightly, with 1 
parcel ranked of high value to common murres, 3 moderate, 25 low, and 2 parcels were rated 
as having no value to common murres. 

General Restoration· 

Predator Control. The reproductive behavior ofmurres has evolved to produce a sudden 
abundance of eggs and chicks. The result is that predators are able to eat only a relatively 
few eggs and chicks, while the large majority of chicks grow too large for predators to 
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handle. Manunalian predators generally are not a problem for murres, because their island 
colonies are usually free of manunalian predators and murre nest sites are inaccessible. Bald 
eagles, ravens, northwestern crows, and especially glaucous-winged gulls, eat murre eggs 
and chicks in the EVOS area, although little is known about their impact on specific colonies. 
Studies at injured colonies would be needed to determine the impact of avian predators and 
to design measures to deal with them. Recent work in Europe has shown that measures such 
as fiberglass poles placed perpendicular to the cliff face on nesting colonies reduces avian 
predation (D. Roseneau, oral comm., 1994). 

Limited restoration actions outside the EVOS area, including predator control, is permitted 
under Restoration Policy for this alternative, when such actions are the most effective for 
restoring the injured populations, or when they would have a significant impact on population 
restoration. The Fish and Wildlife Service has removed introduced foxes from several 
seabird nesting islands in the Aleutians and elsewhere, and recently removed foxes with 
EVOS funds from two other islands. However, for the remaining islands with introduced 
foxes, predator control may not help restore murre populations substantially. On islands with 
large colonies, there likely would be some recovery as murres occupied marginal sites that 
would have been accessible to foxes. Nevetheless, it is unlikely that there would be major 
increases in murre populations following fox removal (Byrd, written comm., 1994). 

Reduce Disturbance. Murres are sensitive to disturbance, especially loud noise, during the 
nesting period. Sudden loud noises like gunshots will scare murres off their nests, which has 
two deleterious effects (1) eggs and chicks are knocked off the cliffs as the panicked adults 
leave en masse, and (2) the remaining exposed eggs and chicks fall easy prey to avian 
predators. Gunfire appears to be a potential problem near the Barren Islands during the 
nesting season, when halibut fishermen routinely shoot the fish before landing them. This 
appears to occur fairly frequently. While such disturbance may not be a problem for a 
healthy population, it could delay recovery of an affected colony, such as that at the Barren 
Islands. 

This action first would fund a program to educate fisherman and charter-boat captains and 
seek their voluntary reduction of disturbance. If voluntary actions were not effective, the next 
step would be to develop regulations that prohibited disturbance at the Barren Islands. With 
mandatory regulations, enforcement also may be necessary, which could require additional 
funding. If gunshot noise near the Barren Island murre colonies were eliminated, there is a 
good chance for a low to moderate benefit to the recovering murre populations at the Barren 
Islands. If disturbance proves to be an important problem, there are methods for preventing 
these disturbances. 

This action could have a moderately beneficial effect on reducing the recovery time at 
colonies where human activities disturb the birds during nesting. This action most likely 
would have the greatest benefit at the Barren Islands. Murres at the Chiswell Islands 
colonies appear to have habituated to tour boats, so protective measures there, where 
gunshots are infrequent, would have limited effect. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: Negligible. There would be a negligible, short-term benefit to 
the injured murre population from these actions. 
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Long-term effects: 

Pigeon Guillemot 

.. 
Low Benefits. Reducing disturbance at the Barren Islands would 
allow a somewhat faster rate of population recovery than 
otherwise possible. Together with a low benefit from predator 
control, these actions would resulting in a low overall benefit to 
the injured murre population. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

In Prince William Sound, the large majority of pigeon guillemot colonies are on U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) land (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994) that is not slated for logging 
(USDA, Forest Service, 1994). Two of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound are on 
private land at The Pleiades Islands and on Bligh Island, and guillemots there total about 3 
percent of the 1993 breeding population (Sanger and Cody, written comm., 1994). In the 
1970's, both of the latter colonies probably harbored larger numbers of nesting guillemots 
than at present. Two colonies adjacent to private land that currently is being logged on the 
eastern, nonoiled portion ofPrince William Sound had very few guillemots in 1993, but it is 
unlikely that they were affected by the inland logging operations (Sanger and Cody, written 
comm., 1994). OutSide of Prince William Sound, the Seal Bay area on Afognak Island has 
low numbers of pigeon guillemots and already has been acquired; and an EVOS predator
control project at Kagamil Island in the Shumagin Islands will allow recolonization and 
modest population increase by pigeon guillemots. Little is known about the current status of 
guillemot colonies elsewhere in the EVOS area (USFWS, 1993). 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate 
or low value for pigeon guillemots based on the following definitions. High, for parcels with 
known colonies on or immediately adjacent to the parcel, and with known feeding 
concentrations in nearshore waters. Moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting and 
known feeding in nearshore waters. Low rankings were assigned to parcels with a low 
likelihood of nesting; but with possible feeding in nearshore waters (EVOS Restoration 
Team, 1993). 

A breakdown of the ranking in the large parcel process illustrates the moderate overall value 
of habitat acquisition to pigeon guillemots. Assuming a relatively low cost per parcel that 
would allow purchase of all 81 parcels, 20 were ranked high, 23 were ranked moderate, 31 
were ranked low, and 6 had no value to pigeon guillemots. Two additional scenarios were 
used to evaluate habitat protection to pigeon guillemots under the large parcel process. 
Assuming 50% of the settlement funds are available for habitat acquisition, 16 parcels was 
ranked of high value to pigeon guillemots, 7 moderate, 9low, and 2 parcels were rated as 
having no value to pigeon guillemots. Lastly, by assuming 45% of the settlement funds are 
available for habitat acquisition changes the last scenario only slightly, with 15 parcels 
ranked of high value to pigeon guillemots, 6 moderate, 8 low, and 2 parcels were rated as 
having no value to pigeon guillemots. 

General Restoration 

Predator Control. Predator control has the potential to increase productivity of pigeon 
guillemots, but little is known about the nature of predation on guillemots throughout the 
EVOS area. Possible predator control methods might include live trapping and translocating 
predators, removing eggs from the nests of avian predators and replacing the live eggs with 
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artificial ones so the adults do not lay a second clutch, installing predator exclosures at key 
colonies, and deploying predator-proof nesting boxes. Studies being conducted in Prince 
William Sound in 1994 may shed light on effective methods to control predators throughout 
the EVOS zone. 

Disturbance Reduction. Human disturbance is not a pervasive problem at pigeon 
guillemot colonies. Most colonies are located in remote areas in steep habitat that generally 
holds little appeal for recreational or other uses. However, because of the reduced size of the 
guillemot population throughout Prince William Sound and the injury suffered by the 
segment of the population in the oiled area, it would be wise to take precautions to ensure 
that there is no inadvertent disturbance. This could be done by educating land management 
entities about the locations of guillemot colonies on their land and by posting colonies that 
are especially sensitive during the May - August nesting and chick -rearing periods. Chief 
among the latter are the 3 colonies at Jackpot Island located on USFS land just offshore from 
Jackpot Bay in southwestern Prince William Sound. Jackpot Island has two beaches that are 
suitable for camping, and Jackpot Bay is a popular area for recreational boaters and 
fishermen, so there seems to be potential for inadvertent disturbance from recreationists. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Marbled Murrelet 

Negligible. This alternative lU<:ely would have negligible, short
term effects for pigeon guillemots through 1996. 

Moderate Benefits. In the long term, acquiring habitat where two 
of the largest colonies in Prince William Sound are located--one 
of which is included in the high priority acquisition package-
would have a moderately beneficial effect on population recovery 
and in preventing further inroads to the injured population 
through habitat degradation. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Details of habitat use by marbled murrelets are being clarified; and studies in Prince William 
Sound are showing that large, moss-covered limbs of old-growth conifers are the keystone of 
prime nesting habitat. Current and possible future logging of such habitat on private land is 
the single greatest threat to population recovery of marbled murre lets, and it poses the 
additional threat of reducing the population more. Acquisition of prime nesting habitat thus 
would maximize the potential for the injured marbled murrelet population to recover while 
preventing further injury to the population. 

The 81 parcels that were evaluated in the large parcel process were rated as high, moderate 
or low value for marbled murrelets based on the following definitions. High, for parcels with 
known nesting or where there is high confidence that nesting occurs, and where feeding 
occurs in adjacent nearshore waters. Moderate rankings for parcels with probable nesting, 
and with known feeding areas in adjacent nearshore waters. Low rankings were assigned to 
parcels with a low likelihood of nesting; and possible feeding in nearshore waters (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). 
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A breakdown of the ranking to marbled murrelets in the large parcel process illustrates the 
high overall value of habitat acquisition to marbled murrelets. Assuming a relatively low 
cost per parcel that would allow purchase of all 81 parcels, 21 were ranked high, 42 were 
ranked moderate, 18 were ranked low, and none had no value to marbled murrelets. Two 
additional scenarios were used to evaluate habitat protection to marbled murrelets under the 
large parcel process. Assuming SO% of the settlement funds are available for habitat 
acquisition, 14 parcels! was ranked of high value to marbled murrelets, 15 moderate, 5 low, 
and no parcels were rated as having no value to pigeon guillemots. Lastly, by assuming 45% 
of the settlement funds are available for habitat acquisition changes the last scenario only 
slightly, with 13 parcels ranked of high value to pigeon guillemots, 13 moderate, 4 low, and 
no parcels were rated as having no value to marbled murrelets. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Impacts on Fish 

Pink Salmon 

High Benefits. The short-term effects of land acquisition for the 
injured marbled murrelet population could have a high benefit if 
logging is imminent. 

High Benefits. In the long term, land acquisition is the highest 
possible benefit to the injured murrelet population. 

Alternative 5 would provide comprehensive restoration actions to assist natural recovery-of 
wild-stock pink salmon populations. Actions that may be implemented as part of this 
alternative include habitat protection and acquisition, migration corridor improvements, egg 
incubation boxes, net-pen rearing, hatchezy rearing, habitat improvement, and relocation of 
hatchery-produced runs and other methods (EVOS Trustee Council, April; November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The criteria for parcels that may benefit pink salmon wild-stocks include ratings of high for 
parcels with a high density of pink salmon streams or streams known to have exceptional 
value, moderate for parcels with an average density of pink salmon streams or streams with 
average production, and low for parcels with few or no pink salmon streams or streams with 
no production (EVOS Restoration Team, November 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit wild-stock pink salmon populations according to 
Alternative 5 would depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation. 
Therefore, the maximal number of parcels that may be purchased includes all 81 parcels that 
are available and the minimal number that may be purchased ranges between 31 and 34 
parcels. 

If all habitat parcels are protected, approximately a moderate benefit for the pink salmon 
resource is expected and 53 per cent would be rated as moderate or high value (Table 4-10) 
(Appendix A). If between 31 and 34 parcels can be purchased, the expected protective 
value would also be rated as moderate (Appendix A.). Of these parcels that may be 
purchased, 71 percent are rated as moderate or high value (Table 4-10). 
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Number of Habitat Parcels within Each Rating Category That 
May Be Protect~d to Benefit Pink Salmon with Different 
Purchase Scenarios for Alternative 5. 

Number of Parcels with Benefit Values Rated 

Total Number of Parcels 
High Moderate Low None 

81 18 25 38 0.00 

34 12 12 10 0.00 

31 12 10 9 0.00 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for pink salmon, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that some 
of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to have 
some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Action 1: · Mi2ration Corridor Improvements. This action would entail mitigation of a 
barrier to pink salmon migration that may prevent access to new spawning habitat. This 
typically involves installation of a fishpass or removal of a migration barrier. The 
construction of a fishpass (i.e., fish ladder or steep pass) is a permanent form of habitat 
modification to enable fish to access habitat that is upstream from an impassable barrier, 
such as a steep waterfall (Appendix C). 

This technique has been widely applied throughout the EVOS area, especially in Prince 
William Sound, to increase populations of wild-stock pink salmon and to establish new 
populations by providing access to p.ew or additional spawning habitat. Pink salmon migrate 
directly to saltwater after they emerge from the spawning gravel and they do not require 
freshwater rearing habitat; consequently, population benefits would be accrued for pink 
salmon wherever access can be provided to new or underutilized spawning habitat. Because 
this technique has been so widely applied, however, the most valuable locations in much of 
the EVOS area already have been developed. 

The potential benefit from migration-corridor improvements for pink salmon is in direct 
proportion to the amqunt ofnew,.spawning habitat that is accessed. Within the EVOS area, 
potential benefits from this action may be limited by the ability to identify new sites for 
application of this action, however, Willette, et al. (1993) recently reported a number of 
candidate locations. 

Action 2: En Incubation Boxes. In the Copper River drainage, egg incubation boxes were 
highly successful in developing a small wild-stock population of sockeye salmon into an 
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estimated annual total return of approximately 200,000 adult fish, with an estimated annual 
commercial harvest of over 100,000 fish (Roberson and Holder, 1993). Other experiments 
to incubate sockeye and chum salmon eggs in egg incubation boxes in Prince William Sound 
were less successful (Jackson, 197 4); however, Mr. Terry Ellison (ADF &G, 1994, oral 
comm.) reports that egg incubation boxes were used effectively for several years to increase 
the numbers of pink salmon returning to Cannery Creek in Prince William Sound. These and 
other results demonstrate the importance of proper site selection, installation, and operational 
techniques. 

In-stream egg incubation boxes provide a low-cost restoration or enhancement technique that 
is ideally suited for small-scale, low-technology operations at remote sites that meet the 
selection criteria. When they are used for enhancement of indigenous stocks, these units can 
minimize the fish genetic and pathology concerns associated with transport of eggs or fry. 

The potential contribution of egg incubation boxes for the restoration or improvement of wild 
pink salmon stocks in the EVOS area may be very good in drainages that have reasonably 
accessible spring areas or year-round free-flowing water. Where suitable locations can be 
identified, this action may be applied to help restore or improve pink salmon populations 
without a major intrusion into the environment or the wild fish stocks. Within individual 
drainages, it can be used to benefit individual stocks; however, logistical costs may constrain 
widespread small-scale development 

Action 3: Net-Pen Jlearing. Tllls practice has been widely applied to increase the survival 
rate of all salmon species. This is a common technique that has been widely used in ADF &G 
and PNP programs in the EVOS area and throughout the State of Alaska to improve the 
survival tate of juvenile pink salmon (Ellison, 1992). Although net-pen rearing has not been 
commonly applied for wild stocks of pink salmon, this technique potentially may be 
employed in many systems throughout the EVOS area to increase the survival rate of wild
stock pink salmon fry where there is a source of fry and a suitable site to anchor and service 
the net pens. The wild-stock fry may be captured as they emigrate from a spawning stream. 

Careful application of the net-pen rearing technique can be expected to increase the survival 
rate of juvenile pink salmon and, consequently, returning adults. The magnitude of the 
benefit would depend on the numbers of captive fry that can be.accommodated. Whenever 
any organisms are held captive in high density, they become more susceptible to disease or 
other catastrophic loss and there is a risk of disrupting natural genetic selection; however, 
these risks have been successfully minimized with good fish cultural practices 
(Schollenberger, 1993) and by following appropriate planning and permitting procedures 
(Appendix C). 

Action 4: HatcheD' Rearing. Hatchery rearing of pink salmon fry to increase the survival 
rate to the adult stage has had a long history in Alaska. Typically, these operations have 
been based on a large, established hatchery brood stock that was derived from a donor wild 
stock; however, individual wild stocks also may be used annually to supply the eggs. As the 
fry emerge, they must be transpQrted to the estuarine rearing site at the stream mouth. 

Hatchery rearing for pink salmon fry may be a useful technique to restore pink salmon 
populations in many drainages in the EVOS area; however, the wild stocks must be carefully 
evaluated and selected for egg takes, and the fry rearing pens must be operated at the mouth 
of the systems that are selected. Candidate locations must have enough spawners to supply 
the eggs, and the physical features of the stream mouths must accommodate the net pens. 
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Injured wild stocks may be helped directly by a rearing and release program for that stock; or 
the wild stocks may be helped indirectly by creating an alternate opportunity for the 
commercial fishers to divert fishing pressure away from the injured wild stocks. For direct 
restoration, fry-rearing programs will be limited to those drainages that can provide brood 
stock and accommodate a rearing program. The magnitude of the increase would depend on 
the physical and biological constraints of that drainage system and the magnitude of the 
restoration effort. Whenever any organisms are held captive in high density, they become 
more susceptible to disease or other catastrophic loss and there is a risk of disrupting natural 
genetic selection; however, these risks have been successfully minimized with good fish 
cultural practices (Schollenberger, 1993) and appropriate planning (Appendix C). 

Action 5: Habitat Improvement. Habitat-improvement techniques are used to overcome a 
factor in the environment of a fish population that may limit the full potential production from 
that system. Habitat improvement to achieve increased production usually focuses on one of 
the life-history needs that may limit production within that drainage. Consequently, it is 
important to determine what aspect of the life history is the limiting factor and what must be 
done to improve conditions for increased production. Because pink salmon use the 
freshwater environment only for spawning, habitat-improvement opportunities are limited 
primarily to improving migration corridors and creating new spawning habitat. 

Fishpasses and migration habitat -improvement applications are discussed in Action I. If 
lack of adequate spawning habit~t limits pink salmon production, a spawning channel may be 
designed to increase or enhance natural spawning habitat thorough control of such factors as 
water flow, substrate, sedimentation, and predation to increase the egg-to-fry survival rates. 
Implementation of this action requires a stable source of high quality water (usually from 
groundwater) that is protected from surface runoff, proper terrain, and sufficient brood stock 
to utilize the spawning channels (Appendix C). 

Willette, et al. (1993) performed surveys for potential locations for habitat-improvement 
projects in the EVOS area and identified potential sites for limited applications of habitat 
improvement strategies for some wild stocks of pink salmon in some drainages. 

Wherever fish stocks are created or increased, there may be an interference with other stocks 
that already are present. There may be a risk of overharvesting the existing stocks. 
Returning adult fish may stray into adjacent drainages, interbreed with naturally reproducing 
populations, and disturb the genetic makeup of those populations. 

Action 6;: Relocation ofHatchecy Runs. An action that may entail relocation of hatchery
produced runs to establish new remote release sites may provide a benefit for wild stocks of 
pink salmon by providing an alternate location, timing, or stock for commercial fishing 
activities. If the locations or timing for the relocated runs are carefully selected, the 
commercial fishery can be displaced and proceed with little or no interception of the injured 
wild stocks. Combined with good fishery management practices and a redistribution of the 
commercial fishing fleet, fishing pressure could be diverted away from the wild stocks that 
need additional protection and be refocused on the relocated hatchery runs. This will remove 
the fishing mortality from the injured wild stocks and allow them to recover. 

Relocation of hatchery runs to establish new remote release sites would typically include 
transporting a portion of the hatchery production for imprinting and homing at an alternate 
location. Ordinarily, enough fish would be released at the hatchery to maintain an egg take 
and, perhaps, a terminal fishery. Never the less, on-site releases would be exptected to be 
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reduced in favor of new remote releases. In addition, if alternate brood stocks are selected, 
returning fish may have a run timing that is different from present stocks. Thus, migration 
patterns of both young and adult hatchery-produced fish will be different from present and 
harvest patterns will change. Consequently, changes in present use patterns by other inter
dependent biological, social and economic resources or services may also occur. It is 
imperative in the planning and permitting process that is required for this type of action to 
confmn that the bet interest of the wild stocks is assured before the action is taken. 
Depending upon the particular site that is selected and the magnitude of the action, both 
positive and negative effects may result. For example, wild salmon stocks may receive 
protection from overharvest and reduced genetic introgression, but fishers may be required to 
travel farther or operate in a more exposed location and predators and prey of fry or adults 
may have altered behavior patterns. 

The ADF&G and PNP aquaculture organizations have established a modern fisheries 
enhancement program that began in the mid-1970's that has included the establishment of 
new runs; however, some locations remain that provide ideal opportunities for juvenile fish 
imprinting and adult fish terminal-harvest areas that are readily accessible to the fishing 
fleets. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoi.~ or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement ofwild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest-management strategy must be 
developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or place. 
Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or 
minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks 
(Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983;Holland-Bartels,Burger, and Klein, 1994; 
Meyers et al., 1988; Davis etal., 1985). Additional state and federal permits and a site
specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is implemented 
(Appendix C, Section 1). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Low Benefits. Although some benefits may accrue, it is not 
reasonable to expect substantial results within one lifecycle. 

High Benefits. It is expected that these actions would assist the 
recovery of the injured wild stocks of pink salmon. Long-term 
effects of some or all of these actions may be realized in 6 to 10 
years (3 to 5 generations of pink salmon). Certain actions, 
however, may be useful only in portions of the EVOS area; and 
not all populations may be totally restored. 
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Alternative 5 would provide comprehensive restoration actions to assist natural recovery of 
wild-stock sockeye salmon populations, Actions that may be implemented to restore wild
stock sockeye salmon populations as part of Alternative 5 include habitat protection, lake 
fertilization, migration-corridor improvements, actions that may improve survival rates of 
sockeye salmon eggs by using egg incubation boxes, net-pen rearing or hatchery rearing, and 
other methods (EVOS Trustee Council, April; November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Criteria for parcels that may benefit sockeye salmon include ratings of high for parcels with 
sockeye salmon streams or systems known to have exceptional value, moderate for parcels 
with sockeye salmon streams or systems with average production, and low for parcels with 
few or no sockeye salmon streams or systems with low production (EVOS Restoration Team, 
November 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit wild-stock sockeye salmon populations according to 
Alternative 5 will depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocation. 
Therefore, the maximal number of parcels that may be purchased includes all 81 available 
parcels, and the minimal number of parcels that may be purchased ranges between 31 and 34 
(Appendix A). 

If all habitat parcels are protected, approximately a low to moderate benefit for the sockeye 
salmon resource is expected and 21 per cent of the parcels would be rated as moderate or 
high value (Table 4-11) (Appendix A). lfbetween 31 and 34 parcels can be purchased 
according to Alternative 5, the expected protective value will be rated as low to moderate 
(Appendix A). Of the parcels that may be purchased, 38 to 42 percent of the parcels would 
be rated as moderate or high value (Table 4-11). 

Tabla 4-11 

Number of Habitat Parcels within Each Rating Category That 
May Be Protected to Benefit Sockeye Salmon with Different 
Purchase Scenarios for Alternative 5. 

Total Number ofParcels 

81 

34 

31 

Number ofParcels with Benefit Value Rated 

High 

9 

7 

7 

Moderat Low 
e 

8 

6 

6 

48 

13 

12 

None 

16 

8 

6.00 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for sockeye salmon, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that 
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some of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to 
have some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Action 1: Lake Fertilization. This potential action may be taken to improve the rearing 
success of juvenile sockeye salmon during their one to three years in the lake environment 
and increase their survival to the smolt stage. The ADF&G began a lake limnology and lake 
fertilization program in the late 1970's, and a number of lake systems in the area have been 
treated to improve sockeye salmon production (Kyle, Koenings and Edmundson, 1994). 

Within the EVOS area, new opportunities for lake-enrichment projects may be limited 
because of the successes that already have been achieved in the present program. Where new 
opportunities exist, however, this action can be expected to improve the rearing habitat and 
produce additional sockeye salmon. 

Lake-nutrient enrichment has been used successfully to improve the freshwater survival rates 
of juvenile sockeye salmon and to produce more adult fish in Canada and the United States. 
Within the EVOS area, the magnitude of potential benefits from this action would depend 
primarily on the ability to identifY new candidate lake systems in areas where returning adult 
fish may be harvested without risk of overharvesting existing wild stocks. 

Wherever fish stocks are created or increased, however, there may be interference with 
stocks that already are present. There may be a risk of overharvesting the existing stocks. 
Returning adult fish may stray into adjacent drainages, interbreed with naturally reproducing 
populations, and disturb the genetic makeup of those populations. 

Action 2.: Migration Corridor Improvements. This action entails mitigation of a barrier 
to fish migration that may prevent access to previously unavailable habitat for spawning or 
rearing and typically includes installation of a fishpass or removal of a migration barrier. The 
construction of a fishpass (i.e., fish ladder or steep pass) is a permanent form of habitat 
modification to enable fish to access spawning and rearing habitat above an impassable 
barrier, such as a waterfall. 

This technique has been widely applied throughout the EVOS area to increase populations of 
wild salmon stocks and to establish new self-sustaining populations by providing access to 
new or additional spawning habitat. However, it is only effective for sockeye salmon where 
the newly produced fry have access to rearing habitat that is presently underused. The 
potential benefit will usually be limited by the amount of rearing habitat rather than the 
amount of new spawning habitat that is accessed. The installation usually is permanent, with 
a long lifespan. Within the EVOS area, potential benefits for sockeye salmon may be limited 
by the ability to identifY new sites for application of this action where they will not interfere 
with management of other nearby wild stocks. 

Action 3: Egg-Incubation Boxes. These boxes have been used highly successfully in the 
Copper River drainage to develop a small wild-stock population of sockeye salmon into an 
estimated annual total return of approximately 200,000 adult fish, with an estimated annual 
commercial harvest of over 100,000 fish (Roberson and Holder, 1993). Other experiments 
to incubate sockeye and chum salmon eggs in egg-incubation boxes in Prince William Sound 
were less successful (Jackson; 1974), however, when properly installed, these units control 
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the water flow, substrate type, sedimentation, and predation to provide egg-to-fry survival 
rates as high as 90 percent. This compares quite favorably with an expected survival rate of 
12 to 43 percent of eggs laid in redds by spawning sockeye salmon (Drucker, 1968) where 
survival may be affected by extremes of environmental conditions. 

The potential contribution of egg-incubation boxes for the restoration of wild sockeye salmon 
stocks in the EVOS area would be limited to drainages with (1) limited successful 
reproduction, (2) spring areas with appropriate physical features and good water quality and 
quantity, and (3) underutilized lake rearing capacity for the sockeye salmon fry that are 
produced. 

Although extensive surveys to locate potential sites to operate this technique have not been 
performed, if suitable locations can be identified within drainages that presently support 
small populations of sockeye salmon, this technique may be applied to help restore those 
populations without a major intrusion into the environment or the fish stock. 

Action 4. Net-Pen Rearin2: This practice has been widely applied to increase the survival 
rate of all salmon species. This technique, however, has only recently been applied 
successfully for sockeye salmon because most previous attempts have failed because sockeye 
salmon are particularly susceptible to the disease, infectious hematopoietic necrosis virus 
(lliNV) (Mr. Terry Ellison, ADF&G, oral comm.). 

Although the net-pen rearing technique has been applied in both freshwater and saltwater, 
most success has been achieved with freshwater rearing, because the early lifestages from 
only a few stocks of sockeye salmon can survive in saltwater. Burke (1993), however, 
described a highly successful program for rearing juvenile sockeye salmon in saltwater net 
pens to the smolt stage, but only after they had been fed first in freshwater hatchery raceways. 
Consequently, although net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon in saltwater may have excellent 
potential for a hatchery-based application, it is of limited value for protection and restoration 
of wild stocks except where it may be used to create an alternate opportunity for commercial 
fishermen. 

Juvenile sockeye salmon typically spend up to three years rearing in freshwater (Burgner, 
1991 ). During this period, the mortality rate between the fry and smolt stages may range 
from 86 to 99 percent (Roberson and Holder, 1993), but fry held in net pens are largely are 
protected from predators and food is provided, so the mortality rate is low. Net-pen rearing 
of sockeye salmon fry in freshwater has not been widely applied, but Schollenberger (1993) 
and Zadina and Haddix (1990) nave reported good success with this strategy. 

Net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon fry to increase their survival rate potentially may be 
employed in many systems throughout the EVOS area. Only two key ingredients are 
necessary, a source of fry and a suitable site to anchor and service the net pens. Fry may be 
captured from a spawning stream or transferred from a hatchery. Careful application of the 
net-pen rearing technique will increase the numbers of emigrating sockeye salmon smolts 
and returning adults with minimal undesirable effects on the population or the lake-rearing 
system. The magnitude of the benefit would depend on the numbers of captive fry that can be 
accommodated. · 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
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structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement ofwild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchezy-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchezy-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest-management strategy must be 
developed so the hatchezy-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or place. 
Evezy fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or 
minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks 
(Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983;Holland-Bartels,Burger, and Klein, 1994; 
Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and federal permits and a site
specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is implemented 
(Appendix C, Section 1). 

Action 5: Hatchery Rearin~:. Hatchezy rearing of sockeye salmon has had a long histozy in 
Alaska. During the last decade, however, this strategy has been improved and has produced 
dramatic innovations and results (Ellison, 1992). In Alaska, cultured juvenile sockeye 
salmon have been released as fed fry, presmolts, and smolts. Each lifestage has its own 
particular logistical, biological, and fish cultural constraints and advantages. Fzy are less 
expensive to rear, transport, and release, but they require at least one year of rearing in a lake 
before they smoltify, and they will not survive to the adult stage as well as presmolts or 
smolts. Fzy that are retained and fed in hatchezy raceways may be released in late fall as 
presmolts. These young fish require few resources from the lake system during the winter 
and emigrate as smolts in the spring. Smolts are expensive to rear and transport, but they 
will survive better to the adult stage; however, they can be released as migrants without 
reliance on freshwater rearing. 

Injured wild sockeye salmon stocks may be helped directly by a rearing and release program 
for that stock; or the wild stocks may be helped indirectly by creating an alternate opportunity 
for the commercial fishers to divert fishing pressure away from the injured wild stocks. For 
direct restoration, fry-rearing programs will be limited to those drainages where the forage is 
underutilized by the naturally produced fry. Presmolt- and smolt-rearing programs, however, 
can provide direct restoration with little or no effect on plankton populations. 

Evezy fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchezy-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992). A good harvest-management strategy must be 
developed so the hatchezy-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or place. 
Evezy fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or 
minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks 
(Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 1994; 
Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and federal permits and a site-
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specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is implemented 
(Appendix C, Section 1 ). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Pacific Herring 

Low Benefits. Some benefits in some drainages may accrue 
within one lifecycle. 

High Benefits. It is expected that these actions will assist the 
recovery of the injured wild stocks of sockeye salmon. Long
term effects of some or all of these actions may be realized in 10 
to 50 years (2 to 10 generations of sockeye salmon). Certain 
actions, however, may be useful in only portions of the EVOS 
area; and all populations may not be totally restored. · 

Alternative 5 includes only one restoration action to assist natural recovery of Pacific herring: 
habitat protection and acquisition (EVOS Trustee Council, April1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

The criteria for parcels that may benefit Pacific herring include ratings of high for parcels 
with a documented, consistent annual Pacific herring spawning along the parcel shoreline; 
moderate for parcels with occasional spawning along the parcel shoreline; and low for 
parcels with no documented Pacific herring spawning along the parcel shoreline, but a 
possible feeding area (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit Pacific herring populations according to Alternative 5 
would depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget allocatibn. Therefore, the 
maxiqlal number of parcels that may be purchased includes all 81 that are available, and the 
minimal number of parcels that may be purchased ranges between 31 and 34. (Appendix A). 

If all habitat parcels are protected, approximately a moderate benefit for the Pacific herring 
resource is expected and 54 per cent of the parcels would be rated as moderate or high value 
(Table 4-12) (Appendix A). Ifbetween 31 and 34 parcels can be purchased according to 
Alternative 5, the expected protective value will also be rated as moderate (Appendix A). Of 
the parcels that may be purchased, 68 percent are rated as moderate or high value (Table 4-
12). 
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Table 4-12 
Number of Habitat Parcels within Each Rating Category That 
May Be Protected to Benefit Pacific Herring with Different 
Purchase Scenarios for Alternative 5. 

Number ofParcels with Benefit Values 
Rated 

Total Number of Parcels High Modera Low None 
te 

81 15 29 30 7 

34 9 14 9 2 

31 8 13 8 2.00 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for Pacific herring, individual parcels may have exceptional value. In the event that 
some of these parcels may not be protected through acquisition, the habitat will continue to 
have some measure of protectiol}: through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Negligible. No benefits would accrue within one lifecycle. 

Moderate Benefits. Habitat protection and acquisition actions 
will have a long-term value to Pacific herring stocks in the EVOS 
area by helping to ensure maintenance of production. Over half 
of the parcels that may be purchased have moderate or high value 
for Pacific herring. 

Archaeological/Cultural Resources 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed that between 31 and 34 large parcels would be purchased under this alternative. 
These parcels contain low (no known or suspected cultural sites on parcel), moderate (no 
significant cultural sites on or adjacent to parcel), or high (documented concentration or 
significant cultural sites on parcel) potential for benefiting cultural resources as analyzed by 
the Habitat Protection Work Group (November 3 0, 1993 ). For the purpose of this analysis, 
benefit consists of protection of Bites from further damage. If low potential benefit on a 
parcel is assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential 
benefit a value of 3, these parcels average 2.2 to 2.3 (or slightly higher than moderate). 
These estimates reflect known sites in the EVOS area, not all of the sites present. Not all 
sites have been found, so the actual protection for cultural resources may be greater than 
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reflected in these estimates. This analysis also does not take into consideration small parcel 
acquisition, which is currently uiider evaluation. 

It is possible that land prices will be lower or higher than those assumed here. That may 
result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly al181 identified parcels) or fewer parcels. 

Benefits from habitat acquisition would accrue primarily through (1) placing private lands 
under public management and application of federal and state cultural resource protection 
laws, and (2) reducing the likelihood of damage to cultural resources resulting from 
extractive activities (such as logging), or other developments. Benefits would accrue slowly, 
with no immediate or short-term benefits. Considered without the impacts discussed below 
for general restoration, the long- term benefits of habitat protection and acquisition may be 
moderate for cultural resources. 

General Restoration 

General restoration actions may include activities on individual sites (site stabilization, site 
salvage excavations, site monitoring and stewardship), or in local communities 
(archaeological repositories, acquiring replacement artifacts). Often, onsite work can be 
combined with community activities, as is envisioned in the site stewardship program. Each 
of the proposed actions considered here can be implemented independently or in combination 
with any of the others. The most effective approach is comprehensive, tailoring 

J combinations of actions within each community whose cultural resources were injured by the 
spill. Actions consid~ed applicg.ble for Alternative 5 ·are discussed below. 

Stabilize Archaeological Sites. Archaeological sites affected through erosion begun or 
worsened by oil-spill activities may be stabilized to slow or stop the erosion. Stabilization 
may entail recontoliring parts of the sites to cover up exposed archaeological deposits. This 
would reduce the visibility of artifacts artd so reduce chances of looting or vandalism. This is 
a relatively nondestructive alternative when compared to archaeologically excavating the 
sites or allowing damage to continue. 

Stabilization is a site-specific activity that may be accomplished through several different 
methods. Some sites are located along high-energy shorelines, or in high-energy intertidal 
areas, and may not be suited to stabilization. Also, stabilization techniques that contrast with 
surrounding terrain may serve as magnets for visitation rather that protection against 
visitation. The benefit of stabilization is to preserve the integrity of the site, a benefit that 
may be temporary (requiring periodic maintenance) or permanent. This may have an 
immediate and short term high level of benefit by reducing or stopping site degradation at 
specific sites. It also has the potential to preserve sites and reduce damage at a high level 
over the long term. 

Excavate Archaeological Sites. Not all sites can be stabilized, whether for physical or 
economic reasons. Ongoing vandalism, looting, and erosion of archeological sites in the 
EVOS area can be mitigated through salvage excavation instead of stabilization. Excavation 
and stabilization also can be done on the same site. Scientific excavation of the sites most in 
danger of destruction can yield information important to understanding the history and 
prehistory of the EVOS area, a major element of Alaska's cultural heritage. Excavation also 
can remove human remains and funerary objects associated with the ancestors of 
contemporary people living in communities in the spill area. These remains could be moved 
to locations less likely to be disturbed by looters or vandal, or unearthed by ongoing erosion. 
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One effect of excavation is permanent destruction of the excavated portions of the sites. This 
destruction, however; is controlled and exactly delimited, allowing for the appropriate care 
and analysis of removed items and associations. Without archaeological excavation, damage 
to and eventual destruction of several of the sites will continue with neither the public nor the 
resource benefiting. The short- term and long-term benefit of salvage excavation of highly 
endangered sites is, therefore, high. This action both protects the sites :from further looting 
and vandalism and mitigates the spill-related damage already incurred. 

Site Monitorinz and Stewardship. Archaeological site stewardship programs active in 
Arizona, Arkansas, and Texas have demonstrated the utility of public education and 
increased oversight of sites for reducing continuing vandalism. A site stewardship program 
for the EVOS area would combine public education and site monitoring through recruitment, 
training, coordination, and maintenance of a corps of local interested citizens to watch over 
nearby archaeological sites. Sites to be monitored by local residents would be identified by 
land OWners and managers on the basis of past and ongoing vandalism and erosion. Law
enforcement officials may be involved as during investigations or called to sites to intercept 
active vandalism. 

The benefits of site stewardship would be an increased knowledge and appreciation of 
archaeological methods of site monitoring and decreased site vandalism. These benefits may 
begin within the first year of implementation and continue for an indefinitely long term. The 
benefits of this action in the short term would be low but are potentially high in the long term, 
as site stewards become better trained and knowledge of the program is disseminated as a 
disincentive among p~ople who po, or may be inclined to, damage sites. The action has 
additional importance by involving local individuals and communities in cultural resources 
protection. 

Archaeoloty Repositories. Communities within the spill-affected area increasingly express 
a desire that archaeological materials remain in (or at least are regularly returned to) their 
area of origin for display and interpretation. Local preservation of artifacts and interpreting 
of Native heritage is proposed as a means to offset the increasing loss of artifacts and 
disturbance ofNative graves in the spill area. 

Placing artifacts in a local repository and using that repository as a base for interpreting. 
cultural resources could help better educate residents and area visitors about practices of the 
past and the continuity of that past with the present and the future. These repositories may be 
established through modifying existing structures or by building new structures to 
accommodate collections. These would be located in communities within the oil-spill area 
and could serve as local foci for heritage-oriented activities. The short-term benefits of this 
action may be to restore a feeling of involvement with and oversight of the cultural heritage 
of which local communities are part. These benefits would be immediate but moderate. 
Long-term benefits are likely to be high in terms of enhanced community involvement. It is· 
this involvement that will address spill-related injury to the sense of cultural continuity and 
connectedness within the local communities. 

Acquisition of Replacement Artifacts. Museums, agencies, and other repositories outside 
the spill area hold collections containing artifacts originally :from the spill area. An action has 
been identified that would acquire some of these artifacts as a means of replacing a portion of 
the cultural heritage lost through the oil spill and subsequent cleanup activities. Many of 
these artifacts were removed :from the spill area through ethnographic collecting and 
archaeological investigations in the 19th and early 20th centuries, and many reside outside of 
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Alaska in the lower 48 states, Europe, and Russia. Returning part of this diverse artifactual 
heritage to the spill area may have a low but immediate benefit in the communities within the 
spill area, allowing the people of the communities to more fully see the range of materials 
that represent a tangible part of their past. The long term benefits of this approach are 
potentially high. By establishing a seed of improved cultural connectedness and fostering a 
sense of cultural continuity, this approach could grow into a major factor in producing a 
sense of recovery from the effects of the spill among the residents of those communities most 
affected. 

This action could work through partnerships with existing museums or other regional 
repositories, or as combined with the establishment oflocal artifact repositories and 
interpretive centers. It is likely that communities would react differently from each other to 
this approach. Individual consultations with each community would be required to assess the 
importance and effectiveness in each. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term benefits: 

Subsistence Uses 

Moderate Benefits. The proposed actions would increase the 
level of protection for archaeological resources and improve the 
understanding or appreciation of cultural resource values. 

Moderate to High Benefits. The proposed actions may increase 
protection for archaeological resources and substantially 
improve the understanding or appreciation of cultural resource 
values. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed here that between 31 and 34 large parcels would be purchased. These parcels 
contain low (status as a subsistence-use area unknown)~ moderate (known historic 
subsistence-use area, which may be used again)~ or high (known current subsistence-use 
area) potential for benefiting subsistence as analyzed by the Habitat Protection Work Group 
(November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is assigned a value of 1, 
moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a value of 3, these parcels 
average between 2.3 imd 2.4 ( orbetween moderate and high). 

Protecting lands from the habitat degradation associated with extractive activities (such as 
logging), or other developments may help recovering subsistence resources recover more 
quickly. This is the main benefit to subsistence that may be achieved by the habitat 
protection and acquisition portion of Alternative 5. Short-term benefits of habitat protection 
and acquisition would be negligible, but the long- term benefits would likely be low to 
moderate. 

This analysis does not take into consideration small parcel acquisition, which is currently 
under evaluation. It also is possible that land prices will be lower or higher than those 
assumed here. That may result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly all identified 
parcels) or fewer parcels. 
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General Restoration 

General restoration projects may be funded that directly affect the subsistence resources and 
subsistence users within the EVOS area. These proposed actions could be conducted 
independently from each other or in combination. 

Harbor Seals. The decline in subsistence harvest of harbor seals may have helped stabilize 
the harbor seal population. The proposed action to implement cooperative programs 
between subsistence users and agencies to assess the effects of subsistence harvest may help 
in sorting out which localities would be best utilized (or best left alone) for subsistence use to 
optimize natural recovery of the populations. This will be a moderate long-term benefit, 
taking as long as 5 to 10 years to establish a measurably significant effect. This action has 
the advantages of relatively low cost and spin-off value in improving communication between 
agency biologists and subsistence users. Cooperative programs proposed for reducing 
incidental take of harbor seals daring fishing likewise would have low short-term benefits to 
harbor seal population, but may have moderate long-term benefits in 5 to 10 years. Reducing 
disturbance at haulout sites in the oil spill area would have a negligible benefit in the short 
term and may produce a moderate benefit in the long term. 

Sea Otters. One of the proposed actions would establish a cooperative program between 
subsistence users and research scientists or agency managers. While subsistence harvests are 
not a significant impact on sea otter populations, agency biologists and subsistence users 
both would benefit from the additional interaction and information sharing that would grow 
from such an action. Traditional knowledge of sea otter behavior and their relation to other 
parts of the ecosystem may be more extensive than is presently recognized by agency 
biologists. Similarly, the present range and concentration of sea otters may be better 

. understood by agency biologists than is presently recognized by many subsistence users. 
This type of action may have little benefit immediately or in the short term on the recovery of 
sea otters, but the long-term benefit on management efforts, and thus the sea otter 
populations and subsistence users, could be significant. 

Intertidal Or2anisms. A project has been proposed to reduce hydrocarbon levels in oiled 
mussel beds by temporarily removing mussels, replacing oiled sediments, and returning the 
mussels. Part of this action would be to monitor treated and untreated mussel beds to 
document the different rates of recovery. This action may have low short-term and moderate 
long-term benefits on subsistence users through increasing the abundance of edible mussels. 
These benefits likely ~ould be l~calized. 

Fucus, one of the central elements in intertidal ecosystems, is important for subsistence users 
as food and as habitat for other subsistence resources. A pilot project has been proposed to 
transplant Fucus to increase its population in the high intertidal zone. Recovery of Fucus is 
estimated at a decade. This would have insignificant short-term benefits, but may have 
moderate long-term benefits to subsistence users. 

The recruitment of intertidal clams on cleaned beaches will remain low until a substrate of 
appropriate grain size is re-established, either naturally or through restoration efforts. A 
project has been proposed to study the feasibility of depositing fme-grained sediments to 
enhance larval recruitment and population recovery. Should this prove feasible, it would be 
possible under this alternative to fund expansion of the technique within the spill area. The 
hypothesis is that population recovery could occur within 1 or 2 years. Should this 
hypothesis be substantiated, and if subsistence users could be assured of the safety of eating 
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clams produced in the enhanced habitat, both long- and short-term benefit of increased 
availability of clams for subsistence use would be high. 

Pink Salmon. Relocation of hatchery runs has been identified as a means to divert the 
commercial-fishing fleet away from wild stocks of pink salmon. The resultant recovery of 
stocks may benefit subsistence uses of pink salmon. The benefits of this action on 
subsistence would mirror those of the pink salmon population--negligible in the short term 
but high in the long term of 5 to 10 years. 

Sockeye Salmon. The use of egg-incubation boxes has been proposed to restore or enhance 
sockeye salmon populations in the spill area. It is estimated that short-term benefits would 
be moderate, drainage-specific increases in populations. Long-term benefits may be low 
because of scarcity of appropriate sites. If appropriate sites are found near villages, this 
technique has the potential for working very well locally to increase the amount of sockeye 
salmon available (in both the lon'g and short term) for subsistence use. 

Net-pen rearing of sockeye salmon fry has been proposed to increase their survival rate. 
Because there are many appropriate locations for net pens in the EVOS, it is estimated that 
this technique would have strong short- and long-term benefits on the sockeye salmon 
populations. The advantage to subsistence users may be a corollary benefit. 

Hatchery rearing of sockeye salmon, with release possible as fed fry, presmolts, and smolts, 
has been proposed as another method to increase their population. A number of project types 
are applicable, using different combinations of biological, physical, logistical, and 
technological factors. The short-term benefit of this type of action is likely to be low because 
it will take some time to establish the populations. The long-term benefit to sockeye salmon 
populations is estimated to be high, as several generations of improved survival rates to the 
smolt stage leading to the increased numbers of returning adults. The benefit to subsistence 
users will increase as populations of sockeye salmon increase. Benefit to subsistence users 
increases if wild stocks are separated from hatchery stocks. Concentration on hatchery stocks 
by commercial fisheries may reduce competition for wild stocks. 

Fertilizing lakes to improve sockeye rearing success within the lake and increase sockeye 
population also has been proposed. Sockeye salmon populations have been successfully 
increased through lake fertilization, but there may be few candidate lake systems for this 
application. The short-term benefit of this action on subsistence users may be negligible, 

·while the long-term outlook may be substantially increased numbers of sockeye in specific 
stream systems, a high long- term benefit for subsistence users in some locations .. 

Relocation of hatchery runs has been identified as a means to divert the commercial-fishing 
fleet away from wild stocks of sockeye salmon. The resultant recovery of stocks may benefit 
subsistence uses of sockeye salmon. The benefits of this action on subsistence mirror those 
of the sockeye salmon population: negligible in the short term, but high in the long term of 6 
to 10 years. 

Subsistence Food Testin&• One of the main elements in the damage to subsistence uses in 
the spill area is the fear that once-safe subsistence foods are no longer safe to eat. An action 
has been proposed to conduct tests on subsistence foods to determine the amount of 
contamination, if any, in various types of subsistence foods. This action would provide 
immediate information to subsistence users, providing short- and long-term high-level 
benefit to their sense of security. 
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Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Recreation and Tourism 

Low Benefits. The proposed actions would require some time 
after implementation before any changes could be expected. 

Moderate to High Benefits. The proposed actions are expected to 
moderately increase populations of subsistence harvest species 
negatively affected by the EVOS and substantially increase the 
confidence of subsistence users in determining the healthfulness 
of subsistence foods. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

It is assumed here that between 31 and 34 large parcels would be purchased. These parcels 
contain low (low to np recreation use; access may be difficult), moderate (receives occasional 
public use; adjacent waters used for recreational boating; adjacent area receives high public 
use), or high (receives regular, high, directed public use; highly visible to a large number of 
recreationists!tourists) potential for benefiting recreation and tourism as analyzed by the 
Habitat Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is 
assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a 
value of 3, these parcels average 2.1 (or slightly higher than moderate). · 

The benefits to recreation and tourism of habitat protection and acquisition would derive 
from protection of the scenic, wildlife, and undeveloped characteristics important for 
recreation values in the parcels being evaluated for acquisition. Extractive economic 
activities may reduce the recreational visual appeal of the landscape, shift or reduce wildlife 
viewing possibilities, and eliminate the relative lack of developed character, thus reducing 
the overall utility of these and surrounding areas for recreation purposes. These benefits may 
be low in the short term but moderate to high in the long term. 

This analysis does not take into consideration small parcel acquisition, which is currently 
under evaluation. Also, it is possible that land prices may be lower or higher than those 
assumed here. This would result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly all identified 
parcels) or fewer parcels. 

General Restoration 

Restoration strategies for recreation and tourism are to preserve or improve the recreation 
and wilderness values of the EVOS area, remove or reduce residual oil if it is cost effective 
and less harmful than leaving it in place, and monitor recovery. Alternative 5 focuses on 
stabilizing and improving existing recreation opportunities. It allows for funding of projects 
that create new recreation opportunities or promote public land recreation use as long as the 
projects benefit the same user group that was injured. 

Removin: Residual Oil. Under this alternative, removing residual oil on beaches important 
for recreation use would restore these beaches to useable condition, which would have a 
moderate short-term benefit. The long-term benefits of this action may be high locally but 
are estimated to be moderate overall. 



Environmental 
Consequences 4 

Easement Identification. Easement identification has been proposed as a means to reduce 
trespass and land-use conflicts between private landowners and the general public. This may 
improve recreation and tourism by letting people know where public land exists. The short
term benefit would be low, because dissemination of the knowledge about the existence of 
public land could--as a result of increased use--accumulate impact over several years. The 
long-term benefit may be moderate to high but might be very localized. 

New Recreation Opportunities. New recreation opportunities may include new facilities, 
trails, recreation sites, or support for activities in new areas (like new aceess or supply 
means) which are consistent with the character and public uses of the areas. This may 
benefit recreation and tourism by expanding the numbers of available places to take part in 
activities already present in the spill area, or by expanding the range of available types of 
activities beyond those now present. These actions might produce immediate impacts that 
would be minimal in the short term but could be major in the long term. 

Promotin1 Recreation Use. Promoting recreation use on public lands could take a variety 
of forms, from creating new visitor centers or building a marine environmental institute to 
distributing educational or interpretive information through existing marketing sources. 
Various education and public information projects have been proposed, including, for 
example, a Leave No Trace education program and a recreation information center at 
Portage. These actions would have to be consistent with the character and public uses of the 
area. They may have low benefits on the numbers or categories of recreationists or tourists in 
the short term but potentially could greatly increase visitation in the long term, especially if 
they are used to inform and educate the public concerning other spill-related restoration 
actions that affect recreation and tourism. The benefits of new recreation alternatives and 
recreation marketing potentially could greatly increase recreation use and tourism in the spill 
area in both the short term and the long term. This includes increased visitors to population 
centers and remote locations throughout the spill area. However, increasing the level of 
recreation and tourism use creates negative effects for ecosystems, especially if increased 
pressures occur to species and landscapes not recovered or still recovering from the spill. 
Increased numbers of people and technology (boats, planes, generators, etc.) also may 
change the wilderness quality of the recreation experience. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Wilderness 

Low Benefits. The proposed actions may increase numbers of 
visitors, types of recreation opportunities available, and quality of 
experiences; but this is expected to occur gradually. 

Moderate to High Benefits. The proposed actions may increase 
recreational use levels, types, and opportunities. This is expected 
to occur locally in some cases and throughout the spill area in 
other cases. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Wilderness Character. It is assumed that between 31 and 34 large parcels would be 
purchased under Alternative 5. These parcels contain low (high/moderate evidence of 
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human development and/or ongoing activities), moderate (area remote; evidence of human 
development and/or ongoing activities), or high (area remote; little or no evidence of human 
development) potential for benefiting wilderness character as analyzed by the Habitat 
Protection Work Group (November 30, 1993). If low potential benefit on a parcel is 
assigned a value of 1, moderate potential benefit a value of 2, and high potential benefit a 
value of3, these parcels average 2.3 to 2.4 (or between moderate and high). These benefits 
to wilderness character are assumed to derive from protecting these lands from extractive 
activities, thereby maintaining their isolation, undeveloped landscape, and unmodified 
ecosystems. This analysis does not take into consideration small-parcel acquisition, which 
currently is under evaluation. Also, it is possible that land prices would be lower or higher 
than those assumed here. This would result in the purchase of more parcels (possibly all 
identified parcels) or fewer parcels. 

Designated Wilderness. No lands would become designated Wilderness Areas or 
Wilderness Study Areas without formal State or Federal legislative action. Since the 
relatively pristine and undeveloped character of the de facto wilderness lands in the EVOS 
area provide an extension of uninterrupted ecosystems present in the designated Wilderness 
Areas, and since the lack of development on the de facto wilderness lands contribute to the 
Wilderness viewshed and other wilderness values of designated Wilderness, the maintenance 
of these wilderness characteristics on the adjacent de facto wilderness lands would produce 
positive effects on designated Wilderness. The short-term benefits on designated Wilderness 
and Wilderness Study Areas, as well as to the wilderness quality of non-Wilderness lands, 

7 1iould be low since there would be little appreciable change to the lands in the short temi. 
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The long-term benefits would be moderate, with benefits derived from protecting the 
wilderness settings of the parcels from extractive activities. 

General Restoration 

General restoration actions could include actions that assist recovery or enhancement of 
injured resources to promote restoration. Many of these (especially increasing wildlife 
populations) may have spinoff benefits that could improve wilderness values in the EVOS 
·area. Projects that increase the numbers of visitors to, or developments on, lands with 
wilderness characteristics may decrease wilderness character in the area. The definition of 
recovery of designated Wilderness Areas hinges on removal of traces of oil, material left over 
from cleanup activities, and public perception that the areas are recovered. The only General 
Restoration activity identified in this alternative specifically for designated Wilderness is 
removal of residual oil and/or residual cleanup materials still existing in isolated pockets in 
Wilderness Areas, and only those projects that are compatible with the character and public 
uses of the area would be allowed. Short- term benefits of oil/material cleanup would be 
immediate but low. Long-term benefits are estimated to be low as well. 

Public perception that the areas are recovered may be addressed through public information 
dissemination. This may address acquisition and protection measures on lands adjacent to 
designated Wilderness, successful removal of oil/materials, or other restoration projects that 
enhance or protect the wilderness characteristics of the EVOS area. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: Low Benefits. All of the proposed actions would require some 
time after implementation before any changes could be expected. 
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Moderate Benefits. The proposed action would extend protection 
from extractive developments to some now-private lands having 
considerable wilderness character, maintaining the integrity of 
those ecosystems and their wilderness character. The action 
would also protect the extended wilderness characteristics of 
designated Wilderness to a moderate degree. 

Alternative 5 would provide restoration actions to assist replacement of harvest opportunities 
that were lost because of fishing closures or harvest restrictions that occurred as a result of 
the EVOS. Actions that may be implemented as part of Alternative 5 include habitat 
protection and acquisition and creation of new hatchery-produced runs (EVOS Trustee 
Council, April and November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection may benefit commercial-fishing opportunities by providing long-term 
protection for natural production and stability of wild. stocks of pink and sockeye salmon and 
Pacific herring. The criteria for these parcels that may benefit commercial fisheries depends 
on the values assigned for those species (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). 

Habitat protection that may benefit replacement of lost opportunities for commercial fishing 
according to Alternative 5 will depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget 
allocation. Therefore, the number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range 
between 31 or 34 parcels and all parcels that are available. If all available parcels were 
purchased, the benefit is expected to provide low to moderate value for commercial fisheries. 
If between 31 and 34 parcels were purchased, the benefit is expected to provide moderate 
value (Appendix A). 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for commercial fisheries, individual parcels may have exceptional value. If some of 
these parcels were not protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to have 
some measure of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and 
permitting requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoratio.n 

Create New Hatchery Runs. For commercial fishing resources, actions considered under 
Alternative 5 may replace lost opportunities by creating new hatchery-produced runs of 
salmon. Development of new runs of pink, sockeye, and chum salmon may benefit 
commercial fishing by providing an alternate location, timing, or stock for commercial 
fishing activities and if the brood-stock selection for these new runs and the release site were 
carefully selected, there would be minimal interception of injured wild stocks. Good fishery 
management practices combined with a redistribution of the fishing fleet, would enable an 
intensive commercial fishery to harvest these stocks. 

Specific actions that may be considered can be expected --either alone or collectively-
produce new runs of sufficiently large numbers of adult pink, sockeye or chum salmon to 
accommodate a reasonable portion of the fishing fleet and provide a harvest that may be 
separated in time or space from existing fisheries. Several potential actions that may provide 
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these fish by development of new hatchery runs entail actions that have been described for 
restoration of wild stocks of pink and sockeye salmon (e.g., rear and release :fry, presmolts, or 
smolts) or habitat manipulation to increase production of selected stocks (e. g., lake 

· fertilization, migration corridor improvements, spawning channels, etc.) (Appendix C). The 
actions and methods remain the same, but the brood stock selection (e.g., source, species, 
timing, etc.), release strategies (e.g., age, size, location, etc.), and the harvest management 
(harvest rate, timing, location, etc.) may be selected to benefit commercial fishers and, 
perhaps, particular gear types. 

Relocation of hatchery runs to establish new remote release sites would typically include 
transporting a portion of the hatchery production for imprinting and homing at an alternate 
location. Ordinarily, enough fish would be released at the hatchery to maintain an egg take 
and, perhaps , a terminal fishery. Never the less, on-site releases would be exptected to be 
reduced in favor of new remote releases. In addition, if alternate brood stocks are selected, 
returning fish may have a run titlling that is different :from present stocks. Thus, migration 
patterns of both young and adult hatchery-produced fish will be different from present and 
harvest patterns will change. Consequently, changes in present use patterns by other inter
dependent biological, social and economic resources or services may also occur. It is 
imperative in the planning and permitting process that is required for this type of action to 
confirm that the best interest of the wild stocks is assured before the action is taken. 
Depending upon the particular site that is selected and the magnitude of the action, both 
positive and negative effects may result. For example, wild salmon stocks may receive 
protection :from overharvest and reduced genetic introgression, but fishers may be required to 
travel farther or operate in a more exposed location and predators and prey of :fry or adults 
may have altered behavior patterns. 

ADF &G and PNP aquaculture organizations have established a modem fisheries 
enhancement program in the EVOS area and have developed new runs of salmon for harvest 
by commercial fishers. Excellent success has been achieved with most of these programs 
which have developed new self-sustaining or hatchery-produced runs offish (Eliison, 1992); 
however, some locations that are accessible to the fishing fleets remain as opportunities for 
juvenile fish imprinting and adult fish terminal harvest areas. 

Every fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement ofwild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992; Seeb, 1993). A good harvest-management strategy 
must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or 
place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to 
avoid or minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild 
stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 
1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985; Seeb, 1993). Additional state and federal 
permits and a site-specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is 
implemented (Appendix C, Section 1 ). 
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Negligible. New runs to support new commercial fisheries 
probably could not be established within one lifecycle to replace 
opportunities lost because of fishing closures or reduced harvests. 

Moderate Benefits. These actions would assist the replacement 
oflost commercial fishing opportunities. However, some 
portions of the EVOS area would obtain greater benefits than 
other portions. 

Sport fishing was disrupted throughout most of the EVOS area because of the oil spill, and 
populations of several important sport fish species were damaged. Lost sport fishing 
opportunities may be replaced by creating new sport fisheries for salmon or trout. 
Alternative 5 would provide restoration actions to assist replacement of harvest opportunities 
that were lost because of fishing closures or harvest restrictions that occurred as a result of 
the EVOS. Actions that might be implemented to as part of Alternative 5 include habitat 
protection and acquisition and creation of new hatchery-produced runs (EVOS Trustee 
Council, April and November 1993). 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition 

Habitat protection and acquisition may benefit sport fishing opportunities by providing long
term protection for natural production and stability of wild stocks of pink and sockeye 
salmon, Dolly Varden, and cutthroat trout. The criteria for these parcels that may benefit 
sport fisheries depends on the values assigned for these species (EVOS Restoration Team, 
1993). 

Under Alternative 5, the forecasted habitat protection that may benefit replacement oflost 
opportunities for sport fishing will depend on the average cost per acre and the fmal budget 
allocation. Therefore, the number of parcels that may be purchased is expected to range 
between 31 and 34 parcels and all 81 parcels that are available. If all available parcels are 
purchased, the benefit is expected to provide low to moderate value for sport fisheries. If 
between 31 and 34 parcels are purchased, the benefit is also expected to provide low to 
moderate value (Appendix A). 

Although the average value of forecasted habitat acquisition may not have a high overall 
rating for sport fisheries, individual parcels may have exceptional value. If some of these 
parcels were not protected through acquisition, the habitat would continue to have some 
measwe of protection through the actions of normal resource agency planning and permitting 
requirements (Appendix C). 

General Restoration 

Establish Hatchery Runs. The establishment of new hatchery-produced runs of salmon or 
trout would provide some benefit for all fishers by providing new opportunities with new 
locations and stocks that anglers may use. Typically, a run of a few thousand fish will 
provide tens of thousands of angler/days of recreation (Mills, 1993). Sport fisheries, 
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however, would be successful only if they are located where they would be accessible by 
anglers. The ADF&G already has employed this strategy to improve sport :fishing 
opportunities for trout and salmon in the EVOS area by stocking catchable-sized trout and 
salmon smolts at accessible locations, often where self-sustaining runs cannot be established. 
Actions are similar or identical to those described in Appendix C. 

A small number of :fish in a good, accessible location can provide angling to accommodate a 
substantial number of angler/days of recreation. Wherever large numbers of fishers 
concentrate to harvest a concentrated population of :fish, some portions of the adjacent habitat 
may be affected. While new sport fisheries would readily create new recreational 
opportunities, these likely would be for different species in new locations. 

Every :fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned 
and managed to avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetic makeup and 
health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although restoration, 
development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with :fish-cultural techniques has been 
widely applied in the Pacific northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries 
profession (Hilborn, 1992; Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Hatchery-produced fish 
typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild 
stocks are harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks 
may be overharvested (Hilborn, 1992; Seeb, 1992). A good harvest-management strategy 
must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a separate time or 
place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to 
avoid or minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild 
stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; ADF&G, 1983; Holland-Barte1s, Burger, and Klein, 
1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985; Seeb, 1992). Additional state and federal 
permits and a site-specific NEPA compliance review may also be required before a project is 
implemented (Appendix C, Section 1 ). 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 

Long-term effects: 

Economy 

Negligible. New sport fisheries to replace lost sport fishing 
opportunities probably could not be established within one 
lifecycle. 

High Benefits. After hatchery production is expanded, newly 
established sport fisheries could be expected to provide 
substantial recreational benefits. 

Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 5 would result in moderate economic benefits 
in commercial :fisheries and recreation and moderate negative effects in forestry. This 
analysis reflects effects resulting from habitat acquisition on forestry and other sectors but not 
effects on commercial fishing and recreation because data in these sectors is not available to' 
quantifY. The quantitative analysis follows. 

In Alternative 5 significant timberlands will be acquaired and it is assumed that signficant 
timber will not be harvested. As shown in Table 4-13 Alternative 5 annual average industry 
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output is projected to decline by $27.6 million and employment is anticipated to decline by 
279 employees. 

Spending of money by timberland owners has a direct effect on the construction sector as 
shown in Table 4-13 Alternative 5 in the amount of $6.2 million in inudstry output. soending 
of meony by timberland owners also has a direct effect on the services sector in the amount of 
$3.9 million in fmal demand and 321 employees. 

Spending in the construction and service sectors is not enough to offset the negative effects in 
the forestry sector. The net effect is shown in the total line which has negative quantities for 
:five out of the six economic measures; only employment is positive. 

Alternative 5 assumes ranges of expenditures for the expenditure categories. In the 
quantitative economic analysis specific points within the ranges are assumed for the purpose 
of simplifYing the analysis. 

Habitat acquisition and general restoration expenditures will have economic benefits for the 
commercial :fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, these benefits are not 
reflected in the IMPLAN projections presented in Table 4-13 . Therefore, this table does not 
quantifY important economic benefits in commercial :fishing and recreation because these 
benefits are not quantified. Of the three most important economic sectors for this analysis, 
only forestry is quantified. The typical projects in various combinations, such as :fish ladders, 
:fish hatcheries, and preservation of habitat will economically enhance the commercial 
:fisheries and recreation sectors of the economy. However, because studies and data are not 
available that quantifY in terms of dollars or employment, it is not possible to quantifY the 
economic effects for these two sectors of the economy. In Table 4-13 the quantities for the 
commercial :fisheries and recreation sectors are reflections of the indirect effects of other 
sectors of the economy only; they are not reflections of the anticipated but unquantified 
effects on those sectors. 

Because Alternative 5 would involve expenditure of$295-325 million on habitat protection 
and some portion of this could be for timberlands in the Kodiak Island Borough, the Kodiak 
Island Borough could loose a significant portion of its severance tax revenue from timber 
harvests. 

Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

See the introduction to Chapter 4 on economics and Appendix D of this EIS, Economics 
Methodology, for a more detailed discussion of methodology. 

Conclusions 

Short-term effects: 
Long-term effects: 

Negligible. Short-term impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 
Qualitative analysis indicates that Alternative 5 would result in 
moderate economic benefits in commercial :fisheries and 
recreation and moderate negative effects in forestry. Quantitative 
analysis reflects there would be effects resulting from habitat 
acquisition on forestry and other sectors but not on commercial 
:fishing and recreation. Quantitative analysis indicates that 
Alternative 5 would result, in annual averages for a 10-year 
period, in a loss of approximately $28 million in forestry industry 
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output, an increase of $6 million in construction industry output, 
and $2 million in services. The corresponding changes in 
employment would be a loss of 279 jobs in forestry, an increase 
of 55 in construction, and an increase of320 in services. 

The Kodiak Island Borough could loose a significant portion of 
its severance tax revenue for timber harvests. 



..... 
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Table 4-13. Alternative 5 
Average Annual Change from Base in 1990$ Millions 

Final lndustcy 
Economic Sector Demand$ Output$ 

Forestcy -22.424 -27.599 

Commercial Fisheries 0.000 0.000 
/ 

Mining 0.013 -0.045 

Construction 6.761 6.261 

M~ufacturing 0.012 -0.334 

Recreation Related 0.011 0.023 

Communication & 0.022 0.030 
Utilities 

Trade 0.010 -0.044 
' 

Finance, Insurance, 0.400 -0.026 
Real Estate 

Services 3.953 1.597 

Government 2.119 2.024 

Miscellaneous 0.000 0.000 

Total -9.021 -18.112 

Source: IMP LAN Economic Model. See text for methodology. 

Employee Property 
Comp. $ Income$ 

-6.110 -3.526 

0.000 0.000 

-0.003 -0.020 

2.210 0.936 

-0.054 -0.017 

0.006 0.007 

0.006 0.019 

-0.036 -0.008 

-0.032 0.048 

1.803 -0.241 

2.080 -0.019 

0.000 0.000 

-0.028 -2.830 

Value 
Added$ 

-10.500 

0.000 

-0.034 

3.262 

-0.080 

0.013 

0.026 

-0.058 

0.010 

1.578 

2.060 

0.000 

-3.722 

Employment 
# 

. -279 

0 

0 

55 

1 

0 

0 

0 

-1 

321 

38 

0 
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Cumulative Effects 

Actions that may affect EVOS restoration include the Whittier road access project, Whittier 
harbor expansion, Cordova road access, harbor dredging at Shepard Point near Cordova , 
tourism and recreation development at Child's Glacier on the Copper River Delta, the Trans
Alaska Gas Pipeline terminal in Port Valdez, Lower Cook Inlet oil development, and the 
effects of EVOS projects for Fiscal Years 1992 through 1994 (FY's 1992-94). This section 
discusses these actioris, evaluates their effects on each injured resource, and summarizes the 
cumulative effects on each resource. 

Whittier Road Access and Whittier Harbor Expansion 

These two actions are considered together because their effects on resources would be 
similar. Road access to Whittier and expansion of Whittier harbor both would dramatically 
increase the number of people in Prince William Sound. Numbers of recreational boaters of 
all kinds, tourists aboard charter and tour boats, and seasonal and year-round residents of 
Whittier would all increase. The increase in boat traffic would be especially pronounced 
within 30 to 40 miles of Whittier, the normal range of weekend boaters. Even without these 
actions, recreational and tour boat use has steadily increased the past few years in this part of 
Prince William Sound, particularly in Blackstone Bay, around Esther and Culross Islands, in 
Port Wells, and in Harriman and College Fjords. These two actions would create even more 
pressure on these areas and their resources. Boat traffic between Whittier and Valdez and 
throughout Prince William Sound would also increase. 

Cordova Road Access 

Road access to Cordova would increase the number of people who use southeastern Prince 
William Sound. Numbers of recreational boaters and tourists aboard charter and tour boats 
will all increase markedly, especially within 30 to 40 miles of Cordova, the normal maximum 
range of weekend boaters. BoatJraffic throughout eastern Prince William Sound also would 
increase. 

Shepard Point (Nelson Bay) Dredging 

Dredging near Cordova at Shepard Point in Nelson Bay is proposed to accommodate 
berthing of cruise ships and tour boats to erihance tourism in the Cordova area. This action 
would alter the natural character of the local nearshore environment and temporarily create 
dredge spoils and noise. 

Child's Glacier Tourism Development 

A lodge and related tourism and recreation facilities are planned for construction near Child's 
Glacier and the "Million Dollar Bridge." 
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Construction of the terminal for the Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline is planned for Anderson Bay, 
near the mouth ofPort Valdez. 

Lower Cook Inlet Oil Development 

Minerals Management Service (MMS) Lease Sale 149 is proposed to be held in 1996 for the 
Outer Continental Shelf in Cook Inlet :from the north end of Kodiak Island to the north end of 
the Kenai Peninsula. 

The base case in a scenario formulated by MMS projects the following activity over a 30-
year period: 

- 3 exploration wells 
- 5 delineation wells 
- 3 production platforms 
- 48 production/service wells 
- 1 shorebase 
- 125 miles of 12-inch pipeline offshore to the Nikiski industrial complex, which would 

self-bury because of turbid conditions 
- 200 million barrels of oil produced 

Additional MMS projections are that development of infrastructure and production of oil 
would include considerable aerial and marine support :from a shorebase; oil would be used 
locally or sent via tanker to the West Coast of the U.S.; and an oil spill ofSO,OOO barrels is 
estimated to have a 27 -percent chance of occurring at some time over the 19-year period of 
production. 

Cook Inlet Oil Development 

The State of Alaska, Division of Oil and Gas is also planning oil and gas lease sales within 
State waters in Cook Inlet. Possible scenarios have not been formulated but the scenario for 
MMS Lease Sale 149 is possible for the State lease sale area. 

Yakutat Oil Development 

MMS Lease Sale 158 is proposed to be held in 1996 for the Outer Continental Shelf near 
Yakutat. Lease Sale 158 could result in an oil spill which could affect the resources and 
ecosystem for the EVOS where res.toration is planned. No estimate has been made yet 
concerning the probability of an oil spill occurring associated with this project by MMS. 
Should one occur, it could possibly impact the EVOS area. 

Tankerin2 from the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Terminal at Valdez 

T ankering from the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Terminal at Valdez could result in another spill 
such as the EVOS of 1989. The probability of another spill similar to the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill has been estimated at once in every 13 years (Alaska Oil Spill Commission, 1990). The 
injury :from another oil spill is expected to be less than in 1989 because new safeguards and 
procedures have been established. 

CHAPTER 4 • 163 



4 
Environmental 
Consequences 

Institute for Marine Science at Seward 

The Institute for Marine Science Infrastructure Improvement Project is proposed for 
construction in Seward using EVOS Restoration funds. The research and wildlife 
rehabilitation component would consist of approximately 22,000 square feet of interior space 
made up of wet and dry laboratories, staff offices, and a library for studies and rehabilitation 
of marine mammals, marine birds, and other marine life. Also approximately 41,000 square 
feet of exterior space would contain outdoor research habitat, tanks and pools for pinnipeds, 
sea otters, and marine birds species. The public education and visitation component would 
consist of approximately 20,000 square feet of additional interior space to promote public 
awareness of the marine environment. A further description of the project is the :Qm!l 
Environmental Impact Statement Proposed IMS Infrastructure Improvement Project Seward 
Alaska (USDOI 1994). 

Docks and l...o& Transfer Facilities 

New docks may be built in villages and log transfer facilities could be built in the EVOS 
area. 

FY's 1992 - 94 EVOS Projects 

The EVOS projects funded in FY's 1992 - 94 directly affect the same resources as the 
proposal. These projects were reviewed for inclusion of their potential impacts in this 
analysis. 

Biological Resources· Intertidal Resources 

154 • 4 CHAPTER 

Several of the actions are unlikely to impact the intertidal zone. This discussion focuses on 
those actions that could affect th~ recovery of intertidal organisms. The harbor expansion 
projects at Whittier and Cordova (Shepard Point) would cause a localized loss of the existing 
intertidal habitats. Because neither of these specific areas were directly impacted by the 
EVOS, these localized losses should not have a negative effect on the recovery of the injured 
intertidal areas. 

Lower Cook Inlet oil development would increase the risk by 27 percent of another oil spill 
occurring in the EVOS area. Likewise, the increased tanker traffic caused by the Trans
Alaska Gas Pipeline would increase the risk of another oil spill, indirectly, through an 
increased potential for oil tanker collisions. Any oil spill within the EVOS area could have 
an enormous impact on the intertidal zone. The EIS's associated with these two actions 
would have to consider the potential impacts on the intertidal organisms in the event of an oil 
spill. If no oil spills occurred, and steps were taken to reduce disturbance, there should be 
little or no impacts. 

Restoration actions undertaken in response to the EVOS from 1992 to 1994 include 
feasibility studies to develop effective techniques to clean oiled mussel beds and to accelerate 
the recovery of Fucus in the upper intertidal zone. The results of these actions, if positive, 
would enable the implementation of restoration projects to occur more quickly. 



Conclusions 

Environmental 
Consequences 4 

The cwnulative actions that may affect EVOS restoration, combined with the proposed 
action, would not change the expected benefits, asswning that another oil spill does not 
occur. 

Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seals and Sea Otters 

Increased potential for disturbance to harbor seals and sea otters would be the primary 
impact caused by most of the cwnulative actions being considered. The Whittier road access, 
the Whittier harbor expansion, the Cordova road access, the Shepard Point dredging, and the 
Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline would result in increased boat traffic, from tankers to pleasure 
boats and kayaks, in Prince William Sound. This increase probably would have a negligible 
impact on sea otters, but it could harm harbor seals. The proposed action includes an 
information-based program that would minimize the impacts ofhwnan-caused disturbance to 
harbor seals. If this program were implemented in proportion to the increase in hwnan use, 
the overall effects should be negligible. A lodge at Child's Glacier should have no impact on 
harbor seals and/or sea otters .. 

The Lower Cook Inlet Oil development has the potential to create disturbance near haulout 
sites, but the greatest negative impact would be caused if there were another oil spill. The 
increased tanker tr~c caused by the Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline also might increase the risk 
of another oil spill, indirectly, through an increased potential for oil-tanker collisions. Any 
oil spill within the EVOS area could have an enormous impact on the recovery of sea otters 
and harbor seals. The MMS has estimated that there is a 27 -percent chance of an oil spill 
occurring from Lower Cook Inlet oil development during the 19-year production period. The 
EIS's with these two actions should consider the impacts on marine mammals in the event of 
an oil spill. If no oil spills occur, and steps are taken to reduce disturbance, there should be 
little or no impact on sea otters and harbor seals. 

Restoration actions undertaken in response to the EVOS in FY's 1992 through 1994 include 
feasibility studies to develop effective techniques for cleaning oiled mussel beds. The results 
of these studies, if positive, would enable the implementation of restoration projects to occur 
more quickly. This will reduce the risk of continuing exposure to hydrocarbons for sea 
otters. 

Initiation of a cooperative program with subsistence users also is scheduled to begin in 1994. 
This would have no effect on the results of the analysis of this action; however, it would 
accelerate the timing of the benefits by at least 1 year. 

The EVOS program also has protected uplands in Kachemak Bay and Seal Bay. These areas 
are adjacent to valuable habitat for sea otters and harbor seals, and this protection would help 
maintain these high-quality habitats. 
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Conclusions (Cumulative effects on harbor seals and sea otters) 

The cumulative actions that may affect EVOS restoration, combined with the proposed 
action, would not change the expected benefits, assuming that another oil spill does not 
occur. 

Birds 

Harlegujn Ducks 

Increased boat traffic in Prince William Sound, especially from smaller motorboats that 
generally travel close to shore, would have an increasing disturbance effect on harlequin 
ducks, especially during late summer when molting takes place and new broods are first 
acclimatizing to the marine environment. Occasional hikers in riparian habitat should have a 
negligible disturbance effect on nesting harlequin ducks. Increased hunting pressure may 
affect populations, but hunting regulations could be adjusted where necessary to negate this 
effect. New oil development in Cook Inlet would increase the risk of a spill that might repeat 
the injury suffered by the Prince William Sound population. Cleaning oiled mussel beds 
would have a moderate to high benefit for local populations of harlequin ducks but would 
have little influence on their overall recovery. Other proposed actions in this alternative 
appear to have a negligible lasting effect on harlequin ducks. 

Conclusions (Cumulative effects on harlequin ducks) 

The combined effects of proposed Alternative 5 and the cumulative actions described above 
would be moderately beneficial to harlequin duck populations in the EVOS zone. 

Common Myrres 

Murre populations generally are quite low in Prince William Sound, but important seabird 
colonies lie within the lower Cook Inlet oil-sale area, including the injured breeding 
population of common murres in the Barren Islands. There also are several smaller colonies 
in the sale area, including Gull Island in Kachemak Bay and Chisik Island at the mouth of 
Tuxedni Bay. An oil spill near these colonies would have a major, highly negative effect on 
the injured population of common murres, especially at the Barren Islands, where the 
population is just beginning to recover. 

Conclusions (Cumulative effects on common murres) 

The combined effects of the proposed alternative and the actions described above would be 
moderately beneficial for common murres in much of the EVOS area. However, proposed 
oil development in lower Cook Inlet would have an extremely high negative impact on the 
recovering common murre population at the Barren Islands, should a spill reach those islands 
during the nesting season. 
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Increased boat traffic in Prince William Sound would create the threat of disturbance to a few 
colonies of pigeon guillemots. Guillemots are most susceptible to disturbance during the 
early stages of the breeding season, when they are highly social at their colonies. However, 
this social behavior mostly takes place in the early morning when most boaters are inactive, 
so actual disturbance is likely to be low. Predator control slated for the Shumagin Islands, 
downstream from the EVOS area, would allow a local increase in pigeon guillemot numbers. 

Conclusions (Cumulative effects on pigeon guillemots) 

The combined effects of proposed Alternative 5 and the actions described above would be 
highly beneficial for the pigeon guillemot populations at the colonies slated for predator 
removal. Benefits for the overall EVOS area would be moderate. 

Marbled Murrelets 

The effects of this alternative on marbled murrelets likely would result in a negligible 
increase in the prey base of marbled murrelets. 

Conclusions (Cumulative effects on marbled murrelets) 

The combined effects of proposed Alternative 5 and the cumulative actions described above 
would produce a high overall benefit for marbled murrelet populations. 

Fish 

Pink Salmon. Sockeye Salmon. Pacific Herring. and Commercial fishing 

Proposed Actions and Expected Effects. Increased road access to Whittier and Cordova 
and an expansion of the capacity of the Whittier boat harbor may cause an increased number 
of commercial fishers or increase the ease of access to commercial fisheries, so pressure on 
the commercial-fisheries resource could be expected to increase. However, increased effort 
can be expected to be offset by an increased effort to manage or to enhance the fisheries. 
These actions also could increase the volume of recreational users and tourism, which could 
have a disruptive effect on the execution of the fisheries and potentially lead to a degradation 
of important fish spawning and rearing habitat. 

Development of a Lower Cook Inlet oil field may have a disruptive effect on fish migrations 
and the execution of the fishery; however, before the oil field is developed, the potential 
impacts should be discussed and, presumably, resolved; e.g., by seasonal operational plans or 
well-defmed shipping lanes. 

Dredging operations to expand cruise ship traffic near Cordova could have a disruptive effect 
on other vessel movements during both the construction and operational phases. Potential 
direct disruptive effects on the fish resources may be minimized by controlling activities 
during critical periods offish production and migration. 

Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline construction and operation may have a similar, but lesser, effect 
on fish or fisheries in the EVOS area as would the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline. Some local 
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effects may occur, and shipping may increase the number of tankers in the same shipping 
lanes, but accidental leakage of gas in the EVOS area is not expected to harm the aquatic 
environment. Increased tanker traffic in the shipping lanes may increase the likelihood of a 
tanker collision. 

Recreational development near Child's Glacier would increase the number of visitors and 
recreational fishers, but it is unlikely to have an important effect on commercial fishing or 
fishes in the EVOS area. 

Fisheries restoration projects that have already been funded would contribute to the recovery 
of commercial fish and fisheries, but these projects alone would not have a substantial effect. 
Fish hatchery operations in FY 1994 are a continuation of established programs that help 
provide stability to the operation of the fishery and habitat-restoration programs to improve 
protection and production of wild stocks offish. 

Discussion. Several of these potential actions might have an individual or cumulative 
negative impact on commercial fish and fisheries; one would be beneficial. Each, however, 
must be evaluated with it's own environmental review and designed to minimize or avoid 
potential damage during both the construction and operational phases. 

Conclusions 

The cumulative effects of the proposed action and these other actions would not change the 
expected benefits of the EVOS restoration for pink salmon, sockeye salmon, Pacific herring, 
and commercial fishitig. •· 

Sport Fishing. Pink Salmon. Sockeye Salmon. Cutthroat Jroyt. and Polly Varden 

Proposed Actions and Expected Effects. Increased road access to Whittier and Cordova 
and an expansion of the capacity of the Whittier boat harbor may cause an increase number 
of visitors, tourists, and fishers or increase the ease of access to recreational fisheries, so 
pressure on the fisheries resources could be expected to increase. Increased demand for the 
available resources could be expected to be offset by an increased effort to enhance the 
fisheries or manage them more conservatively. These actions also could increase the volume 
of other recreational and tourist activities, which could have a disruptive effect on the 
execution of the fisheries and potentially could lead to a degradation of important fish 
spawning and rearing habitat. 

Development of a Lower Cook Inlet oil field may have a disruptive effect on fish migrations. 
However, before the oil field is developed, the potential impacts should be discussed and, 
presumably, resolved. (e.g., by seasonal operational plans or well-defmed shipping lanes). 

Dredging operations to expand cruise ship traffic near Cordova may have a disruptive effect 
on other vessel movements during both the construction and operational phases. Potential 
direct disruptive effects on the fish resource could be minimized by controlling activities 
during critical periods offish production and migration. 

The Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline construction and operation may have a similar, but lesser, 
effect on fish or fisheries in the EVOS area than the Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline. Some local 
effects may occur and shipping may increase the number of tankers in the same shipping 
lanes, but accidental leakage of gas is not expected to harm the aquatic environment in the 
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EVOS area. Increased tanker traffic in the shipping lanes may increase the likelihood of a 
tanker collision. 

Recreational development near Child's Glacier would increase the number of visitors and 
recreational fishers. Increased demand for the available resource could be expected to be 
offset by an increased effort to enhance the fisheries or manage them more conservatively. 
This action also could increase the volume of other recreational and tourist activities, which 
could have a disruptive effect on the fisheries and potentially lead to a degradation of 
important fish spawning and rearing habitat. 

Fisheries restoration projects that already have been funded would contribute to the recovery 
of sport and commercial fish and fisheries, but these projects alone would not have a 
substantial effect. Fish-hatchery operations in FY 1994 are a continuation of established 
programs that help provide stability to the operation of fisheries, and habitat-restoration 
programs improve protection and production ofwi1d stocks offish. 

Discussion. Several of these potential actions may have an individual or cumulative negative 
impact on sport fish and fisheries; one will be beneficial. Each, however, must be evaluated 
with its own environmental review and designed to minimize or avoid potential damage 
during both the construction and operational phases. 

Conclusions 

The cumulative effec~ of the pr<?posed action and these other actions would not change the 
expected benefits of the EVOS restoration for sport fishing, pink salmon, sockeye salmon, 
cutthroat trout, and Dolly Varden. 

ArchaeologicaJ/Cultural Resources 

Factors that might impact cultural resources are: (1) construction that may damage 
archaeological or historic sites; (2) increased access to or numbers of visitors to sites, thus 
allowing for activities that could damage archaeological or historic sites; or (3) changes in 
the levels of site monitoring and/or interpretation: 

The Whittier road access would increase ease of access to Whittier, which would produce an 
increase in the population of visitors to Prince William Sound. This would result in 
increased numbers of people using small motorboats, the Alaska State Ferry, and boat 
charters out of Whittier. The proposed expansion of the Whittier harbor would allow more 
and larger pleasure boats to use the area. The increase in small- motorboat use would allow 
greater numbers of people to visit culturally sensitive areas, especially within the 30- to 40-
mile normal maximum range for weekend boaters. Without sufficient monitoring and/or 
interpretation, this would increase the possibility of damage to archaeological and historic 
sites in the region. However, if interpretation and monitoring are increased in proportion to 
the visitor population, there is the potential for greatly expanded public knowledge and 
appreciation of the cultural resources of the region. 

Cordova Road access similarly would increase the population of visitors to Prince William 
Sound. In addition to exposing archaeological and historical sites to increased use through 
boat access, the Cordova Road would allow easier access to areas alongside or near the road. 
Similar effects could be expected as a result of the Childs Glacier lodge/motel development 
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proposed by Chugach Alaska Corporation and Princess Lodge. Again, site monitoring and 
public education/interpretation could reduce the levels of impact. 

Lower Cook Inlet oil development may increase populations and coastal activities in and 
around Cook Inlet communities. Depending on the location and extent of these increases, 
archaeological and historical sites could be adversely affected. If site excavations, 
monitoring, and interpretation are undertaken as discussed in the proposed alternative, the 
negative effects of these projects may be reduced. Similarly, oil development elsewhere in 
Cook Inlet and in the Yakutat vicinity would produce the potential for adverse impact to 
archaeological and historic sites through increased numbers of people inadvertently or 
intentionally damaging sites. 

The continued tanker traffic from the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Terminal at Valdez could 
produce another oil spill. That could produce adverse impacts as extensive as the EVOS. 
These effects may be mitigated somewhat by improved response to a new spill resulting from 
new response plans and techniques. 

Construction of the Institute for Marine Science Infrastructure Improvement Project is 
unlikely to directly affect cultural resource. However, if the operation of the Project includes 
a major interpretive element dealing with cultural resources, there would be potential for 
both positive and negative affects. By increasing public awareness of archaeological sites, 
the likelihood for inadvertent or intentional damage is also increased. This should be offset 
somewhat by an increased appreciation for site protection and of the laws and penalties 
against site damage. 

Constructing new docks in villages and log dump facilities is unlikely to produce significant 
impact to cultural resources, but cultural resource survey and testing would be advisable to 
assess the presence of and potential damage to cultural resources at those locations on a site
by-site basis. 

The proposed harbor at Shepard Point near Cordova would have no substantial impacts that 
would produce cumulative effects that need to be considered in this EIS. The Trans-Alaska 
Gas Pipeline terminal likewise would produce site-specific impacts that would not 
substantially impact the cultural resources of the spill area. 

The projects funded by the Trustee Council between FY's 1992 - 94 are producing local 
benefits to archaeological and historical sites and also should produce some benefit to the 
understanding and appreciation of cultural resources in EVOS communities. 

Conclusions (Cumulative impacts on cultural resources) 

Taken into consideration in conjunction with other ongoing or planned projects in the spill 
area, the benefits of Alternative 5 would be somewhat reduced. The benefits of this proposed 
alternative would help offset the negative impacts of the cumulative actions. 

Subsistence Uses 

Cumulative impacts on subsistence are those that affect the populations and distributions of 
species that subsistence users harvest as well as those that affect the attitude subsistence 
users have toward harvesting those species. This includes impacts of the proposed action 
and other ongoing planned projects in the EVOS area. 
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The most likely impact on subsistence from other ongoing or planned projects in the spill 
area would be from iricreased cOmpetition for resources that are both subsistence and 
recreation species. It is anticipated that these cumulative effects would be restricted to Prince 
William Sound. The road projects to Whittier and Cordova, the Whittier harbor expansion, 
and the lodge development at Childs Glacier each may add increments of additional numbers 
of recreational boaters in Prince William Sound. While it is unlikely that increased numbers 
of recreational boaters would affect the numbers of sea mammals, it is possible that increased 
boat traffic could cause some disturbance of harbor seals or sea otters in localized areas. 
There also may be increased competition for salmon or other fish used by sport anglers. 
However, the primary impact may be competition for deer in Prince William Sound, 
especially at locations like Montague Island. 

Projects funded by the Trustee Council from FY's 1992- 94 (Subsistence Food Testing, 
Subsistence Planning, and efforts to increase populations of subsistence harvest species) 
have produced some benefits to the confidence levels of subsistence users toward the safety 
of consuming traditional foods. Construction of the Institute for Marine Science 
Infrastructure Improvement Project is unlikely to affect subsistence uses. 

Additional oil developments in Cook Inlet or in Yakutat may provide additional competition 
for subsistence resources locally. Oil developments also increase the potential for oil 
spills/leakage, and so the potential for contamination of subsistence foods. Continued use of 
oil tankers to transport oil from the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Terminal at Valdez could result in 
another oil spill the size of the EVOS, which would result again in major negative impacts to 
subsistence resource&. 

Conclusions (Cumulative effects on subsistence) 

Increased competition for subsistence resources may result from ongoing or planned projects 
in the Prince William Sound region. The benefits expected from the proposed alternative, 
Alternative 5, would not substantially offset the impact of that competition. 

Recreation and Tourism 

The factors that may come into play in the cumulative effects on recreation and tourism 
include the numbers and types of visitors, their distribution, and the availability of suitable 
facilities or sites. This analysis is concerned with recreation and tourism in the entire EVOS 
area. 

Whittier road access and Cordova road access would increase the numbers of visitors to 
Prince William Sound and the Copper River Delta. They also would increase the use of 
vehicle access to tourist facilities and businesses in Whittier as well as to recreation sites in 
Prince William Sound. This would allow more people to use existing campgrounds, 
interpretive sites, picnic areas, and so on, especially in the Cordova area. The proximity of 
Whittier to Anchorage would allow potentially large increases in numbers of visitors, which 
would allow for new tourism-based businesses. The increased access to both Cordova and 
Whittier also would likely increase the number of small motorboats using Prince William 
Sound. This would put additional stress on recreation sites, which could have damaging 
effects to local ecosystems and cause shifting in recreation use patterns. Recovery of 
recreation as discussed for the proposed alternative, Alternative 5, would help balance the 
shift in recreation use patterns and provide new recreational use opportunities. Habitat 
protection and acquisition would allow additional public access to lands that were previously 
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privately owned, thereby providing new' recreation site opportunities. Recreation projects 
developed for general restoration may provide additional facilities or enhance existing 
facilities or sites in a way that would reduce the impact of increased numbers of visitors. The 
same projects may also provide incentive for more visitors, and so decrease the opportunities 
for secluded, wilderness-like recreation. 

The proposed lodge/motel at Childs Glacier would increase the numbers of visitors along the 
Cordova road system. There is additional potential for airplane and boat charter operations 
in connection with this development. Again, the recovery of recreation as discussed for 
Alternative 5 would help balance the shift in recreation use patterns and provide new 
recreational use opportunities. 

The construction of new docks in villages would provide an additional incentive for tour 
boats to expand their operation to those locations. Opportunities for tourist services in the 
villages would expand, as would the opportunity for village-based tours in areas in the 
vicinities of the villages. This would provide substantial economic benefit to those villages, 
but is also likely to produce additional competition in more now-pristine settings, thereby 
reducing the wilderness-like recreation opportunities inherent in those settings. 

Should a deep-water harbor be constructed at Shepard Point, Cordova could become a focus 
for cruise ship-based tourism. A harbor of that type potentially would be a major positive 
impact to tourism in Cordova, primarily affecting retail sales. Some additional charter 
business (bus, small boat, and airplane) is expected as a result of this development; however, 
little effect is expected on dispersed or remote recreation in the area. 

The proposed Cook Inlet oil developments would result in the development of infrastructure, 
which would entail both short-term and long-term population increases in some 
communities. It also would entail considerable aerial and marine support from a shore base. 
This could have a substantial local impact on demand for recreation opportunities in the 
Lower Cook Inlet region. During the construction phase, the additional air and marine traffic 
could disrupt the recreation quality in the area and along the transportation routes. 
Acquisition of lands through the EVOS restoration process may make more lands available 
for public recreation, and public education/ information availability may help distribute 
recreational activities to decrease impact from overuse of a few areas. The presence of 48 
production/service wells and 3 production platforms in Lower Cook Inlet would impact the 
visual character of the landscape, which would change the recreational experience in the 
region. 

The Trans-Alaska Gas Pipeline is anticipated to have little impact on recreation and tourism 
in the EVOS area. 

Another oil spill like EVOS resulting from tankering from the Trans-Alaska Pipeline 
Terminal at Valdez would be devastating to the recreational experience in Prince William 
Sound and beyond, much as it was in the EVOS. 

Projects funded for recreation and tourism by the Trustee Council for FY's 1992-94 have 
been directed toward gaining infurmation on the quantity and types of impacts to those 
services. While this information is expected to have considerable benefits to the Trustee 
Council's ability to appropriately plan restoration activities, no projects have yet been funded 
that would directly benefit these services. 
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The Instit\lte for Marine Science at Seward, if constructed, would be a large draw for 
tourists, and so would likely increase the numbers of visitors. It would provide information 
and interpretation that would be valuable for visitors who afterwards travel elsewhere in the · 
EVOS area or visit only the Seward area. 

Conclusions (Cumulative effects on recreation and tourism) 

In combination with the effects of the proposed alternative, the cumulative effects of these 
projects would be increased pressure on recreational facilities and undeveloped sites and a 
change in recreational experience for visitors to Prince William Sound :from more isolated 
and remote to more crowded and developed .. 

Wilderness 

Conclusions 

The actions described in the cumulative case would have negative impacts on de facto 
wilderness similar to impacts noted for Recreation and Tourism, stemming :from increased 
numbers of visitors and increased development. The increase in numbers of people, noise 
level :from increased numbers of boats and planes,· and so on. These developments may also 
locally impact the feeling of isolation important for people visiting designated Wilderness. 
The benefits expected :from the proposed alternative would be somewhat reduced in the 
cumulative case. 

Economy 

The actions described in the cumulative case would have an economic impact of increasing 
·employment and output by 1 per.cent per year over a 1 0-year period. An increase in 
employment of 1 percent per year is projected in a report by the Institute for Social and 
Economic Research (lSER) (1992). These employment projections in the ISER report 
assume approximately the same range of projects and factors affecting the economy as 
described in this cumulative case. The 1-percent annual increase in employment and output 
as a result of cumulative-case activity plus the economic impact :from Alternative 5 would 
result in moderate economic effects. 

The Kodiak Island Borough could loose a significant portion of its severance tax revenue for 
timber harvests. 
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Impacts on Biola gjcal No unavoidable adverse impacts on biological resources are expected from the Proposed 
Resources Action (Alternative 5). In fact, the opposite is estimated to be true. The proposed action 

would result in benefits of varying degrees for all the biological resources analyzed. 
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No projected unavoidable adverse impacts on social and cultural resources are expected from 
the Proposed Action. 

The proposed action (Alternative 5) would have a moderate adverse impact on the forestry 
sector of the economy because a certain amount of timberlands would not be available for 
harvesting. Forestry output and employment would be less to a moderate degree. 



Impacts on Biological 
Resources 

Impacts on Social 
and Cultural 
Resources 

Impact&. on the 
Economy 

Environmental 
Consequences 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term 
Uses and Enhancement of Long-Term 
Productivity 

4 

In this section, the short-term impacts and uses of various components of the environment are 
related to long-term impacts and the maintenance and enhancement oflong-term 
productivity. 

The nature of the Proposed Action (Alternative 5) is that--like the other action alternatives in 
this EIS--it does not adversely impact--- biological resources. Details of the short and long
term impacts are discussed in the description of the environmental consequences of each 
alternative earlier in this chapter. The short-term impacts are beneficial to all the resources, 
altho1,1gh usually to a negligible degree. The long-term aim of all the alternatives, including 
the Proposed Action, is recovery from the EVOS injury. Long-term productivity is benefited 
or enhanced by the action patterii contained in the Proposed Action. 

Similarly to the biological resources, the social and cultural resources are benefited by the 
Proposed Action. The actions proposed would restore the resources and thereby the services 
they provide injured by the EVOS and thus benefit the lives of those who use them. 

The protection of habitat necessarily would adversely impact the timber-related economy of 
the EVOS area. This is in the form of reducing or eliminating into the future the potential for 
commercial timber operations on private lands. This will also have a long-term beneficial 
effect on biological resources such as commercial fish species, that may offset this adverse 
impact. The impacts associated with the Proposed Action are discussed in detail earlier in 
this chapter. 

CHAPTER 4 • 165 



4 
Environmental 
Consequences 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Impacts 

Impacts on Biological There would be no irreversible or irretrievable impacts on the biological resources. The 
Resources Proposed Action would benefit the biological resources through actions proposed to restore 
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the resources injured as a result of the EVOS. · 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable impacts on social and cultural resources. 

There would be no irreversible or irretrievable impacts on the economy. 
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Section 810 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) requires 
Federal agencies having jurisdiction over lands in Alaska to evaluate the potential impacts of 
proposed actions on subsistence uses and needs. Section 810 of ANILCA states: 

In determining whether t~ withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise pennit the use, 
occupancy, or disposition of public lands under any provision of law authorizing such 
actions, the head of the Federal agency having primary jurisdiction over such lands or 
his designee shall evaluate the effect of such use, occupancy, or disposition on 
subsistence uses and needs, the availability of other lands for the purposes sought to 
be achieved, and other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the use, 
occupancy, or disposition of public lands needed for subsistence purposes. No such 
withdrawal, reservation, lease, pennit, or otheruse, occupancy or disposition of such 
lands which would significantly restrict subsistence uses shall be effected until the 
head of such Federal agency-

(1) gives notice to the appropriate State agency and the appropriate 
local committees and regional councils established pursuant to section 
805; 
(2) gives notice of, and holds, a hearing in the vicinity of the area involved; 
and 
(3) determines that (A) such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is 
necessary, consistent with sound management principles for the utilization 
of the public lands, (B) the proposed activity will involve the minimal 
amount of public lands necessary to accomplish the purposes of such use, 
occupancy, or other disposition, and (C) reasonable steps will be taken to 
minimize adverse impacts upon subsistence uses and resources resulting 
from such actions. 

In 1984, the Alaska Land Use Council adopted guidelines for complying with the 
requirements of Section 810. These guidelines provide the framework for this ANILCA 
Section 81 0( a) evaluation and fmding. 

The Section 810 evaluation consists of three components: (1) the impacts of the program on 
subsistence uses and needs; (2) the availability of other lands to fulfill the purposes of the 
program; and (3) alternatives to reduce or eliminate the proposed program from lands needed 
for subsistence purposes. 

Impacts on Subsistence Uses and Needs 
In accordance with the guidelines adopted by the Alaska Land Use Council, three criteria 
were used to evaluate the impact of the alternatives on subsistence uses and needs: (1) a 
_reduction in subsistence uses due to factors such as direct impacts on the resource, adverse 

CHAPTER 4 • 167 



4 
Environmental 
Consequences 

Finding 

168 • 4 CHAPTER 

impacts on habitat, or increased competition for the resources; (2) a reduction in subsistence 
uses due to changes in availability of subsistence resources caused by an alteration in their 
distribution, migration, or location; and (3) a limitation on the access of subsistence users to 
harvestable resources. 

Biological Resources 

This assessment examines the reduction in subsistence tises due to factors such as direct 
impacts on the resource, adverse impacts on habitat, or increased competition for the 
resources. All alternatives consider all of the shoreline oiled by the spill, severely affected 
communities, and uplands adjacent to the watershed divide. None of the alternatives would 
change subsistence laws or regulations. 

Impacts on the Availability of Subsistence Resources 

This assessment examines the reduction in subsistence uses due to changes in the availability 
of subsistence resources caused by an alteration in their distribution, migration, or location. 
None of the alternatives contain provisions that would modify habitat or otherwise alter the 
distribution, migration, or location of wildlife populations in a way that would produce 
negative impacts on the availability of subsistence resources. 

Impacts on the Access to Subsistence Resources 

This assessment examines the limitation on the access of subsistence users to harvestable 
resources. None of the alternatives contain provisions that would alter subsistence-user 
access to harvestable resources. Decisions and regulations concerning access generally 
would continue to be the responsibility of the respective land manager. 

Availability of Other Lands to Fulfill the Purpose of the Program 

All alternatives consider all of the shoreline oiled by the spill, severely affected communities, 
and uplands adjacent to the watershed divide. In addition, Alternative 4 would allow 
restoration actions to occur anyWhere there is a link to injured resources or services. 
Alternative 5 would allow restoration actions outside the spill area under certain conditions, 
but all actions must be within Alaska. 

Other Alternatives That Would Reduce or Eliminate the 
Proposed Action from Lands Needed for Subsistence Purposes 

No other alternatives have been identified that would reduce or eliminate the proposed action 
from lands needed for subsistence purposes. 

The intent of the above evaluation is to fmd if implementation of any of the proposed 
alternatives might present a significant restriction of subsistence uses on public lands. In 
accordance with the Alaska Land Use Council guidelines, a potential restriction to 
subsistence is considered significant if--after any modification warranted by consideration of 
alternatives, conditions, or stipulations it can be expected to result in a substantial reduction 
in the opportunity to continue subsistence uses of renewable resources. Reductions in the 
opportunity to continue subsistence uses generally are caused by reductions in the abundance, 
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or major redistributions, ofharvestable resources; substantial interference with access; or 
major increases in the use of those resources. 

Alternative 1 Finding 

This evaluation concludes that this alternative would have no impacts on harvestable 
resources or on subsistence use. 

Alternative 2 Finding 

Under Alternative 4, there would be better long-term protection ofharvestable resources 
than under Alternative 1. Any effects on harvestable resource populations should be 
positive. No effects are anticipated either on subsistence uses, availability of subsistence 
resources caused by an alteration in their distribution, or substantial interference with access 
of subsistence users to harvestable resources. 

Alternative 3 Finding 

Under Alternative 3, there would be better long-term protection ofharvestable resources 
than under Alternative 1 and protection at a level comparable to that under Alternative 2; so 
any effects on harvestable resource populations would be positive. There would be no 
substantial effect on redistributions, though some proposed actions might cause some 
beneficial redistribution of some harvestable resources. There would be no substantial 
interference with access or major increases in the use ofharvestable resources. 

Alternative 4 Finding 

Under Alternative 4, there would be better long-term protection ofharvestable resources 
than under Alternative 1, but at a somewhat reduced level than under Alternatives 2 and 3. 
Any effects on harvestable resource populations should be positive. There would be no 
substantial effect on redistributions, though some proposed actions might cause some 
beneficial redistribution of some harvestable resources. There would be no substantial 
interference with access or major increases in the use ofharvestable resources. 

Alternative 5 Finding 

Under Alternative 5, there would be better long-term protection ofharvestable resources 
than under Alternative 1, at a somewhat reduced level than under Alternatives 2 and 3, and 
at a level comparable to that under Alternative 4. Any effects on harvestable resource 
populations should be positive. There would be no substantial effect on redistributions, 
though some proposed actions might cause some beneficial redistribution of some 
harvestable resources. There would be no substantial interference with access or major 
increases in the use ofharvestable resources. 

The public notice and hearing requirements contained in Section 810(a)(l-3) must be met if 
it is found that the proposed action may present a significant restriction on subsistence uses. 
Because of the lack of potential for impacts resulting from implementation of the alternatives 
considered for adoption, no pubfic notice and hearings were required or took place. 
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The following determinations have been made in accordance with Section 810(a)(3): (I) 
whether such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is necessary, consistent with sound 
management principles for the utilization of the public lands; (2) whether the proposed 
activity will involve the minimal amo].lJlt of public lands necessary to accomplish the 
purposes of such use, occupancy, or other disposition; and (3) whether reasonable steps will 
be taken to minimize adverse impacts on subsistence uses and resources resulting from such 
actions. 

Necessity and Consistency with Sound Management of Public 
lands 

The alternatives proposed have been examined to determine whether they are necessary and 
consistent with sound management of public lands to maintain subsistence resources and 
lifestyles. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 USC 1321 (f)(5), provides the 
authority for the civil settlement. The civil settlement includes two documents. The first is a 
Consent Decree between Exxon'lmd the State of Alaska and the United States that requires 
Exxon to pay the United States and the State of Alaska $900 million over a period of 10 
years. The second is the Memorandum of Agreement between the State of Alaska and the 
United States. Both were approved by the U.S. District Court. 

Based on the analysis of the information presented in this document, Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 
5 may have significant positive impact on subsistence uses. Under these alternatives, 
significant amounts of habitat important for harvestable resources will be better protected 
from potential degradation than in the existing condition or Alternative 1. Additionally, 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would provide for a variety of general restoration actions that are 
designed to stabilize or enhance harvestable resources. This would result in increased local 
subsistence resource harvest potential in ways that are consistent with sound management of 
public lands. 

Amount of Public land Necessary to Accomplish the Proposed 
Action 

All alternatives consider all of the shoreline oiled by the spill, severely affected communities, 
and uplands adjacent to the watershed divide. None of the alternatives would change 
subsistence laws or regulations. 

Reasonable Measures to Minimize Adverse Impacts on 
Subsistence Uses and 'Resources 

None of the alternatives would have adverse impacts on subsistence uses and resources. 
Therefore, no measures are required to minimize adverse impacts on subsistence uses and 
resources. 
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The Record ofDecision for the final EIS will include a fmal determination about whether the 
selected alternative might present a significant restriction on subsistence uses. The fmal 
determination will re-list the above criteria and make a fmal determination on each of the 
categories considering further information obtained from hearings, public comments, and 
other sources incorporated in the preparation of the fmal EIS. The summary evaluation, 
fmdings, and determinations will be contained in the Record of Decision. 
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·During the EIS comment period, written comments and oral testimonies were provided by 
various governmental agencies, local and regional organizations, Native corporations, some 
special interest groups and businesses, and individuals. A total of 214 letters were received: 
1 :from the Federal Government, 1 :from the State Government, 1 :from the Canadian 
Government, 1 :from the Public Advisory Group, 2 :from local and regional organizations, 2 
:from Native corporations, 16 :from special interest groups, 7 :from businesses, and 183 (three 
individ1,1als responded twice) :fropt individuals. Public meetings were held in 6 communities, 
within an additional, a public meeting was held by teleconference. 

The comments can be broken down into three groups that (1) express an opinion or 
preference, (2) suggest ways in which the Restoration Plan might be modified, or (3) deal 
with the content or accuracy of the draft environmental impact statement (EIS). Comments 
that are in the ftrst group may not require any response in the EIS because the decision 
process tries to recognize and balance diverging views. Comments on the Restoration Plan 
will be considered in the development of the Final Restoration Plan that follows separately 
:from this fmal EIS. Comments that deal with the content of the EIS are responded to directly 
following the correspondence; some of these comments may have resulted in a modification 
or addition to the text. 

Most of the comments on the draft EIS addressed concerns regarding the relative emphasis of 
the Habitat Protection and Acquisition category and the General Restoration category. A few 
of the comments focused on the impact topics and their analyses. 

All of the written and oral comments on the draft EIS were reviewed, and responses were 
prepared for approximately 130 comments. Where comments warranted changes or 
presented new, substantive information, the text of the fmal EIS was revised accordingly; 
reference to the revised section(s) is made in the responses to specific comments in this 
chapter. 
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Letter and Public Meeting Comments 
and Responses 

The· following section presents reproductions of letters and summaries of oral testimonies 
received during the draft EIS comment period. Specific comments in each letter (document) 
are marked and numbered, and responses from the Interagency Team follow these comments. 
The page number of the response and names/organizations of those who commented on the 
draft EIS are listed below in the order in which the letters appear. ~NR" indicates that no 
response was required. 

Federal Government 

~ 
13 

Conuneriter 
Joan Cabreza 

State Government 

~ Conunenter . 
NR David Finkelstein 

Foreign Government 

Page Commenter 
NR Nick Russo 

Organization Document 
United States Environmental Protection 
Agency Region 10 .......................... 207 

Organization Document 
Alaska State Legislature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201 

Organization Document 
Environment Canada -British Columbia ........ 022 

Local and Regional Organizations. 

~ 
NR 
21 

Commenter 
Margy Johnson 
LindaL. Freed 

Native Corporations 

~ 
24 
24 

Commenter 
Ralph Eluska 
Emil Christiansen 

Advisory Groups 

~ 
29 

Commenter 
Brad Phillips 

Organization Document 
City of Cordova ............................ 053 
Kodiak Island Borough .. . .. .. .. .. . .. . .. . . .. . 195 

Organization Document 
Akhiok-Kaguyak, Inc ... , .................... 161 
Old Harbor Native Corporation ............... 161 

Organization Document 
EVOS Trustee Council Public Advisory Group . . . 115 
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Special Interest Groups 

~ Commenter Or~ation Document 
NR Tim. Bristol Alaska Center for the Environment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119 
32 Steven C. Borell Alaska Miners Association, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 
35 Jefl'Parker Alaska Sportfishing Asociation and Alaska State 

Council of Trout Unlimited . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 019 
NR Scott Kearin Alaska Wilderness League . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163 
NR Sandra Arnold The Alaska Wildlife Alliance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 011 
43 John H. Helle American Institute ofFishety Research Biologists ... 239 
46 JenyMcCune Cordova District Fishermen United ...... , ....... 162 

NR Dawn E. Hewitt The Indiana Sassafras Audubon Society . . . . . . . . . . . 101 
NR Mary Forbes Kodiak Audubon Society . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122 
NR James W. Adams National Wildlife Federation .................... 143 
54 Craig S. Harrison Pacific Seabird Group ......................... 159 
62 Pamela Brodie Sierra Cfub ................................. 196 

NR Jeremy S. Anderson Southeast Alaska Conservation Council . . . . . . . . . . . 194 
79 Pamela A. Miller The Wilderness Society ....................... 192 
96 Kimberly Titus The Wildlife Society . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197 
98 Dominick A. Dellasala World Wildlife Fund .......................... 147 

Businesses 

~ 
NR 
NR 
NR 

NR 
104 
NR 
108 

Conynenter 
Annie McKenzie 
Joy Stein 
Michael, Diane, and 
Morgan McBride 

Geoffrey McNaughton 
Don Ford 
Doug Koester 
BobRoys 

Individuals 

Business :Qocument 
Annie McKenzie's Boardwalk Hotel . . . . . . . . . . . 154 
Four Corners School of Outdoor Education ..... 203 

Kachemak Bay Wilderness Lodge . . . . . . . . . . . . . 146 
Koncor Forest Products Company . . . . . . . . . . . . 193 
The National Outdoor Leadership School . . . . . . 165 
Norton Sound Health Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . 153 
Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation . 132 

The following individuals submitted letters or fonn letters that are responded to in this fmal 
EIS. 

~ Coromenter :Qocurnent 
110 Bruce Barrett ................. , . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 021 
111 W. D. Burrows . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127 
118 James King ................................................ 034 
121 Paul Swartzbart . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 004 
123 Paul Swartzbart ............................................. 051 
124 JimL. Weiner .. :· ........................................... 183 

The following individuals submitted letters, forms, or brief handwritten notes, or telephoned 
with their opinions regarding which alternative or program element they supported. No 
responses were necessary for these comments. The letters, forms, notes, or conversation 
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records have not been reproduced in the fmal EIS; but they are on file and available to the 
public in the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) Restoration Office. 

Commenter Document 
Jeff Adams ............................................................ 178 
Catherine S. Alcorn ..................................................... 010 
Tom Aldridge .......................................................... 121 
David Allen ........................................................... 085 
Chip Ames ............................... · .. ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 062 
Jeremy S. Anderson ..................................................... 126 
Carolyn Bailey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 079 
Earl Baker · ............................................................ 006 
Jack Biscoe ........................................................... 124 
Cheryl and Jordan Bluestein ............................................ ; . 073 
Caryl Boehnert ....................................... ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 166 
Barry Bolden .......................................................... 099 
John C. Bost ............................................................ 135 
Clifford Bove ........................................................... 095 
Scott Brodie ..... ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 056 
Michael Bronson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108 
Gerald R. Brookman . ; ................. : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107 
LindaM. Brosh .......................... · ............................... 081 
Rob Burnett and Charla Brown ............................................ 155 
David A. Brunetti ............................. · .......................... 169 
Jeffery C. Callahan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172 
Arlene Canonico ....................................................... 180 
Beth S. Carlson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 084 
Alan Carlton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187 
Erick N. Carpenter ....................... ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 043 
Mark A. Clemens . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156 
Mitchell Cline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 001 
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Page Meeting Location Dates 
125 Anchorage June 27 
125 Seward June 29 
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129 Kodiak July 5 
132 Cordova July7 
136 Valdez July 19 

A teleconference was held on July 20, 1994. Opportunities for involvement were provided 
in the following communities. The teleconference was recorded by a court reporter, and the 
transcript is on file and available to the public in the EVOS Office. Specific comments and 
their responses are on pages 137 through the end of this chapter. 
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Locations 
Akhiok Chignik Chignik Lagoon 
Chignik Lake Cordova Fairbanks 
Homer IvanofBay Juneau 
Karluk Kodiak Larsen Bay 
Nanwalek Old Harbor Ouzinkie 
Perryville Port Graham Port Lions 
Seldovia Seward Soldotna 
Tatitlek Valdez Whittier 

Responses to Comments 

The Trustee Council appreciate& all the comments it has received and will use them to help 
make restoration decisions. In addition to the responses on the draft EIS, comments were 
received on the Restoration Framework {EVOS Trustee Council, April 1992) and the 
Alternatives for the Draft Restoration Plan (the Brochure) (EVOS Trustee Council, April 
1993), at numerous public meetings and at each Trustee Council and Public Advisory Group 
meeting. The extensive comments received on the brochure were summarized in The 
Summary of Public Comments on Alternatives (EVOS Trustee Council, September 1993). 

The overwhelming majority of comments received on the draft EIS addressed funding levels 
for the five restoration categories. There was only limited comment on the five alternatives. 
The most significant group of comments focused on the habitat protection and acquisition 
category. Many of those commenting wanted the Trustee Council to commit a larger amount 
to habitat protection and acquisition than was assumed for analysis purposes in Alternative 5-
-the Proposed Action. In this regard, it is important to understand that the budget ranges in 
the EIS do not represent a funding commitment but are illustrative only for purposes of 
analysis. 

The funding levels in each of the alternatives illustrate a likely program emphasis for that 
alternative but not a commitment of settlement funds. The restoration program must be able 
to respond to changing conditions and new information about injury, recovery, and the cost 
and effectiveness of restoration projects. When making annual funding decisions, the Trustee 
Council will consider the public comments, including those :from the Public Advisory Group, 
received on the restoration alternatives as well as comments that may be received on 
proposed Annual Work Plan activities in the future. 

The alternatives analyzed in this programmatic EIS are various sets of policies that will be 
used to evaluate and implement future actions taken by the Trustee Council to restore the 
injured resources and services. Once selected in the record of decision process following this 
fmal EIS, those policies will be incorporated into the Final Restoration Plan. The Final 
Restoration Plan will guide the future restoration activities of the Trustee Council. The plan 
will assist the decision making process by establishing policy guidelines to help identify 
restoration needs and select appropriate activities to restore injured resources and services. 
These activities will be developed as part of the Trustee Council's Annual Work Plan. Each 
Annual Work Plan will contain descriptions of the restoration activities to be funded that year 
based on the policies and spending guidelines of the Restoration Plan, public comments, and 
changing restoration needs. 
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Protection Agency 

Response 
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UNITED 81A'rl!l ENVIROHIENTAL Pfi,OTEC110N AOENCY 
REGION tO 

WD-128 

Rod Kllv1 
Prcjact Manager 
ecmn Valdez' RestoratJon Ollice 
645 G. sa-. sua. .m 
Arlchorege, AK IJ9501-3451 

1200 &ld'IAvenua 
8ealtle, Wllll*lglon Vfl101 

AUG.u 1 ms• 

Ra: Exmn Valdez 01 Spil ResfOraliOn Plan Draft Envlr'onrnentallmpect 
St.atement (EIS), Soulhcentnrt, Alaska 

Dear Mr. Kuhn: 

Tile Erwifonmental Pmectkln Agency (EPA) has reviewed lh$ draft EIS lor lha 
Exxon Vaklea: Oil Spll (EVOS) Resto! atlon Plan located In IOutl'lcentral Alaska. OlW' 
review was ccnc:l.lctad In 8CCOtdanoe wilh the Nationel E'nW'onmantal Polley Ad. 
(NEPA) and our reapan;lJilitl• under Section 309 of 1h8 a111111 Pk Ad. 

Tile ci'aft EJS deaCrbls five management altemallv8ll c:onsictered In 
development d 1he ResiDratlan Plan. Including the No-kllon Alternative. Each of lhe 
aile~ lllllilde up d wrlllliona of four basic cetogorles of acllvitlfls; 1) Habitat 
ProtBCiion and Acquiaillon; 2) General Rastarallon d reacu'CeS and I8IVIcel; 3) 
Monbfng and Research; and 4) Admlnlslra1lon and 1'\dc lnfarmallon. 

1lle draft EIS Is an InformatiVe, wam prepa-ed and comp'ehenslve doamant 
Although the lnfonnallon In the drBft ElS Is generaly sulftclent. we have requested 
some &4dllionallnformalion aoo clartflcatlon. 

5 

We have rlll8d the draft EIS EC-2 (Envlranmental Concems - lnsUftlclllnt 
Information). Our errvitonlnerUI c:cncems.,. primarily based on the need ao ansura ] 207_1 1het 1h8 Tnlstee Councilllld the lodlvftl.lld agliN'Ides are ~ ~to 
~ment each others tTIInlgCI(Tlllnt actlonS/objecUves. OlW' concerns also reltde J 207•2 uncerlalnies ot habitat pratecllon tradaoffs ror each alernatNe. Additional lnbmali:Jn 
Is needed on the potenUal b' lnco!porali)g egeney ~ aclions lnlo lhe 
RaBtorallon Plan. Also adclllonallnformatlon Is needed on the clillenlnC8 Of actual 
habital protectlon alforded by each aJtematlva. 

Detailed comments are enclosed as Is an explndlon of cu rallng system for 
draft EISa. This rat1rv m a summwy of our comment~~ w11 be publlahad In 1ha 
Ffldera! Register. 

o--....--
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We appriiCI* the oppartunly to revieW Wid ptOVIde comments on tH. draft 
es. tl )Oil hsve lilt/ qlJIMI!cns allcut OU' twlaw commants, $~~ease ()OI"'tact LMty 
BI'CICkn'lan at (205) eGt-1750. 



3 

u.s. IEnVII'oniMinal ProteciOn Agency 
eommentl on thl 

~xxan Vlldez 011 sp• "--IO'MJon • .,.. 
Drift &nvlrOIIIMIDI lmpiCI: statement 

Response 
to Comments 

The following are. detailed goaant. on aubj.at.a where va hlt: the 
draft liS oould 1181 -• datall. 

altu.atlYea 

'.rb8 draft m:a d~ibea a logioal zoanqa of basic alternatJ.v ... 

5 

However, - are concarne4 that •Aqenoy JlaM9G8ftt Aotlona• U'e 
apeaifically discounted iD any alternative ( ... Chapter 1, paqe 201 
Alt.rnatiye llPMtt Mot Consldered ig PeRU) • It ill true the 
'I'I:'Q&tee council (who overaeaa the lllpandltur. of aattl...nt r~ em 
l:'aetoratiOft) 4au not ·ltHU umu;re land m:o tiah and w11411fe 
reaCIUZ'au. JIOVeftr, the 'ft'uetea CO\IIKill le, apegitlodly ~ up ~ 
i:ha lanta aM reSOUC"QI .. narnent &9Q01u. WheS• aqenciU :bava the 
al:lillty, ~out,lh t.halr inll vidual allthOritlu, tQ talal llllll&g .. ant 
aotiona that can directly aaalat or binder tba aftactlv~ ot the 
r .. toratiDD prajacta Hated ln the draft us. ID acme aa-a, 
u~t aoti~ to ~ or dilllinate other non-spill related 
atrea.- OD papulation• 01m ba tha -t ~teotJ.ve :aeana apaadlnq the 
population•• reCIOV\Q:'y. For example, Z'IOQ'VN'Y ~ injured flab atoclU 
c:an ba enhanced by MM91111111t 4eoJ.aiou about tiabiilq Uaita •tbada 
or aeaJIOI:'Ie, taken apegitioally to CIOIIIpluent the other lt'eato ... atloa 
methocbl oontemplatad. At: th& aue ti .. , oontiDued pre-IIPill harvest 
rate• NY keep a ra4uoe4 population frail ever ncoveriq illdepaDdeDt 207-3 
of any babltat tmhanoe~~~.ent work that b Ilona. 

""'* an acologioal lltUl4point, it b in-wzoopdata to ignora th 
relatianl!lhlp betwean reoovery and onqoiq aanaqaent ot the reoover 
resource. !rbb ia especially true tor UJlloited re.acuroes an4 
population.a. PrOII the II'BPA •tandpoint, reasonable alteJ:Dativaa are o 
be evaluated. even if they happrm to be outdde t:M authcrity of the 
lead ac;rency. In tbi• caae, even thouqh .. n.agament acticm. ur be 
outdda direct autaorl.ty o~ the Trustee Council, suoh aot.f.on.a are 
outside the aut:boritJ.e• ot tbe ac;renot.a that ~ up ~ ~atee 
C:ouncil. 'l'berefore, w request the final us d1BCWia in 110re 4epth 
the potential for unageaent actions to ~1-nt or be 1Daorpoz:a 
into the hatoraticm Plan. Civea tM• ia a pragnlllllatl.c fiB, WI 
bali...,. it ia appropriate tor the 'ft'\ult- Council to aake 
zoeg0111181111at:lona to ac;rengle• on UIUlquant acticms. 'l'hb would allCIII 
the appropriate aqengy to ocmaider &DIS/or act ca 'thaae :unag~t 
actions. · 

~ltat »zoteotioa 

EPA b pleaaed the habitat ~otaction c:onoept has been rfltal.n~ 
aa a ujor aspeot of each alternative ia the RastoL'aticn Plan draft 207-4 
EIS. Bowavar, di~~euaa1ona presented in the draft EIS uke it veey 
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diffiault to clatenlne aotual clegz'ee at habitat protec:Jtion (IUid by 
•~ion the degTee at actual rostoratlon benefit to varioua 
resourae.J affordecS by eaoh of tbe altal:114tivaa. Habitat proteot:.icm 
1• dascribecl u bei!:_Vl of •hiqh• (Ud a0111etiuiJ •hivhest•) benefit in 
all of the alternativee. !be di8CI.ltleion• .in the draft m:s clo note 
v•Zl'inw .. oum:s of :.cne:r 1101114 be available for habitat prot:action i 
the c:lifferant: alterna.tl'\'8a 1 and it ie acluxnlledged. 1 ISepeDding on the 
aost per acre 1 t-1' &tn'e• -.ay be proteat.cl .. leae :IIIOIW.Y ie Jlada 
available. ~ draft ZI8 alao vivee a aaaevbat prlo~ritlzed list of 
paroeJ.a that CIOUld. be aoquil'ed., implying tbe pRoeJ.a baving the 
hi9heat :r:eatoration lMnefitll would be~ fi1'at1 :l.a4epandent: o 
hov .u.ch :.oney ia avallabla. tJnfortunataly 1 the reaaurca-:by-raaouro 
diaawaaicm clisol.osaa little. Por UU~Pl•, it ia unclear .bow tha .bi 
priOI'ity parcal.a lllta4 fOI' Cllltl reaource relate to thoaa lbt.W fat' 
otber reaoura-. Qlven thie, it J.a cJJ.tfi(lQ].t to dater-ine Whether a 
injun4 l:'aeQlU'Oea will r-ive aOJW •:l.ni- level of proteotion. b 
ainca all alternative• ve ea.id to achieve •high11 benatita fr:cm thai 
habitat protection components, it ia virtually 1upocaible to vet 
anythinq but the rouvhest idea of wat ia Min9 loat, restoratioD-1' 
wiN, under alternative• that divert ao:re r-toration runda frCIII 
b_.,itat protection into other measure• auch u reaearda, 

The very ....... or thot alternative• a4d to t:hl111 lack of clarity. 
•ca.prebenaive aaatoratioa• ia the na.e viveu to the preferred 
altarnativo, and it b, in facrt, tiWI aoat COIIIprehenliva iD tel:'ml ~ 
type• of rutoration actiona that voul4 ba :fwlded. HOWOVU". it 1a a 
llut ilapatra!bla to clatarJiine the deqrea to Which the overall rNult o 
fllncU~g t:hia wider an:ay ~ action. will ba .ore ~aptd, .are caqJl.at 
or aora OCIIlprfll>eMiva recovery ot r:eaourc.a and aervi~ 1n~ure4 by 
tha JtVOS. •High• b C.Jenarally defined. throaAJ~wut Table 2-~ only as 
aaaninq ~acovary would ~· fa•t•r ~ natural recovery. rroa a publ 
diacloaura atandpoint, it WUld. be 11el.pfu1 tor the tinlll US to 
cUacua habitat pzootacticm trad.•offa ao~• d:lzeatly, parhapa by 
deeoribing .e.t-quantltatiYBly tba de;r•• of reatoratioD likely to 
ocaur fOI' .. ob reaource, rather: than averablpl.ify1119 by ear1119' 'All)" 
will receive lrbigb• berwtita. 



• to•lro-ttl l•en tf tto. loctloo 

1.0-·~oct of a.Jtctloos 

Response 
to Comments 

T1oe IPo\ ,..,.., Jllf 110t tdlolttflt4. ""1 Plhtotial 101l._tol l-eta rwiiUI•ht 
IVblhotl .. CNOIH til till propotol, Tilt f'IWit• U.l' IIIU •tsclO.Id 01'1'0rt¥nlt1H fOr 
applicltlo4 of ldtlt•tiM .... .,... tNt c..,ld M """""' 111>1<1 wt~ no .. ,. tlllll •l110r 
........ to~ ,... ....... 

EC--Eorlr-otll ~ooceros 

Till rP~ "''"' loo• ldl4tlf1H ••••ro-tal fii!IIC\1 tllat tiiOIIId ,. .. otdu to order 
to '""' ,..ott« tile .. ,,....,...,, c.<rwcthe •oUIIII'II ..,1' ,...,.,,. clla1111 til tile 

::::=..:!~-=:~ "t,:!lf!:~::~::.:~~~u:•:. '1:!r:~~·c::.:i:::C:~:: •-u. 
EO-•!'ovi-otol 'lbjectt""' 

Tt. !P~ ,....., '111 ltle1otlftd lll"lllclftt tori-til 1-tl tllat IIMIY1d Ill 
ovoltlld- to onlar to proolcll ocll"""tA! II"'tottloo far tiW onwl-t, Corroclhl 
-•u•n ... ~ re,..lro loblti~Ual clll•tll to til• IINffl'rH &lteruu .. •• COO.IIdlriCiao 
of •- ot .. r ,...joel oltorontn (loehn!tot tilt ..,.oc:tlon altlt'lltht tr 1 now 
tltoroUho). EPo\ lot..,.., ta .,.._ 'fllh tile ltU 11enc.r ta - t""'- IIIP"Ctt. 

1\J-Enl-ota\ly IIIIIUIIfiCIOr, 

TN fPA row!"' .... tdtntflld ldrtnl oorl_.,tol 1-U Uot oro If IOifflciH& 
.. gottoole t"n thtJ ••• 111uthfocto•r ,,... tilt stllld,.,lot of ,.~He lot&ltll or,..,, .. ., 
or oowttt-IIUI qytlltt. ~~ lotenols ta .. rt with tM led lf"OCJ to rolluce Chill 
l<opoch. If the ooteoUal uutlsfacto<t toPtCII &tl 010~ -recto<! 1t the fl,.1 US 
$top, tall l"'OPOI~I will llo rec-odrd ror rof.rl'tl to tM CEO. 

Mtgoocy of tho l•ooct Shtp!ott 

ClttiCI"J 1·-MtiiUUt 

,...,.~ ~n:~:.r.: ::n.!:: :r::':lr.::::.:r.'~:::.:~:;~::~. ';:"i~·:.:r .. ~ 
or octloo, 11o rurtt.r onal,l'lll of lito eoltecUt" II •teoltort, but tilt "'''"*' .,., 
.. 9100t the oddltlon of thrlftlflll loot\1• .. or t.ro-ttoa, 

Clt•gary ! .. JftSU,tiCtlfJIIt hf'at-.at,H 

Jill ""•ft tiS does .. , conttlo tufflcftot t•f-U"" for E'o\ to too11t tness 
""•••-•tal '•";" thn '""•" t.e ... tillttl tn .,... ta toon, """''"' 11>o -1..-c. 
or tho ~PA rowfeoer 'lf.l ltanttrld "" ,.. .. .,.obly ntllollo al_tl .. l tlllt oro wltJolt 
the ...... ,. or orte ... u .. , 1111111"'- to Clle Uoft US,.IOittc• ceold ro4uce ~ 
... trootuntol ttoaoctt of ,.,. ocU••· 1111 lftt~t1flod addlttOQ1 hfON&ttao, tau, •••'11"• Of' UK~nloa slle•U ~ loocludtd 1• tM flul US, 

Cotogorr l-IN4o'flote 

•••• ..::..~: t::.:! •:;-,:-:c~t::c J.!S u:~::r.!:.. ·:::·;::..rm:~':!!! :.:~.!:!~' 
o•ollo~le olttroothort t .. t Ire ""til do of the UICt ..... of tlttroUht$ Ull.)'IH t• ..._ 

:::;:..!!!i,:r~::;:!d ::A ·::m::. ':to!~ ... ~.=;~~:.1:-!!:'l~,::.:;m::-:.ar. 
ualJS41,.,. ~ISo:wsot- iN .r soc- a ~ttudot tiMit tMl' UGu.14 tone Ml ,.wtc 
~:::.:t.; ::'~Jl'~~·:..~m .. ~ "..!1::. '!!l :=. '::!!,:•:. ';.~"\';c:a'r ... U.:.. 
~111 a-All IIIli r.• ,.bite .-ot lo 1 iuppl-otel ev ...,.r"• .,..,. 115. a.. U. liMit 
of tl>e POttnttol tlpiflcaot hoRtl t•lfOI .. d, tll'lt ...,_.1 _,. lie I CIII4141W t"a.
rofirrll t•. ,.,. 'l!O. 

• Fl'fN "' *""'' 11411 "ltcy ••• .._ ... ," •w tilt -..r ... •' Pltllra1 Actt- 1-tl .. ,.,. e ... r._t 
ft!loovl,.,., ,., 

Response 207-1 

5 

Each agency involved in the restoration of the natural resources from the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill has been working with the other agencies to fmd the best means of accomplishing the 
goal of restoration. Each week, there is a meeting of the Restoration Workforce to 
communicate any opportunities or concerns each member may have. In the EIS, it was 
assumed that the land management agencies would continue to manage consistent with their 
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legislative and regulatory manda.tes. It also was assumed that historical management trends 
would continue in the future. This formed the background from which analysis proceeded. 
This is reflected in the description of Alternative 1--No Action in Chapter 2. 

When appropriate restoration measures are identified through research and monitoring of the 
resources, the Trustee Council would make a recommendation for the corresponding action. 
The specific agency with jurisdiction over the area or resource would take action to restore 
the resources consistent with its specific agency mandates. The agency would also fulfill the 
site-specific NEP A analysis requirements. This EIS and the Restoration Plan are 
programmatic in nature and not at the project-specific level of analysis. 

It is because of the willingness of the Trustee Council to consider funding of research and 
monitoring that new or existing methods of restoration are possible through the interagency 
cooperation that exists. This monitoring also enables these agencies to have necessary 
information available to make the best management decisions possible. It is not within the 
scope of this NEPA analysis, however, to analyze the implementation actions of specific 
projects by the various agencies involved. 

It is important to the understanding of the restoration program that one realize that it is not 
solely in the power of the Trustee Council to require any agency to carry out any action under 
its jurisdiction. If, through a cooperative working arrangement, an agency decides to go 
forward and implement a strategy developed by the Trustee Council, it will be responsible for 
the NEP A analysis and documentation necessary to implement it. 

Response 207-2 

The habitat protection afforded under each alternative has been analyzed for each resource. 
In response to public comment, some revision has been made that resulted in changes in the 
levels of impact. The specific parcels analyzed for each resource are the same for a given 
alternative. The specific parcels are identified in Appendix A along with the overall rankings 
and individual resource ratings. 

The potential for incorporating agency management actions into the plan is clearly available 
when implementation is undertaken by an agency within its management framework and we 
expect that they will do this. Additional information encouraging agencies to undertake 
restoration actions in concert with one another and in partnerships with private entities has 
been added in Chapter 2. 

Response 207-3 

See Responses 207-1 and 207-2. In addition, priority shall be given to strategies that involve 
multi-disciplinary, interagency, or collaborative partnerships. Projects that use this type of 
approach are more likely to take advantage of a diversity in viewpoints, skills, and strengths 
and will be more likely to result in cost-effective restoration. 

Response 207-4 

See Response 207-2. The level of priority assumed in this EIS for habitat acquisition is that 
overall parcel ranking contained in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process, Large 
Parcel Evaluation and Ranking, Volumes I and II (EVOS Trustee Council, November 1993). 
This is based on a aggregated rating considering all resources evaluated and not based on any 



Response 
to Comments 

individual resource over another. The relationship between the effects are those of the 
various resources analyzed in Chapter 4 of this EIS. The parcels analyzed for each 
alternative are the same parcels for all resources. 

Response 207-5 

5 

The names of the various alternatives have been extensively used in the planning process. It 
was felt that it would be confusing to those who have been involved in the restoration 
considerations for several years and at least 1 ~ years in developing the array of alternatives 
to change the alternative names. To change them at this point would result in potential 
confusion. 

The specific benefits or impacts estimated for each resource under each alternative are fully 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIS. The results are summarized in Table 2-3. In the detailed 
analysis of Chapter 4, the specific benefits :from habitat protection are analyzed separately 
and then the results are combinetl with the general restoration actions for the impact 
conclusions. 
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Alaska State Legislature 

e 
~resentative David F'mkelstein 

Auguet 1, 1 !J!I4 . 
lhx.oo Valdez Oil Spill Tl\latees Council 
Attn: DEIS Comment1 
64S 0 Street 
Aoohorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustee• COimcll: 

w ..... s-. 
lrmCovael. 

,_AIArA9'Bn·IIIZ 
~JI£1lt6211!o\ 

I am wring to urga tha Trustees CouAcil to dedicate a Iarcil portioa Of die 
Exxon settlement fundi to habitat acquisldoo. Acquisidon. of hablt..a is lhe 
most. efficient and effective JMthOd of Iooc-term reatoratloo of wildlife~ 
population and wilderneaa value•. 

The Truateca Council, in ill draft piau, has propolllll to dedicate a tiWd of 
dae settlemm1t monica towucb habitat protection. I atroocly fe~~l tbat thia 
amo1111t should· bo incteased t.o fit !cut ht1f of the total. The best uac of 
tllese f11nd1 would be tcquiGitlon Of large tracl:e, pmicuJarJy large iD
boldlngs of Native corpcratio.na in the areas of Kenai Fjordi National Pll't, 
Kodiak Natlonal Wildlife Refuge, Knight bland, Afognak laJmd, aad 
Chenega and By&k Ianda. I am particularly familiar with tho Native land• 
In Prince WilHam Sound, which covor a large portion of tbe Souwl's coast. 

Thank you .for your conaldeiatioa in thia Dl&Jter. 

o-·-...,...,... 



Foreign Government 

Environment Canada 
- British Columbia 

OEIS PHONE COMMENT LOG 
Name Affiliation Phone 

Response 
to Comments 

Address 

Date of Initial _ 1. A /1 
contact with EVOS:~~'-!t:r..:.!::S1:,c...:.'9..~.if ____ Talked to: I<!D ¥utr{ 

Comments: 

~ 61l~ 't?0'-1 :f ;/-~ AJJM.r: # AJ;fd :.reJF'JPt!Jd,EZ) ?t:l ""' 

tq,-,1 ?'?)"<' 2>£/.S. 

Y1'M4Hr&b Ol'l ~1"1!(4: •U£ :f.,..,..g p~ LMI:P:S. 

t,1¢ -~.uwr ~ ~5 7.<.:.". 4JA-~ 1#"-"~ 1-M.:P 

~""' ""Tf4:- ~~ t-4;;r~ dl=- pi#"'\ 'P.tiiiA.T~, 

'l?.y alrf..!-A& zrft::. ,.;,.<. d.ftf.. 

_,.. .:5vPfb~ JIU9Mktf. :z;:_ ~"2 ,,.,RI~z= 71? .L.f#ti'I.H EAI.v\ 

Eva 1 "7'0 A F4-PI+~ "7G fht!vpt F -:ft.., • LA..t.. 

5 
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July 1B, 1994 

Mr. Jiw Ayera, Director 
Bxxon Valdez TrUat.a Council 
1545 a str-t 
AnChorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Hr. ~s1 r 
Regarding the comparative budqat emphaab of restoration c;:~ategod .. 
by alternativea. It appe.ara that Alternative 5 provi.dea a balanca 
ot tunding tar all Qat.gorlea ana 1noludea a restoration r .. erve 
Which will •ake 1110ney available tor reeearClb and restorati~:~n bllyon4 
tbe tel:lll8 ot tbe settl .. ant. 

J: wisb you and the trulltaaa wall in their deliberations, 

Si ~ 
Johnson 

y 

602 Railroad Avenue P.O. Box 1210 Cordova, Alaska 99574 Teleplulne (ll07) 4f4·6200 Fu (907) 424-6000 



Kodiak Island 
Borough 

Response 
to Comments 

Kodiak Island Borough 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
RestoratiOn OIDce 
645 G.Street, SUite 401 
Anchorage, Alaska 991S01·34Sl. 

RE: EIS Comments 

Dear Trustee Council and Staff: 

August 1, 1994 

The Kodiak I$1and Borough has reviewed, with Interest, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Exxon Valde:r. 011 Spill 
IEVOS) Restora.Uon Plan. As you are aware, tbe Kodiak Island flo•uugh 
represents one or the regions Impacted by the EVOS. 

we have noted that the DEJS and the draft Restoration Plan will guide all 
future restoration actiOns. and Is Intended to reflect a balanced approach to 
general restoration, monltortng and research. and habitat proteetlon. We 
have also noted that comments are requC$ted tQ be specific and should 
address the adequacy of the DEIS and the merits of the alternatives 
discussed. 

5 

The summary SeCtion or the OEIS ldentlftea the players that were Involved[] 
with cleanup and assessment or damages as a result or the EVOS immediately 195•1 

following the spill. It concerns us that no local governments or native 
organl.zatlons are Usted, since these types or organizations were actively 
Involved In responding to the spill. It IS from this 1ocaJ per,;pectlve that our 
opinions about the best use of the settlement money nows. 

Whlle we WJderstand that the EVOS seWement money ls Intended to be used 
for restoration, we believe that restoration Is both more predictable and 
beneficial when provided In the Conn of habitat acquisition. Habitat 
acquisition provides for both biological recovery of species damaged by the 
EVOS, as weU as economic recovezy of the people and communities damaged 
by the spill. The Kodiak Island Borough does not believe that the same can 
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- --.., 
KOdiak Is/and Borough . . . 

' .. ,.,,.~;~· 
v 

Exxon Valdez OU SpUl Trustee CouncU 
AugU$t I, 1994 
Page Two 

be said of the other restoration components offered In the DErS. The benefltso195_2 to the impacted species from geneml restoration and monitoring and research 
appear, at best, to be somewhat speculative. 

Based on our perspective. we believe that the DEIS alternative that best meets 
the goal of restoration. in the spill Impacted area, is Alternative 2. We] 
strongly believe that the long-term Impacts of habitat acqufsltionlprott:ction. 
as summartzed in Table 2·3, have been undervalued, and that all of the 195-3 
resoun:es listed would fare better under Alternative 2. than under any other 
alternative. As a result, we support Umited funding for other restoration 
categories. 

We urge the Exxon Valdez Trustee CounCil to consider the adoption of 
Alterative 2 of the DEIS, u the preferred alternative. and to usc this 
Alternative as the basis for future decision maldng for the Council's annual 
work plans. We appreciate your hard work and that of your staff. who have 
labored to produce an effective and beneficial plan for the restoration of 
resoun:es lost to the EVOS. We believe that can best be done by habitat 
acq'\lisition In the spill impacted area, 

Sincerely, 

KODIAK ISLAND .SOROUOH 

~~_,j-J--
Linda L. Freed 
Acting Mayor 



Response 195-1 

Response 
to Comments 5 

The text has been revised to broaden the list of organizations involved. This is not intended 
to be an exhaustive list of the many who were involved. 

Response 195-2 

The benefits derived from the other actions are based on the results of similar projects 
completed in similar environments and extrapolated by resource specialists for this analysis. 
Habitat protection benefits are also included in the effects analysis for each resource in 
Chapter4. 

Response 195-3 

. Table 2-3 has been revised for some resources. The benefits from habitat protection were 
derived from the staff analysis of the information contained in the Large Parcel Evaluation 
and Ranking Process. 
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AKHIOK-ICAGUYAIC, INC. 
SOli tllll Driw 
AAchorap. AI moa 

Exxon Valdez Oil SpiU TrnstDD Council 
645 0 Street 
Anclloraf.l!l, AX 99501 

OLD HARBOR NATIVE CORPORATIOtl 
P.O. Bai71 
Old H.bor, AI 99'43 

July 29, 1994 

Ro: Draft Envlronmentlll Iq~aGt St.atemau Comments 

On behalf of Akbiok.-KAguyak. Inc. aftd Old Harl:lor Native Corporation we would like 10 
tflank the Exxon V.ldcz Oil Spill Trustee Council for the opportunity to COJUil1CIIt 011 tbc Draft 
Envli'OIIIIIellt.al Impact Statement for tho Exxon Valdez Oil Spin Restoration Plan. 

As you knaw, we havo Ileal wolkins with the Trustee Council Uld its repruentatiVIIIIlllld 
rc:cognim the enonnity or your task In balancina &he rutoratiOII goals of Vllriout ~~ and 
region• impacted by the EXXOD Valdez oil spiD. We abo appreciate the opca linel of 
<XJnmwnication you havo eatabllshed and the degree ol care you have given to this gomplet pr-. 

How a person views the Draft EIS for the Exxon Valdez llelltoration Plan dependt upm 
where you sit. 

The villages or Akhiok and Old HaJbor sit amicbt the abundlu¢ JllltUrBI rcsourcca of the 
Kodiak National Wildlife Rdilge and the Allllb Maritime! Nati<lnal Wildlife Rofi.Jae. Our 
livelihood, our rulture and our way of life benelil when. the natuJBI re1011rcca of out area arc nurtured 
and sustained. 

The oil spiD had a IJU!ior impact on us becau$C It degraded fish and wildlife habitat and 
populations lll1d threatened the natural resources of our area. Tho spill diminished our lllbsistence 
base. and cllsrupted the lives of our peoplo through commercial fish closures ud the Jolt of fishina 
and lliiiUlef)' joba for our people. 

Gi~ our loc:atioD and reliance on healthy natural resourecs, we have been very lllppOriive 
of the habitat pcotegtion aspect oflhc Resto111tio11 Plall. We IXHitinue to feel that protection of0111 
habitat will give nalurc: the best opportunity to replenish herself: 



EVOS TRUSTEE COUNCIL 
July 29, 1994 
Pase2 
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to Comments 

Further, given our ptOldmity to the lands, illands and wat«S of the National Wildlfe R.efuge 
System, our wortdn.a relationship with the U.S. Flail &Wildlife StNke and our DIUtull goall of 
carofully IDID8ged human uso of the rofUgo .-eas adjaceat to ow vlllaaes. it Is dell' lhat wo would 
have a low de,81'00 of involvement wllh Genenl Restoration projects 111d Releatch ud MoniiOI'inM 
(See Draft EIS, Chaprer 1, page~ 15-16 dlacuaslon of National Wildlife Rdbge Syatem 
C~rellearive Conliervation Plans). Thenfore, we continue to lilvor 1111 Alternative 2 approach 10 
restoration wllieh ~~ bibitat protec:tion. 

5 

In reviewJna the l'fltOralian ~ analyais in the Draft EIS fur the final R.eiiOmlon Plan, 
•'believe the;rtSIOration·~lor nearly • injured species, resoun:es and human servicec~ 
P,ovtdcd by Al~~\'t' 2 ~ liie.esti:nate whieh the Dr.lft ElS (lives to the rupec;tive 'iojuted 
spedes and resciurces (see SIIIIIIDlllY Jll8• xiv-xvii). For eumpte, c:om:ernins c:olliiiiOI'CiU ll&hing 161 • 1 
(Summary page xvii). which Is the backbone of our vlllap income opportunities, the Draft EIS 
stales that the long teem lrifect• of Alternative 2 would have moderate benefits tbr commerdal 
fishing. 

To quote the Dr1lft EIS, "Habitat protection UJd ICIIIli•ition actions may have aloni-tem 
beaelir to sahnon and Pacific herring IIOCksiD the EVOS area by belplng 10 eDSUie aWnteMnCe of 
wild·stO<lk production to support the c:omman:ial fishing industiy." 

Apln • uona wlwe we lit in c:omplete dependence oo the fishing indumy and the he11lth of 
fish Blocb • the importance of protecting the anadromoullllltre.unll and their alliDCiated wetbnd 
complexes and uplands ftom incompatible devdopments in perpetulfy cannot be overRated. The 
long term health of fish resources Is not a "moderate" laue i>r us. k is the highat priority. 
TherefOre, lillY restoration aqinn wbich hdps 811!1lain hishJy productiVC~ flaberie~ is by definition a 
restoration aspect with high benefit in our opinion. 

If 0111' regi1m experiences the habitat d~ion aud dimini!iled product~y c:ommoa. in 
the Pacific Northwest (an issue of growlng COIIOCII'Din Alasb). h woo't be & case of111 economic 
downturn and divw:niflcation, it will be the md nf our villages u viahle ~.to live. 

We bcliiMllhat wlthout habitat protection, degradation of habitat i&a certainty IMII"Wne. 
~ from wble we view the Resloration Plan, a doll&r spert on habitat protection is a dollar 
invested in tile survival of our villages. There simply Is 110 higher restorllloo priority for us. It ~ 
our &bared opinion that Alternative 2 shauld be noted u having • HIGH degree of' benefit, as 161 • Z 
opposed 10 a moderate benefit, for COIIIIIIel'dal fishing. 

We note that the RtatoratiOII Plan proposed Cot adoption endorses a red~ Alternative 
5, whicll bas lbe leaiiiiiiOWII of~ lbr Habitat Protection. Given ow perspective, Alteawlves 
4 and S are our leut tavorlte restontion lppi'Oaches, althoush we note the new Alternative 5 has 

· more funding for habital procec:tlon than lad year'& version. 
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EVOS TRUSTBB COUNCIL 
July 19, 1994 
Pip3 

Jlilll!ly, 'MI ~ lbat 0111' willapP"O not the only --of__, 1Vilhiot tha oil !~pill 
. ...;on. ~~DC~ ourpk""' 110t lhll cnly .-. :filU • T~bave to wcl&h ID 1M rcatoratloa efforu. 
WeiiUPport tho compn:11a11iw apprwch bcina puriiiOCI by lbo Tnwteca. 

TbaDk you fir IIIII opplll'llftty to Pl'elled W1e o:osnmeta IIIII aooclluck 011 tha ilnpotUilt jab 
dlel4 oryou. 

__ ... 

Response 161-1-2 

?;<~ 
llrnll CllrilliweD, 1'relldellt 
Old lhobor Nltlw Co!pcwllloo 

' 

For members of Akhiok-Kaguyak, Inc. and Old Harbor Native Corporation the effect on 
commercial fishing is high. However, the EIS considers the effects for a broader population, 
and for the larger population the effect is moderate. 

Habitat protection provides a highly effective strategy for maintaining and stabilizing fish 
populations and commercial fisheries because it guarantees natural productivity and diversity 
and prevents further loss; however, this is a passive, long-term measure. Restoration actions 
provide other tools that may be useful to accelerate the natural recovery process. In addition, 
aside :from ownership or control of property interests, there are several other means assigned 
to management agencies that are designed to protect aquatic habitats :from undue disruption 
(Appendix C). 



Advisory Groups 

EVOS Public 
Advisory Group 

Response 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
PubUo Advlaory Group 

&45 Cl Street. SUHe 401, Anehol'age- AIUial89501-3451 
PhOne 1107 .. 278-8012 F.x 807-276-7178 

July 27, 1994 

Rod Kuhn 
Restoration Plan EIS ProJect Dlrecta 
EVOS Restoration Office 
645GStreet 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Kuhn: 

At a recent meeting of the EVOS Trustee Council Publtc Advt&oi'Y Group. 1he cratt 
Environmental lmpeCt Statamlint on the Draft Restaatlon Plan was dlaoussed. 

On behalf d 1ha Public Advisory Group I would 11<8 to submit 1he followlng camments 
on the Draft EIS. 

1. Implementation M.-.ageman~ Structure - we have been briefed by Ex8cutlve 
Olrector Jim Ayn on the resufls d the planning workshops he hal been 
holding since January, 1&94. Partlc:fpantt '-"' Included PAG ITIIIIJ1berl. other 
representatiWs of the JUliC and spll.aa ocmmunilles, EVOS ......-ch8fl. 
and agency representatlvel. This group hal rMw8d the Oral Restoration 
Plan and futther refined and updated the l'8CIMity status and objec!Mts d 1he 
Injured resources and seMcee, 1he draft policies, and other elamenll of the 
Dtaft A$$toration Plan. 

5 

WI beleve 1hls "m8nagemmJnt by otJfectlve" lmplementatiCin approach Is an J l1.5 1 
appropt'late ~ of.the Draft ReStuellon and would like to see I -
incorporated IntO the FTnal Restoration Plan. 

2. 

3. 

1n July, 1993, the Public Advisafy Group unanimously adopted a 181: d lus _ 2 
restoration pforflies (8Uadled). We would 11<e to see these ~ ~ 
wiltlin the Fll'l81 Restoration Plan. 

Establishrr'lent of a reserve account Is lnoklded as • restoration ~ In J 
altsmalfv& #5 in the DEJS. the "proposed action". The Public NMsory Group 11.5-:: 
would like to see the restoration resecve account action clarified In altamalive 
#5 and In the other altematlves. We would like to see specific atter1a at1aChed 
to the reseMI tor Its expenditure. 

T,.W. Agoow:jM . 
Sill' t11 AINu:.,_ e1 I'Wt • G- uw,-EnWo-WI eo.......-

llnl~ S1•1••• IU....., Ow ... -~ Admilolllnlllan. ~ ol ~- lnleriar 
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Exxon Valdez: Oil Spill Public Advisory Group 

-Approach to Resloration \1/lS/93)-

~he ~on Vol~•• 011 Spill T.rUat••• ebou14 qiva p~iori~y ~o the 

projects Which are aoat a'f'tective in raatodl\9 •Dll prQtaatin, 

injured reaow:cea~ and. aervic... Pre'f'eJ:'IQ\Ca ahould he qiv.n by 

the 'l'l:Witeea to projecta (1) within the spill area u d.e'f'ined. in 

the aeetarat;t.OD --plua JlrOChure of April 19931, or (2) ouuid.a tha 

epill araa. vitbih the atate Clf Alaska. 

A. Pick-\lp oil Which b foulinw 'the environment and Where it 

ukes enviromaental and econamic •anaa to clea:D up aad vitb. 

tbe approval of local re•identa. landowneca and raaauraa 

Wier•• 'l'lai• :laolu~as 

• Monitoring and faa•ibility atudiea 

• Physical clean-up 

B. Raatare injured r••ouro•• an4 aarvices by takinq direct 

action in petttnant envi~anmanta. 1hi• include•a 

• Sub•iatena. 

• CUltural 

• Recreational 

I C011111ercial 

• Fish 

• Wildlite 

• Habitat 
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c. PrOtect habitat critical to r•sources iDj'U"ect ~ the oil 

spill or threatened by potentially injurious actions. Tbia 

includes: 

• Aoquid~ion 

• conservation .asement• 

• 'l'rad.a 

• .APPl~cation of -.anaqaent teobnlqwt• with l.aMownara 

D. The PUblic Advisory Gl'QUP is in support ot the goncapt ot 

tba astablieblllant of an eftd.o-ant or trust that will provide 

funcU.m,r 'for the purposes · -tablisbacl by' tba sattl.aent 

a.gre-.nt. '1'ha use or aainiatl"ation o'f tbe endonant or 

trwlt should ba aatablished by a Clhartar developed and 

approved by the !'rustaa council. 

E. Replace and/or enbanca injured resouzcas/serv1cas tbrougb 

indirect aeans. Tbis includes: 

• Enhancement of equivalent resource• ta reduce pressure 

on injura4 on•• 

• :rnoreaae populations or levels of service ewer pre

spill condition• 

F. Provide fundinq for facilities which support A throuqh E, 

above. 



Response 115-1 

Response 
to Comments 5 

The concept of "management by objective" will be considered in the Final Restoration Plan. 

Response 115-2 

The Public Advisory Group's restoration priorities were considered in the policies included 
in the array of alternatives. Further consideration to these priorities will be given during the 
preparation of the Final Restoration Plan. 

Response 115-3 

One purpose of including a restoration reserve in the array of alternatives is to provide the 
Trustees with a means to respond to the restoration needs beyond the fmal payment in the 
year 2001. A significant part of this consideration is the fact that we cannot predict what the 
specific needs may be in the future. It is not possible to be specific at this time beyond saying 
that the restoration reserve may be used to fund actions consistent with the policies contained 
in the Final Restoration Plan that follow the record of decision at the conclusion of this 
NEP A process if a restoration reserve is a part of the program decision. 
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:llJ AUSKA. CENT:ER .,or tlte ENVrRONMENT 
5'19 West Bi:h Avenue, Suite 2ot • Anchorage, Alaska 9950'! . · . · 
(907) 274-~621 • fall:: 274-8733 · 

July 2f , .. 1994 · 

rios ~ruatee eouno:i.l 
Att:DBlS·CQDmenta 
645 G StreR· 
Ancborllqa, ·u .· 
99501 

Dear 'l'rilst:.N: 
_. • ' ' ' • • • a • o ' ' 

" · x· •• . .n:-:l.ting. to·~· to ClOm!Uint-· on the EVOS tira~t . 
DtviroNII.ontal'- IIIPaot ·statement wl2,1dl wUl help deterllina how to 
spend ~ re~Jt eivU ... tt.lamant 110n8Y• . . . · · · 
. :t Q:tga' tlie. 'l'I:'Uat.e;ea· .to uae up to .5oo ml,lion of· the . 
reaainirlg· .f\Ulds tor habitat a(:quidtion. 'Purcl\uing parCMls .. 
aDd:U9erei2 :by unwise lcXr<Jlnq praoticea .1• .the- hiqlufat and.'beat: 
u.e; ~t. the sattleu~t; aoney, wt2,lch l>Y J.av: b to -~ yaacl to . 
·rasto~e ·or·-ac;:quin tba 'equiv~~olant ree~auroee -~ thoS:e 4&1111.9ai! by 
the· spill. . . .. · · · ' · . · · . . . . 
• · 'l'he "truat•• have the cppol:''t.un!1:y to: pilrmanently · pi:"Otaot .a 

host. of irreplac4uabla v114ern ... areas, suCh-.u •the 'Eyak 1~ 
near CordoVa, ~neqa•a holdinp OJt. W~ Prinoe WUU.&a SoUnd, 
·th• Paul arid lAura tAkas aJid Shuru st.raiglitll regions. ot At~, . . 
MontagUe Island;. a!M! the'Kodiak MatiDM11Uldl:l:t'a ~fUP.• · .. · . 
. · B'f U&ipci •cat of the .r .. a!n!nv ilpUl' funcliJ 'tor habi'ut: . 

protection, tka 'l'ru!lte~ vill-pre~arva crit:ieal, h&bita~. IIU!'h ·~ 
adliiOn ·•t,reau, oalvinq -VJ:GUftda. and 4CbllllJ:1.9 eit••· · ftay ·vill a1so. 

• · · ·· aConomloallY Q.po'ver RatlWI ,'Coq~G~at.L~· vile» ne Nluobuitly · 
engag-ing- :i.n'\UUIUat.ain.bla 19Winf· -in'~c1·J! to-.raiae ~ rieeded. 
callh far- .•ha:rebolder:a. · ' ' . · ·. · · " . 

· ... 

· ·. · · l comple.ent .the 'l'rlllri:.ees -for. tba'D.ohel!lalc: Bliy.!Uid .Seal Bay purdla•••, witbout.-tbeir ~·•;L9llt. th~· araea-woulc:l have brian. · 
· - rlaatrqyea. But tlia expenditure·. of $56 •HUon rqr t¥o ~·u 1• 

not 'nMrlJ eftOI:ICJb• 'ilta ~aU.· OolmG'1.1 -.at ~.:k S!SDO llillion 
· of ~in DCJ BPill 110n•r for tM ~-- of cithar lar.g_e ~ls. 

· that ~· -~ut.ly at J! ate. · . . . · · · 
·. Pl...-·rafu*a. ta dol• out·110ney foJ:'.porkbarrall .aka VOCk 

· projectil. uae,tbe·~y for iloquiiliti9n of 'habitat IU,Id qoocl, · 
focused saientlf±o .tUdiea vith a.pret.r.nca 901n9' ~o.Aiaaka 
baHd. -l'Maarcben aD4 heio.taotm:l.al1111a. Habitat acqulaltion·llnd· · 
Ciuality-, ac!enc$ •to•. tJaa iloat •ita'b~'-ancl ·etf~i'"- ¥8-Y•.b:t· use·. 
the raaaining ~unda,-~e land. will J:'em&in ~teo~, an«_ tba·d•t• 
wU·l ••rva-IICiientiata for y•ara ·t.o come. · · · · , 

'l'baiJk. you fo;r y~ ·tbaa ariel attantlon. . · · · · · 
• • • • h ' • • :· • • • 

· ·. ~u:noer.ely, · ·. 
•.: 

. ' . . . 
• ,.u:~ ... tlld9. ,...,:;._~,--- :..v.~~~~,f- . 



Alaska Miners 
Association, Inc. 

July 21, 19114 

Jlr. :Rod KUhn 
EIIil Project X.naqer 
EXxon Valdez Raetoration Office 
645 G street, suite 401 
Allcho;raqe, 1IX 99501.-3451 

Response 
to Comments 

:u: Draft .EIS for Exxon Valdaa Oil Spill Restot:ation Plan 

llear Mr. Jtuhn, 

'.rhan:Jt. you for the opportiUlity to ~nt on tbb illportant 
doaiDilent. Tile tutura of thia area of the State will be detenitMd 
by thia EIS and we are OODCarnecl that IUIIUiceaauy restriction. are 
being Jlroposed. Mining ancl loqqinq ha'Va been a part of this area 
since the turn of tha century and aignitioant opportunitiee repin 
tor the futw:•. · 

We are concerned tlult tha D!IS has been written with no recoqnition 

5 

of current aininq practice and of the lawa an4 requlationa now in 
place. In varioua locations the O.EIS ahow a bias against ainingJ 
without describing exactly why aininq would be a problaa. 103·1 
ll'eqatlv., unsupported COII!Umta are aade about mini119 hut the 
po•itiva benefits are not identified, diecuased and analyzed. 

IUni~q is a short term usa of the land, after which the land vill]103-2 
re11a~n available fOir other wrea, This should lle reooqnized in the 
EIS under each of the alternatives. 

11han 11ininq ia di&cusaed in thia dOCUJflent it must in<lll\ld.e the"l103-3 
positive benefita that ~asult troa mininq. Many millions of .u.s._J 
citizena vant to work and JIMd jo~ to auppo:r:t their fa111iliaa. 
Theee citizens have a riqht to have their need for job& recognized 
in thh li:IS. Kininq provides tll• hiqh .. t paid blue collar joba in 
the country. !l'he&e jo~ are cballenqinq, U:illad and year-around. 
The BIS aust addreea the benefit• that would result when valuable 
ainaral dapoaits are identified in this area, as •ost certainly 
will :be the oase at 11ome tiM in the future. Historic ainin9 
occurred and vas econo•iaally viable at that time. Mow wltb new 
tecbnolQ(Jias, deposits that were p:reviously not acon0111ic will 
become viable. 

The DJO:S contains a •tronc.t undercurrtmt: tbat "natural" is be~>t•l103·4 
This ia not correct and this view .u•t be reaoved from the 
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dOCUaant. Man~~qement of' the land, wildlife and tisherlea ~J1034 re&ult in a lli9]ler value than in t1w natural atate. The la.l\4, 
wildlif'e alld f'iaheiaa -.ust be .anaqad :for the benefit of unkilld. 
101fatural11 area• an cma of the needla of unkind bUt not the only 
need. 

Kinin9 can ~ult: in i:aproved wildlife and tlsheriea habitat and-,103-3 
this llbould be reC09nizec1 in the BIS. Por example, •ining can-J 
provide blprovad :.ooaa brovee over ~ natural habitat. %f :aining 
le in t~ vicinity of riparian areas these can be reclai:aec1 to a 
aore produe~tive oondltion than the natural setting. Gravel can ba 
aized ancl placed. to provide tor iaproved -.pawning areas aa QOmpared 
to the natural aet\',inq. Deep bolea oan be provided for winterinq 
where none exiat at the preunt, ate. ~ banef'lta to the 
wildlife and f'iaberlee wu.t be recognized and included in the liS. 

we do not aqree that »urchaH ot tha land· or aineral ~ighta or 
109Qinq ri9hta, eta. by the qovarnaent 18 appropriate. SUch 
purCllaae will albdna.ta the poaaibility that tbeae lancl8 will 8Vel' 
ba adclecl to the tax rolla. The projected 108118& ot property taxaaJ103-6 
.ust be 1ne~ludec1 in the liS. 

Purdbaee ot the land or aineral riqhta or loqqinq riqhta will alao 
result in reatriotlona to use by the )IUblie, evan it the BIS allowa 
1110111e aaaaure of d.evelop!MJlt.. Once the government controls the land 
ancl l'1111011r04n1 1 lp'OUP• opposing devalopaent. of any kind will inaur• 
that any potential project ia tied up in litigation ao it cannot 
proceed. 

We do not aqrea that if landa are purchased they should be closed 
to exploration and ain1n;. Kinin; Clan be mana.qed ancl the disturbed 
landa realaiaed to insure that peraanent adverse impaote do not 
occur. If tha option ia included tbet landa say ba oloaec& to 
aininq, it auet be apeoified in the BIS that thia has to be on a 
case by ca .. baaia and would have to be lillllited to the aaallest 
poallible araa. 

Thank you for your conaideration of our comments. s:k:, 
.·~ 
Steven c. Borell, P.B. 
Executive Oireotor 

cc: Senator Ted Btevene 
Senator Frank Xurkoweki 
Can;reaaaan Don Younq 
Governor Walt~r J. Hickel 

Response 1 03-1 & 2 

Existing Federal and State of Alaska laws and regulations, including but not limited to the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the Multiple Use Mining Act, the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act, the National Forest Management Act, the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the Endangered Species Act, the Alaska Forest Practices Act, the 
Anadromous Fish Protection Act, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, the Clean 
Water Act, the Alaska Coastal Management Act, the Bald Eagle Protection Act, and the · 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, are intended, under normal circumstances to protect 
resources from serious adverse effects from logging and other developmental activities. 
However, restoration, replacement, and enhancement of resources injured by the Exxon 



ResponseS 
to Comments 

Valdez oil spill present a unique situation. Without passing on the adequacy or inadequacy of 
existing laws and regulations to protect resources, biologists, scientists, and other resource 
specialists agree that, in their best professional judgement, protection of habitat in the spill 
affected area to levels above and beyond that provided by existing law and regulation will 
likely have a beneficial effect on-recovery of injured resources and lost or diminished services 
provided by these resources. 

While mining activities may not negatively impact large areas, there may be short-term 
negative impacts. In consideration of this, mining was included by example with logging and 
other disturbances as activities that could impact the habitat of those resources already 
injured by the oil spill. 

Response 103-3 

The conte~ in which mining is discussed is under No Action--Alternative I. It is assumed 
that mining activities are a reasonably foreseeable use of those private lands being analyzed. 
The various alternatives do assume a loss to this sector of the economy where mining is 
prevented from occurring on land interests acquired with oil spill restoration funds. 

Response 103-4 

It is not entirely clear what the writer means when they refer to "'natural' is best." We 
assume he is referring to the concept that benefits can be realized by protecting or acquiring 
habitat as a restoration method. The analysis done as part of the Large Parcel Evaluation and 
Ranking identified those benefits to resources injured by the oil spill. The basis for habitat 
protection is the concept of avoiding private landowners' actions from adversely affecting 
those resources injured by the oil spill. Since it can be demonstrated that benefits are derived 
in this way, it is reasonable to include them in this analysis. 

Response 103-5 

At face value, this statement is true; however, history has not supported this conclusion. 
Improved habitat conditions will result only if restoration and enhancement methodology, 
commitment, and maintenance are incorporated into the mining plan. Minimally, there will 
be a net short-term loss during the mining and restoration phases and ordinarily, there is a net 
long-term loss from the natural conditions. 

Response 1 03-6 

Taxation should be considered and is discussed under economics in the fmal EIS. 
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Jeff Parker 
c/o Jameson ' Asaoc~atea 
500 L street, Suite 502 
Anchorage, Alaska 995<11 
(907) 272-9377 

July 11, 1994 

E:a:on Valdez OU Spill ~rustee Counoil 
Attn: BIS comments 
64.5 G Street, Suite 401 
AnchoraQe, Alaska 99501 

Dear 'frustees: 

Tbeae comaanta are submitted in behalf of tb8 Alaska 
Sportfishing Association an4 TrOut Unlimited. 

rhe draf~ EIS (•DBIS•) for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan suffers from two major deficiencies. 

The first ia that DIIS appears not to aeet th 
requireaent that a draft BIS aust examine all reaeonabl 
altarnatiY••· You bave designed your alternatives so that it 
impossible for any interested person tQ ehoosa to spend ~· moa 
money on babit.a.t acquisition and spend it either state-wide o 
substantially out of the ap.Ul area. 'rhat ia clearly a reaaonabl 
.-J.ternativa, giYen that the alternative of epending 1 
overwhelmingly on acquisitions, but aolely within the apill area, 
is itselt an admission that it reasonable to pick an alternativ 
basad on reasoninG that little can be done in actual natoration, 
other than ac~ia!tton. 

The DEIS seem. limit out-of-spill-area acquisitions to 
thou that bear a link to injured r .. ouraes. With all due :raapegt, 
that ia not the standard for acquisitions. !l'be better . .guidano• -
that of the conference committee on the Clean Water Act of 1917 -
is mare liberal. It !a tiNtt when the daJU~ged or destroYed 
resource is irreplaceable~ you sbaply acquire a •naourcN to 
offset the loss.• a.. conf. Rept. Ho. 95-830, 95th cong., tat 
Sass. (1977) rgpriuted tn u.s. coda Congressional i ldain. Bewa 
19'17, 4326, 44241 ·U67. 'rhl't regulatoJY defillitiona of acquisition 
sildlarl! are not ae restrictivfil aa you have designed your 
alter:oat vas. 

Essentially, you have distributed the two~ key variables 
of (1) lo<:ol• of acqul.sltion• an4 (2) the amount of mney for 
acquisitions so aa to alt.inate thia choice ~eing presented for 
public review. A8 I recall the caaea on reasonable alternatives, 
I suspect you are not in compliance. 

1 
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to Comments 5 

Second, you pe~ist in doing ~thing to comply with the~ 
NRDA regulations u they nlata to pasaive usa, which I need not 01 g.:. 
remind you is the value loat by tbe .blerican public at la.rg"a. All 
you aay ia what you bave .aid !o'r five yeara - thAt when :reaourcea 
are back to baseline, so will be paesive use. 

The practii:41 result .18 tbat for most resource injury in 
relation to passive use value, you have in effect aelec~ a •no 
action• alternative. The KRDA raqulations, in the quantification 
phase, in the restoratioa JMthodO!oc;w and in the ralltoraUon plo~~n 
pbaae, all oonteJIIPlate dat:a-bas$«1 aeasures of how reetoration 
p1anning actions will return service, inoludinq paaaive uae 
services, to baseline. tn -v view, tbe DEIS does not aeet that 
requirement for IIUlkinq tta. nece•ary choices lllllODIIJ restoration 
alternative•· In -.y v,iaw that insufficiepcy arises fJ:Oa a 
parochial lack of coDQara tor ~. laerican public at larga and an 
overly parochial aoncarn for local ua.a.ns. You -.igbt do well to 
:xem.ibd set an eumpla to all, t.bat in the role of txuat ... , atata 
aad federal official• alike have dutiaa to the greater publiQ at 
large, and not juo«; t:o .Ala•kaJUJ. 

Response 019-1 

SinQ)r;~1Z L 
;111-. 
Attorney for the Alaska 
spo:rtfishing A.saoo.iaUon 
and 
Vice Presi<lent, Aluka state 
Counoil of Trout 11'lll.ilaitad 

The EIS is not required to analyze all possible alternatives. The specific alternative 
mentioned is embodied in Alternative 2, as far as the emphasis placed on habitat protection 
and acquisition. The question raised concerning the geographic limitations of restoration is 
contained in Alternative 4. At the time of the record of decision (ROD), the Trustees could 
elect to moduy Alternative 2 to include the policy on location of action from Alternative 4. 

Response 019-2 

The positive restoration actions taken to date and those proposed under the various 
alternatives is expected to aid in the restoration of passive uses through the restoration of the 
resources injured by the oil spill. 
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rr:~.:-.:.· .. 1'~~.~· 
'~'' ••• 'II" 

lb.•·fll·'lol'\\ .. 

~ ........... a 2 ,.. ??(",.a 
,ALASKA WILDER:-JESSlEAGUf: 

EVOS Trustee Council 
,,."'.' Attn: OEIS Comments 

645 G Street 
AnohOfage, AIC. 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

... -
August1, 1994 

:.~. As Executive Director of the Alaska Wilderness League, a relatively new 
:;,,_;·>i .~:;;:o 5011cll31 orga11lzatlon In Washington, D.C. dedicated to the protection of 
'"'""'"~'· Alaska's lncompa(able natural ondowment, I wa.ntad to make e few brief 
·~~ '""d:v· comments on the Restqretlon Plan Drart Envlronmantal Impact Statement. 

:"\<~-.= ,1J!.:r . Hoving recently flown over Native c;orporlltion Ianda In Southea$t Alaska, 
It Is obvioUII 19 me· that the mos,t Important thing you could do with the Exxon 
Valdez Settlement money Is to purcha11e forest habitat before it Is logged. Even 
the proposed scientific atudlas will not make as big a difference for Alaske's fiah 
ami wildlife liS simply .using the money to buy es many threatened lands along 
Prince William Sound 1111 posalbiii:J, If you don't, these lands will be cleercut, with 
no pretense of slllltelnable forestry, due to the constraints of the Native • 
Corporation system, and fish and wildUfe reco\lery will be slgnfnoantly hindered. 

Please increase the Hab1tat Protection budget of the RPDEIS to 500 million 
dollars. Generai·Restoratlon projects should be examined carefully, to be certain 
~ will really .mean s.omethlng to the .feng term future of tHe Sound area. 
When la!ld Is ~;~cqulred, parcels ehoulil be as large as possible. If not, the 
fragm&ntatlon·caused ~Y surroun~ing logging could limit their usefulneu as 
blologlcel reseNo_irs. 

I know you've heard all this. bef<1ro, but 11ust wanted to add my voice. 
Pleue devote more reso1.1rces and attention to purchasing threatened nmber 
lands," especially In the Kenai Fjords, Afognak Island, Kodiak Refuge, Chenaga 
lands, and Knight Island regions, Thill is certaiply the single most effective 
approach to Tel!torlng and malntelning flsh and wildlife damaged by the Exxon 
Valdez spill. 

Since rei'(, 

Scou IC.earln 
-Executive Director 

41~\. "',h'\1, \:l', \\':.~t'n·(t••:· .'tt. ~.~·~'~ 
·.~.•!i l.l.·f•\~,., l ...... z~ .. :· ;.j..J·~·,s· 



The Alaska Wildlife 
Alliance 

BVOS Tl'llllllll Ccnmdl 
MS G SlrMt, SuHa 401 
Anc:honp, AK 9!1501-3451. 

Jaly7, 19!M 

& DL\PrEN'Y.IBONMENTAL .IMPAc.T SI'ATEMENT 

To lbe IWOS Trus1eec 

Response 
to Comments 

Think you for tide opporiUnlty to CG~~UDMt on the draft lbaGaa v.Jc~a on l!lpll 
'Rellcii•Uan PiE ri Nlat.cl draft J!nvlr:mm...W 1111.-:t Sbl.tlmatt. 

'l1w Allillnce • • MllplOlit otpl:raetba that pl'OIII.otlllncr11 n r.t pmlilellaa far wildU&t, 
..-DDMbl:ywfldpNdall:n, in AlMb. Oar~~ work lor~~ 
eiNDC--.pliw UM of~ IIIII bJwputawd oi lbewik~Uf. paUq puWic pmc11t. 
AMha1lah-- oftln. illlntiW wBb ........ ol ~ prosraDII. each .. wolf~; 
1ft lJne h..i waddng CIIID..-uai oe-wJ141Ut Rb~Ji~bt-- fn b ..... DDIIIN1iwD 
16yeuw. 

Oar ....... IIIIIUftoatlwMtaMolh BVQ;~ f&mdliiJaarlmaJINIIIIcliall 
ol fllh lftCI wildlile l'IIOidOIL a-ty, the moet .tfediw way of ll!il\IUfiDc I01Ialt wlkiiiCe 
popalaMoal wall Jnlo the futlaN if thnlu&b WU.f ltt:fJIIIII&f4 ~lfUI 1'nllectlorc. 

orc.-.~.....uao•·pP~JK~~nc~t•.,.._lll'...ufatd-otall,&h......._n 
.............. ......,.._.. aNIIharMiui, proQt ......... ~~....,.. wbich ... notiiifiiCCiiidate to ._ Jl'lllll•• ol the lll:tlement fiDIL We~~ thele approptltlanl, lhe 
....... .,.wllkh aN IIDI11 c:ornplftiCI to -=urtns trdlld.,.,.,........ 

.Allalp ...a. UQ 't. ......... ,.. ..., JI!CCIIIII!IMII c:attins in .. the paopuwcl 
lllocMiCit b-melll:acU& Scilntfllc -m -r ................. to ex.ctlyhn ail pvJitDiw 
Hlmon..llutet~NIIIImaa populltbw ... .epaterdlk~fnlmllwlogtncnelllft:allfne. 

Oar illlw:pll: ~to .. ~. tai n:-. fUDda for MWiat liCqldltliua
pcutlciiDtt toatlellt -m!IJicft. Providins lilh Mel~ With ha!Jhy, fuadloalaCJaam. 
fn wl*b to tiXflt IIIICl Np!'OCluc!lil Chi llnP mad latiDc cHcm lhat can be tUia to adtlptll 
tbe ~ ilffllctl ol. h... fa a6dition, it. equJiy impaltant to quire mel pvta:t 
tllpJ/k:athallitat-. s.r.pudfDc ...._ ar four 1arp ~ wm pmlld_.. Wildiile and 
it more in .._,...With the JJIIIPilM of dw .ulealiintlundl than bu)'frlc hiDdfull ot_....._., 
puny'*-

5 

CHAPTER 5 • 37 



5 Response to 
Comments 

38 • 5 CHAPTER 

To nm up OW" comD1III1tl: 

• llimfnalle •pnent reelciiiiUon· prajecll 
• Cut :In Jy)J ~ alf.oc:atiaN b llllll'fne ~ 
• Inaaue ~ pMiclian fuadins to at lwt $600 D1iiUon. 
• A&:qub ft plWct -.,~~p~&aat p«mmll nlfw fbln DUmii'OU fiMII IIDIIII 

TheecaloP .ulcCIIIDJIIIc Nnltlt~tM Exxan VU!az ofllpillareltlllMI~ We 
:imp1aN t1w Tnane. to t1o whit 11 11..t • thole' 10011: • ...,... b.r tbll cliMidll' • Alub .. 
wJidlifa. .we.lqle that Dill'~ w:111 uot on1y be IICiclecl to 11w pahUc ncard, bat wm be 
·~Y·.~*.l .. -,wll. . 



American Institute of 
Fishery Research 
Biologists 

-v.c:,...., .......... .,. __ 
... _ 
....... "" -...... ~ _ ... -I,W .. -... _,. -..... -.a. 
-"' 
__ 
..... _ 
-·""' -.. .,.~ 

Response 
to Comments 

M~~~·~»~•~**n_. 
lllltdvGir (!{ IWCOC'IIIIoN (!{ ..,.,_,.., tllld CIJfllllf,._, 

July aa, 19!14 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Tru.tea Council 
64!5 •G" Street 
ADchoraqe, Alaska 99501 

To Kr, Bruce BirtellOI 

x a• IUIIa:r.ad that tbe ~p08al• foE' endowed chairs at the ]239-1 
U~iversity of Alaata vera oaitted in the Draft El:S • 

5 

-"" -
I will enclo .. ooplas of two letters we have sent - July 30, 
1993 1 and April ~1, 1!1!14, that 4eal with the proposal for 
endowed Cllla1H at. the University of Alaska. The JUly 30, J 
1993, letter vas a follow-up on oral testimony that I pre
sented ror the A»erioan lnatitute of Piahery Reaearoh·Biolo-
giets '(Alaska Districts) at tbe Trustee Council public 239-2 
haarinq in Juneau on April. zl, 1993. I was told at: tbe _ ...... 

-.. ..... --
-

haarinq that the tran~~oript;s at the h.aring would he IIUIIII&-
rir.ad and included in the. EIS. Did tbla Juneau tran.cript 
qet lost? 

Tbia teatime~ vaa vary t.vorably received by the one aeaber 
of thtl Trustee Council. that vas present, He aaid that 
endowinq ch«ira waa such a loqlaal ldaa he wondered Why the 

_,_,_.,... TrUateea had not thoU9ht of it early in the prooeN. other 
people as well aa tha TrUstee Kember present at the hearing ...... __ l.n Juneau ca- up to ae aDd ~Uq~reaae4 very s~Otl9' aupport 

-·-- for the oonoept of endowe4 chain and echoed the ~ta by 
---the Trustee. I told the audience that there wtu:e previoWJ J 

propo101alc for uainq a portion of the .oney tor endowing 239·3 
- C!hain. I did not He any reteranca to thaa ill the Bts 
-D.c .. - either, 

An endowed chair at the University will actually bring new 
aoney into Alaa~a. When a professor applies tar raaearbh 
91:1mta, hefaha·hava a IIUob better alumoe Of bainq tun4ecl it 
they 4o nat have to take their salary aut of the grant. The 
grantinq agenoy will know that all their aoney will be uae4 
far aacollpiiahil\9' the research and not have a paraentaqa 
taken out for the professor'• salary. Professors in en4owed 
Ohair• have a huqe ad~ta~ in attraoting •outside• grant 
aooey, 
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Bndavinq ahair• a~ the oniverai~y ar Alaaka will VUBE&ntaa 
that at leaat •- of tba DXOif IIOMY will last in pe~tu
ity and that .~ -•Y will qa an aupport:inq re-•n:h DD the 
lonq ter~~ Ufeota' of tu oil on natural resource•. FUture 
qenerationa of Alaatan. will be thaDktul and ~aaaad with 
the f'ar-aigll.tad w1114ow. of tiM 'l'I:Uataa C:OUnoil if' they :Laveat. 
some o:f' the :IIOJI&Y in -.xlovinq Cbair. at the Univaraity. 

SiDIMrely, 

~obn R, (~aok) Helle, Ph.D. 
far the Alalta Dbt:dota of t:he 
AMrioan IDStitute of Piabtley 
Rasea~ Biolgqist. 



-.. ~.,....., __ ... 
,.._ ......... ........ ,... -LW.,..... _ ... 
-,.,.,.,JtMfl8; ,_,. 
........__ 
..... ..,.a.. -lX _ ..... 
......... -. ..: --1.¥.*'-t _.., --·---
"""'"""-

Response 
to Comments 

AlltericaJt/IIIHIIIk 1Jf 1isltay ltesarrclt !Jio/oiisll 
.... ~ illl:rJrptnlld"' l!U4111IIfllfll'iM-~ 11/dl IWQ/mtDMI 

.... of~ o/«""-lllfl~·-· 

Jllly 30, 111113 

~on Valdes Oll Spill Traat.. Council 
Baataration OfflC$ 
U$ 11G11 8traat 
I.Dchcn:at;JtO, Al.aa)QI 99501 

!o lfal)en af tbe TrUataa COWteil; 

The Alaska Cb-.pter of the .Allu'itliln tnatittlt. of Fishery 
ResearCh Bialoquta (AIFRB) baliwea that one or the .ao•t 
beneficial. tbinga that could be clone with the 'I':'IUtoratiOD 
~~~Htey would be to el"oiow facUlty poaitions at tlul uni.vanity 
af Alaaka, TheM pcaitiOJW woUld provide tl:lac!ling, pu!Jlia 
-.rviee IUid ~eaearah dl:rectly ral.ated to the natural r.
wou~aa af Prince Yilllu Sound, 3eC!aWI8 these poa1t:ia1111 
would be fUnded off the. lntaraat af the em\owment thlly 11GU1d 
laat in perpetuity. What a rar-aiqht41d leqaoy " would be 
laa.vinq to Alaau I 

At the Trwlbe council public hHriiiiJ iD Juneau on April .u, 
1993, ve PrManted thaH 14MB ilt anl ~etimony. .. 8UCJ
geated that it\ ·lld41tian to tba an4owe4 olul.lra nco-l'ldld 
for bi:rds, the !l.'l'!UIIIteaa conaider fllnclincr at ltaallt 15 ohain 
relatecl to aquatie naow:cea. S.eh cha:l.r is eatillablld to 
ooat $2 •Ulion by tba Vlliveralty of Alaska l'ouoda.tion and 
only the interest would ~ uae4 to flmd the position. 

""'"'"'"""- w. ai.ICJ9a&ted tbe fallovinq poaitioiUI that ~ld JJa perti
,.,.__ nentt population clynudca, .. 1110nlcl blolo;y, aquatic Pll" 
----thDlOIJY, elgoJ.ogy, fiah pllyslology, taXl001Q91Cal 'l~l 

iDtertiiHl ec::ol09Y 1 il\vert:llhrat. eyateaatics, fish 
,._ ayatematlca, J:leb&vioral aeolo;y, 110l8cular ganetioa, atoca ....._ .• .c..- identifioaticm, :risb nuta:itlon, bio•.triC!a aJJd paruitolacn. 
-·-- 'l'bara an, af. couraa, othell:' poaitioiUI that could be ...-.ry 

blmal'iolal aa well, •·9· al:leyology, hletology, r~ 
slllllliDq, Miotlenthology, fh~;-iaa oceanaqJ:aphy, at al.. 

Ple«•a coD&ider tllia letter •• a prelial:a.ary propoaal. A 
~tailed ~acdption or each eha1r ol' poaition will ~ 
pnpand 1n colllll:loratton vitb tbll 11n1vanity of Alaaka. 

ror the Al .. lta Diatrlcrl:s AIPRB, 

John H. (~adk) Halle, Ph.D. 
11305 Glacier awy 
Juneau, Alaaka 99801 
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-'V.C',,...,. 
......... 1£4 -U.IIoOo 

~""''"' -.......... ..... WA -......... -. .. --.. ,.. ..... 0.. _.,. 

-L ~•"""-' 

__ ,. 
---------
-........... c:.. .... 

............. -

Allltriarll /Hslillde of 1islter11 Raautlt !JidPfilll 
All~_,_.,_,.. 1115610 ~IWI,...,., w,tpNJ/(II.f/Mf/ 

IMIIdtltrll Q/ l'ftOIItliflM of~ Mil~ 

April 21, l!IU 

txxoa Valdal Oll spill Traata. caunoil 
Restoration ott1ge 
6'5 •a• strMt 
Anahoraga, Alaat. 11!1!501 

To~· of the 'l'NatM COWK::I.l1 

In a latter to you of ~y Jo, 1!1!13, the Alaaka Cha~ of 
the American Xnatitgte ot 71•hary ~ .. aarch Biolovtat. ~ 
ta1141d their b.li•t that one of the ao1t benafia:l.d u.. of 
the reat:oration aoney would he. t:o .m- faculty pos:l.ti~ at 
the Univardty of Alaska. 

In ad4:1.tion, at the ~•tee COUDC1l pUblic hearin~ in JUneau 
on ~11 21, 19113, :t pr .. tmt:ed thau idaea about endoW:I.nq 
facUlty poa1t1ol111 in oral t .. tiiiiCmY• 'l'beae i4eu w.r:a 
raaeived very favorably by people in the audience. In tact, 
MY81:'al people ruari:e4 that ai'I4GWi1111J chair• at the 'Dilivar
ait.y of Alaab 1IU aiiOJl an ol:Wioaa way ta baHt1t all lUaa
:tau. in addition to dil'toetly benafittiJl9 the naouzooea of 
P.d.noe 1filliul Sound -that they ~~en aurpriaed that WIOre 
people bad not aq'lellt:e4 it. 

COUld yoll ~ora a• on t:M ~·nc:t. for tb8 liiii'l Me WOUld be 
plea .. d to expand ~ o011111enta on the aub:lect of a:ndOvecl 
cbaln for the Univen~itr of Alaalca if you. tael it WOUld be 
pertinent. 

o70hn 8', (Jaak) Belle, Ph,O. 



Response 239-1 

Response 
to Comments 5 

It is unlikely that all the effects from the oil spill will be fully understood even by the receipt 
of the fmal payment from Exxon in the year 2001. With this in mind, the Trustee Council has 
proposed a restoration reserve as part of the proposed action--Alternative 5. However, under 
the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Consent Decree that governs the use of the joint 
trust funds, the Trustees must unanimously agree on any decision regarding the use of the 
funds. Thus, an endowment that provides funds for restoration activities to a management 
board, grant making organization, or university that would then distribute funds at its 
discretion, does not appear consistent with the requirements of the MOA. The authority to 
make decisions regarding the use of the funds would be delegated to an entity other than the 
natural resources trustees or the Trustee Council in violation of the terms of the MOA. The 
proposed restoration reserve, however, does address the need for long-term restoration 
activities such as monitoring, research, and general restoration, which is consistent with the 
use of funds advocated by proponents of an endowment. 

Response 239-2 

This specific comment was included in the development of the Draft Restoration Plan-
Alternative 5 in this EIS. It is shown on page SO in the Summary of Public Comment on 
Alternatives of the Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan published by the Trustee 
Council in September 1993. This comment was also considered in the development of the 
restoration reserve, but due to legal concerns (see Response 23 9-1) an endowed chair is not 
considered in the proposed action. 

Response 239-3 

See Responses 23 9-1 and 23 9-2. 
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Response 162-1 

The Trustee Council's decisions on projects and funding is, at least in part, guided by the 
proposals submitted. Under the MOA, the governments may use these funds for the 
purposes of " ... restoring, replacing, enhancing, rehabilitating, or acquiring the equivalent 
of natural resources injured as a result of the Exxon Valdez oil spill and the reduced or lost 
services provided by such resources." Many resources were injured at great distances from 
the "epicenter" of the spill. Tho~e resources also are the subjects of restoration actions. The 
Trustees are sensitive to the needs of each region and consider them in their decisions. 

Response 162-2-3 

The Trustee Council arranges for scientific peer review of its project proposals and reports iri 
order to ensure scientifically sound and credible research. The contract for providing chief 
scientist and peer review support has been issued as a sole source contract in the past, but is 
currently out for bid under a competitive process. Under the current contract and in any 
future contract, reviewers are not and will not be politically appointed. They are chosen :from 
throughout North America by the Chief Scientist strictly for the quality and depth of their 
scientific and technical expertise. Stringent requirements are placed on reviewers to avoid 
any actual or perceived conflict of interest. Given the volume of material to be peer reviewed 
(which is very different from reviewing articles for scientific journals), and the compressed 
time schedules for such reviews due to annual budget cycles, it unlikely that a timely, high
quality peer review could be obtained without fmancial remuneration. The peer review 
process provides technical and scientific assessments. The Trustee Council does not rely 
solely on the scientific and technical merit of a project when considering it for funding. 
Policy issues also are taken into consideration. 

Response 162-4 

The Glossary was modified in response to this comment. 

Response 162-5 

As the amount of the overall program expenditure grows, the expense of administration also 
grows. The percentage of the program going to administration declines at the same time. 

Response 162-6 

Those species mentioned are only the subject of monitoring and research actions at this time. 
Generally, monitoring and research as actions do not have significant adverse effects and are 
not analyzed as actions in this EIS. 

Response 162-7 

The restoration reserve as an alternative element has been analyzed in this EIS. If the 
decision makers so choose, they could include it as part of the Final Restoration Plan that 
follows the record of decision. 

The restoration reserve, if implemented in the record of decision and Final Restoration Plan, 
could be used for any restoration action consistent with the policies contained in the Final 
Plan and the MOA and Consent Decree. See also Response 115-3 



The Indiana 
Sassafras Audubon 
Society 

Response 
to Comments 

The INDIANA SASSA.FRAS AUDUBON SO<lETY 
Lawrence• 0~· M.onnle•B.-D• Morgan ando.tt e-ntia 

P.O.Bca:8S 
l!loom.il'l8f0Rt IN. 4740~ 

To who~ it ~•Y ~oncern• 

r aM writln~ to you an bahalf of the 700 m~mbers of tne Indiana 
Sassafras AUdUbon SgcJ•ty, Usually, thi• organization focu• .. 
the protection of natu~al araa• and wlldlifa locally--in the 
Midwest, •sp~ially in South Cantral Jndlana. 

l:lut many of u• have· vi•i~lld Alllska, ·and been awestr~lc by it• 
vastness, wildness and indescribable baauty, We f1t1tl stronQlY 
that Alaska'• costal forest ~uat be protected. W. f .. l •tronolY 
that tha draft restaraticn plan doe• not ad•quat•ly protect the 
thr•atened caastlinlt of the Gulf of Alaska. 

We urge you ta strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budo•t to at 
least $300 million. Alraady tao much ha• baan •pant an av~haad. 
W. urge you to acquire large part•La of land for preservation 
rath.r than •~all tracte, eurrounded by clearcuts, 9peciflcaJly, 
we uro• you to preserve and protect Kenai ~jarda National Park 
coastline. the r4ver valleys ln•t.de l<odiak N.aUonal IUllll:lf• 
Rafuga, the sprue• farasts of Afo;nak Island, and the specta~ular 
c~stline of Prince William Sound 1 lncludin~ Eyak Corporation 
lands in the east, end Chene;a Corporation lanas and Knl;ht 
l•land :111 the west. · 

Per•Dnally, J visited this area a few v••r• aoo. a11d was 
disturb•d by the vulnerabllity of so many areas, ·~~ia~Jy to 
clsarcuttt.n;. When l return, 1 hope to ••• much more of Alaska 
preserved in a M•althy 1 natural state. 

5 
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Kodiak Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 1756 

Kodiak. M< 99615 

Dear Members of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, 

July 25, 199-f 

I am writing on behalf of the Kodiak Audubon SOciety. We have reviewed the 
Restoration Plan Draft EnvirOnmental Impact Statement and have the following 
comments. 

We were quite cf158PP0Inted to 11t that only one third of the'remalnlng money 1$ to be 
used on habitat acqul&itlon. During the lengthy public Input process, a majOrity of 
respondents clod the Importance of hllbirat acquisition. In light of this, we feel that the 
"Habitat PJ'Oiectlon" budget should be InCreased to at least $500 mllllon. Though 
some ot the 1'88811rch and general restoration proJects may have mart. we firmly 
believe habitat protection to be the most efflclenl way to aid recovery of the reaources 
injur«< ~to Exxon Valdez ollaplll. Thousands ot acres In the .pu atrected are 
threatened by dear cut Jogging and drMJ.IopmenL For example, Afognak Island Is 
steadily being detdtoyed by cleat cut logglnQ and the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 
Is threatened by the potential development of WIOidlngs. "General Reetorat~on• and 
research pro}8CI:s are not going to help these .,... at aiL 

Please do not succumb to political pressure and the many spacfallnlarats wanting a 
share of the settlement money. Use the money for "Hablrat Acqul$1tlon. • It Is the most 
efficient means at protecting tnrtalened land. 

Thank you for considering our views. 

Slncerefy, 

.._,114u; ~bea. 
MaryFoibea 
Conservation Chair 
Kodiak Audubon SOciety 



National Wildlife 
Federation 

Response 
to Comments 5 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
~ w. Second Ave., Suite 200, Anchorl(!e, 1¥. 99501 (9071 253-4800 

BVCS Trustee council 
Attn: DEIS COIIIIC!IIU 
«'45 G Street 
Anchoraqe, AK 1t~l501 

Dear nos Tn.t•• counoil • 

July 25, 1994 

The Rational Wildlife hde:r:at1on (NWJ') write• t.o tl1'9• the zuan 
Val4.. Oil Spill '!l'rllatu Council ('l'rUateas) to revbe it. 
Restoration Plan Dratt lnvironm.ntal Impact Stat...nt to prov14e 
tor greatly lncr..,sMI habitat prot:act.ian pu:r:cha.... !he CUJ:':r:..rt: 
draft of tha Restoration Plan e.phaaiaes •~ientifia ~ .. ••rOb and 
uall, but very axpen•Jve, restoration project• to the detri .. ent of 
lar98-aoale land. acquidtions. '.fhe Plan ia 'IU\aCCeptable tor t.b!8 
rea110n. 

Larc;re-scale ballitat., acquisition b a fu aore atfRtive way to 
pl:'otact the t1.ah, ~~arina IIUIU.l and bird •peel• in::lued by' the 
Jlxxon Valet•• oil apUl than. ara tha •tucl1as and &'Utoration 
project• propoa4t4 la 1:b• draft plan. JCany af the re.toration 
projects are ~siva and will have only .aJ:"9inal. re~ whaD 
C!OIIpared t.o the J:Mmatlt:IJ ot 1 habitat praaervatloa. -.ny of the 
raaearch project:.a vlll advance the bUa of Jcnowl..SV• oongarnlnq 
oil'• ~tecta on t18b Ulcl vildlif• ·~alas, blat w111 Go notllinCJ to 
P:revant tha vid-.prea4 ~bitat 4eet~t1oa that i• killinG tbo•• 
specie•. lntila JlWJ' actnc:IWllldqaa tllat ruearab is a III&Ces.-ry 
COIIIpOnent of a ncoes•ful lonq terllraoovezy and ralltoration pliUI, 
land acquisition Dmf is .. sontial to the aw:vival of Ulportant. fiah 
and wildlife habitat. 

lCWP r~lloa the preaaure• on ft"WJtMa to draft • plan that 
provides jolla and. IIOil.Y to local .aonoaic intereat:At. UltJ.aately, 
h0118Verl T.rUate••' duty 1a to restore the t:i8h and vildllte 
populat one and. vildun••• values hu..a by the Bxxon Valcla• 
spill. '1'111• can. best be dona by prot.acting habitat ill PRP&tuity. 
lCWP therefore w:ve• 'l'rWitees. to reviH ita J:lratt -..~atloa Plu 
to VE"•atly inareaaa funding for larqe••cala habitat aoquiaition. 

sincaraly, 

-~ctv-~ 
.... w. ~ 
gal ASsociate 

•ational Wil4life ?~eraticn 

cc: Governor Walter J. HicJtel 
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PacifiC 
Seabird 
Group 

DEDKATlD TO TilE STIJ DY AND CONSEIVATIOt; Of rACIFIC $!AtiiiOS AND THIIIINVIIOKMINT 

MQIIy McCammon 
J)gQD Yaldoz Oil Spill Trustoo Council 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
AnchOQI&o, Alaska 9950t-34S l 

July2!1, 1994 

Re: Coaaaeuts 011 Draft Restorattoa l'lall 111d Draft. EJS 

Dear Ms. McCammon: 

Thi& Jetter ClOIIlaW 1M Pllcltlc Seabird Group' I (PSG) tomJII.ei)IS oo the dJall BVOS 
'Reslomlfoo Plan (November 1993) and the draft proarammatle environ~tallmpad. 
llatement (Juu 1~4). PSG Is an ln1em8lional cqanizadoa that was founded ill1972 to 
promote kDowledge, ltlldy l!ld COIIIei'YallOP of hclfic seabirds. PSG draws Ita IIICII1bln· 
from lhe enlire Pacific Basin. llld lndudcl blcloalsls who line rerarch intcrcsiS irl Pllclfto 
seabirda, stafll and federal oQlcials who maDage aeablrd populations and refup, and 
irulivlduals with Interests illlll&rine ClOIISCfVatlon. PSO bu hostr.d symposia oo lbc biofoo' 
and lll8ll8gl!tnell of virlually rNt:1y seabird species ail'ected by Cbe Euon yatdq on &pill, 
and bas spon~ aympolla oo the effects of lhe spill oa seabirdL 

L RestoratJo» Polleies 

PSG pnerally agrees with lhe policies set forth in the Resloration PJaDI' and the 
proposed action (alternative !5) in the l:>EIS. The $65-SlOO miiHoo targeted for aeneraJ 
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nsloratloa •m• ~~ PSG rpecifieaiJy ezldMIM Polley No. 3 whiQ aiJowJ 
nstoradoa oullldo die apllllftll (.but wllhla IJaska) "wileD. the most effcc:dve 'l\lltiOiallon 
ac:tions for 11111 ~~\Jured miJIVOJY J)Ot)IIJatlon are In part ot itl rana• oulSide U.IPIR an:a. ., 
M Mllave commented pml.ously, vlrWally Ill the bltd specla ldllcd In the 111m lnl 
qmtory, llld many bitdl 111at breed oulaldo the apm ma were inj\Ul:d. For lhia reasoca. 
wt1 atrongly disa,gree with AI!OnWi~ 3 ot the DWS which would limit aD acdoos lo tbe IJllll 
IIRII oaly.r 

PSG apeu tllat llllllipulatioo of the environment Is a usc:lul restotation activity Wider] 
approprlale MWDIIances, aad that ~ r.sibllity Is a ~)' factor tblll mlllt '-
ccwlden!d wltll each resfDI'Idoa proposal.' ID this ~prd. wt1 teitet.tJe our \licw tllat tbe 1 S 9-1 
bm llll!all.l to n:swr. moll of AWka'a seabinl populations w0111d be to ~ I'IISo bel 
and O!Mr allen ereatura from ~ and fbnner c:olonlca 11 eompcosaiOI'y rataralloa in 
area !bat may be far from the apill~~tea. This would allow the Islands to 191ft lbeir DIIUral 
biodlvenlty. Ono reat011 that the .harm CIIIIJI:d b)' the oil spill is biologically impoltaat Is 
because the lnletltioPal Jn~ or foxes an other seabird llOkntiel durioa lbc put 150 
)'e8Q bas patly dlmlolshc:d the IIIIUral population of scablnb In A1uka. 

We I&1W with the overall ''* of m!OMJ all injured raotlfQCS IJid aavkea.• We 
IICICC lhll c:ommoo mum.:s, ~lcquln duc:'ks, llllltlled murrelctl and plJCOII ~ do aot 
lleciD to be I'IOclOVt!rinc aa4 aced mtomtlOQ cffilrts. lfowel'er, '\WI stroagly bellcwollat the 
Tnlsteo Collll(:il $110uld also 1'Citorc other bird iii)OCies. Tile Trustee Counclllbould ICkl hiJ 
caU!gory •olher xablrda" II1CI "0111«-. ducts• 1o the list of "nKlCMII)' allbowo• 1S9-2 
lf.llllureea.,. Tbc Rcstorati<lll Plao ad!Dowledg,e. Chat CIIJ'l'eat population status fs "'dnown~ 
for the followina seabirds 1bat wero collected dead ill1989: yellow-billed, Pacific, Dld-
tbmatcd loolt; mf.nccled and borMd &Jebo: aorthem Al1mat; sooty aod sbon-caUod 
a~~earwatet; doubJc-c:mrtcd, pdagiQ - red-faced cormorant; beninJ and Blew pU; AMtic 
and AJcutian tern; EiUliiZ's and lllCient mumt=t; cw.in'a. 1e1ut. Jllll'll)ceet and riUDoeerol 
1\lllcc; and hol'!locl and tufted pgftln,l' The clecUne after the ott spill •van. by apecies• Uld 

' DillS, p. 2-12. 

' Restoration Plan, p. 9. 

I DEIS, p. 2-12. 

' llelitOralioa PI1111, cbaplllt 3. 

# Restani!QQ Plan, p. 2S. 

11 ResiOI'ation Plan, p. 30. 

I' Appendix B, p. B-41. 
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QOI'mOtlllt_ Arc& tern and tufted puffin clearly decUncct.r Tbe Restanrtlon Plall also 
acknowledges that lhe current popu]ad(ln llllUS Is "unlmowu" for the. followiciJ .pecies o/aca 
ducb that were collected dead 111 15189: Steller's, king and common dder; wbite-winpd, 
sutf and black scoter; oldaquaw; butnehead; common and l!anuw'a goldelle.yc; and comlliOil 
and red-breasted merganser.• 

We nlsocllhls laue iD oar earllcr ~ and lhe OE.fS conc:edr.s tbeso 
llljuriel.ll' Ncverthetess, lhaDEIS does POt MOllO propose apendinJ f'wuls oa latOriq 
d1ese pop~~latfonl. Alx1ordiq 10 !he federal ad~ pubUsbed ill 56 Pedeal Rqfslcr 14687 
(AprD. 11. 1991), these "other" .eabitds lllld "other .ea ducb" totalled 14,000 cleld birds. 
'I'M Tnletee CDUIICII esdmalel that "ill pneql, the number of dead birds ~ pubably 
~ Dlll:y 10-1!1 11 of the kltll number~ of individuals ldlled. •II' Simp'Jc ~ 
indicates lheliC Jo.- were 90,000 1o 140,000 birds, whkh the DElS would have \II !pore. 

AJ a refereace point fat this maanitude of Injury to xablrds, the federal Jovemtnall 
R!Ct'Altly lidded !he Apex IJoosUl!l calC ill CCDirll CaHfam1a ooncemlng I *Pill tblt may llave 
dalna&ed .oou.t 4,200 acablnls (the acllllll number being 111111111knOWD mulli~ or 4,200). Tbo 
. inturanc:c oompany paid about $6 Jlllllloft 10 JCftlc this e1iim. If Alaslca seablrdl ate worth u 
much u Califomla seabirds, the Tnutcc Council should spend at least $18 miD!oa of lhe 
trust funds to m~torc "other seabirds" llld "other' ilea ducks. • Predator r$1110Val 11 a colt 
effective eechniquc that would bellefit all lleablnls and all .ea ducks. 

!1. Habitat aDd Aequlsllioa PoUdes 

PSG geaeralty *&ftl8l with tJ» 1'Mte6 eouncn•s babltat and acquislt!oo prolcdioo 
poHQica,W IUld. ~ that ~' uplaAdl may pally benefit lwlequiu duclr:llllld 
nwblcd lll\ll'tdets. We qree that ~ lan"- that pl'OYiM the JR11eSt benefit 10 injultd 
resourcca should be tMled highest. Wt llavo pievlously provided the trustees with a list of 
IC8blrd eolomea that should be COIIIrideted for pu~~:hue. While we believo that less than fee~~ 
almple C~Wl~Cmip may be appropriate bl c:c:wn cln:umslan4'el, the Trustee Cowdl ~ 1592b 
insure tllet the ownership righ~ it pun:hues win be sufficient to proleet the iDJured mourcea 

w Appendix B, p. S-41. 

• Appendix B, p. B-42. 

Ill l..ettel' to BVOS Trustee Council from PSG (August fi, 1993). 

I'JI oms, Table H. p. t-13. 

I'JI Resloration Plan, p. B-16 • 

.It" Restoration Plan, chapter 3. 
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in pe:rpetlll.ty. Par example, 1M covcnuaent llhDulcluot •peild aay of the S295-S325 mUlfollj 
111 trust rundalargefed to lall(l purc~we rar lbc piiR:IIul ot Joulnc ri&hu un1eu ~~~ax rlahll 1.59-2b 
arc petmanellt. We uodetstud 1hal blitorlcaUy l&cl pvemmenl baa boUJbt the Mille laad · 
rights more than once. · 

m. M.oaltorllla ad~ 

We ~pee bt 1110Ditorin1 ud ftSei1'C:h provide iDlportanl infotmatJoa to hdp Cllide 
~ rcstoqljoa 111ctM.._W We bcllwe that 1his is 111 '*where the Tmtr.ee 
Cound1 mull mab llpeCial eft'orta tit &ua:rd aplllli: violatinJ Polley No. 9 ("Government 
agencies wUl be tnnded only for rcstondoo wcdc thai the7 do not normally eonduct. ") 

Altemltive No. S in the DElS estabi!JhcJ a Sloo-$130 111illion. testomiOII ~ ror 
•long--.n re3tonlt.loo 11116. rac:an:h ICII.vitia. •• We ~ lhls nserve to allow the 
Tnalee Counclllo ldopt one oCPSG'i propoaab, llllllldy, lbc endowmenl of dlaln fa 
marine OPiitholoJY at the University of AJasb.W If our IUideratandfna is~ we J 
enthusiastl.call)' endorse the establl!hmcnt of t teiCtVO aec:ouau. WIIIIUeat lbat die Trultee 
Councll proeced with calabll:ihh\J cbalrs In marine omilhology. 1ba ultl of tundt for 1llil 1.59-3 
put'pCISC would begin to malro up for the fact 1fJat, far example, the Truste6 Colmc:il dlreclrd 
only 3.4~ of its expenditun:s to marine birds In the 1994 work plan. On a COIIIpiiative 
bash, I!Cabirds ~~ fat more thail 3.4 5 ollbe damaae calllled by !lie spill, lllld we doubt 
1llat tho public will accept wdl a teiUlt avflllhe ClOill'le of the leiiDnlion period.. 

We q11e31:1cm the basis for the conclusion that "predatw control outsidD the BVOS areaJ 
• , • would provide a low overall benefit to murre population~. •w FWS bas ~titied 18 159-4 
islands that arc suitable for precla10t removal,ll ICallpgan Jslaad'a seabird population 
lncn:ased by 125.000 b\llrOWina bhds aflet foxes died Dllt.ar We suggest dJaf the 'I'l1l.lklcl 
Cowidl ea.timatc for each or the 18 islands the inelelllll lu lllllm! populatlcn tbM mlpt mull 
lftcr foxes bave been rem~W41d. and aUow PSO 10 mvlew that study. Without such 
infonnalioa and ll!lalysis. tbia concludon lelll'I2J to be ubJtmy and capricious. 

li 1Wtoratloll Pl*lt p. 21. 

w I>E.IS, p. 2-12. 

111 ~ 1et1ec ftom PSO to ll.VOS Trustee Co\lllcil (Aprl114, 1993). 

Ill DEIS, p. 4-84 • 

.Ill DEIS, p. 4-84. 

.. D.R. Nyscwander et aL 1982. Marina blr411lC11111U11mal survey of lh6 eastem Aleutian 
lslanda. sum1111111 of 1980-81. UIIPubliabed FWS report. 
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Flaally. we Ulldcntand allenlalive 5 10 II$ icWIIical to lltemlllive 4 acept for tb11 3 
addi. liOG of 1 l'CIIontlon fuad. Wo believe Cbat 10& CCII1trOl. "WIIlda illaaluclecl ill a11enlative 4 15 9-5 
for murrcs and pipoo ~ .OOuld alto be expressly included ill alrenwivo 5 for 
these speclcs.fl 

IV, V. tJl ~ Altthorldes to All!st :Restoratloa 

Noltber the dM RelloratiOII.PJao liCit lila DEIS lddreu queadonJ that lhe ~ 
Council railed 1a the ICOPID& procea darlll& 1992. Aze ieclenl and atate aeeoc~es •• their 
~ powe11 to lllildifY illl:awl 111e1 of l'tiiOIIn:el or babiWI that 1M tPiJIIDJIII'841 We 
IIQtecf ID JIUIIil l992 that sacb eft'oru YIOUI4 DOl emaua I llnab dollar of !be II'Uit fund. but 
woulcl merely ~equ!Je dlat tile .~~.ate and A1da!talll8tul'll ruoun:e qencfes eafcxte tile laws or 15 9-6 
Ndlrect 1l1elr propnL 

Hive agenda eul1ailed the huntlns ICUOIII l'or - ducb or harlequin ducb7 What 
1111 bee.a done 10 manage commerclal fililerlel eo 11!ducc the lucidental mortality oC nwbled 
rnurreleis In drift glJlnets (a viobrloa of the Mi8Ja10.17 :Bird Treaty Act)? Hlllloainl (both 
on aovemment aJid privato land$) been C1ll'llliled under t'edelal or llale law ill uplands that In 
prime habitat for maJbkd mmmels oc harlequin ducks? 

V. CGmpetitiYe ~for Restoration Projects 

PSG welcomes Pollc:y No. 6 iA ~ llestoratioll Plan, wherd!y die Tru.stcD Council 
will. encourqe competitive pJVpO<Sa)s b' resltlcatloD pmjecls. . Wo bcllevc that lhil policy 
3houlcl be broadly Implemented, ba:awlc It wiD JIIIIllimfze lhe benefi.IS !bat CUI be obtaincd 
from the remainin1 $600 milli011 in lruSt Nncis. 

PSG tluda the Tluslee Colmcillor this opportunity eo lead oar Clllpmti.le lllld views 
on lbe8e important hsues. We also aclmowlcda;e IIIICl appreciate tile careful ClOIIIidlntlM' the 
Truslee Council hat gi-m~ our previous OOIDIIrJlts dorlna the put IOVeml ~ 

ill DEIS, pp. 4-84 10 4-85. 

11 For example, Cox n:moval should be included In pp. 4-t 1 B to 4-120. 
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Response 
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The analysis of effects of the restoration program on seabirds, especially on murre and pigeon 
guillemot populations, primarily considers the potential effects of the actions on the 
individual species. Thus, the effects of predator removal as a restoration technique for 
murres was assessed based on the potential increase in murres that could be anticipated. 
However, the MOA and Consent Decree include "replacement, or acquisition of equivalent 
resources" as a legitimate use of the settlement monies~ therefore, the overall benefit of 
predator removal to seabirds, in general, would be greater than shown in the draft EIS. 

Under Alternative 4, comprehensive predator control of foxes (eradication) is allowable on 
all18 islands outside the EVOS area that were identified by the FWS (Alaska Maritime 
National Wildlife Refuge). However, under Alternative 5, such predator control would be 
allowed on only two of the islands. 

Murres, kittiwakes and other species that nest largely on cliff faces and sea stacks 
inaccessible to foxes were relatively unaffected. Foxes reduced or even eliminated some 
seabird populations on many islands, but many other natural and anthrogenic influences have 
also affected Alaska's seabird populations. It would be difficult to separate the relative 
influences of a 19-year climatic cycle, the effect ofEI Niiio-Southem Oscillation (ENSO) 
oceanographic events, and rapidly expanding commercial fisheries from predation by foxes. 
For exiunple, fisheries have presumably reduced available food (e. g., juvenile pollock) for 
some species like kittiwakes and murres, but offal from fisheries also has presumably 
enhanced populations of scavengers like gulls and northern fulmars. Similarly, planktivorous 
seabirds like auklets have potentially been enhanced by fisheries removing their competitors 
(pollock). 

Response 159-2 

The recovery status of injured resources and services are not rigidly fixed but will be 
evaluated periodically. This comment also will be considered in the development of the Final 
Restoration Plan. 

Response 159-2a 

In the negotiations to acquire lands or rights, the Trustee Council will consider what estate 
will best protect the injured resources. Fee simple title acquisition has the potential to 
provide the highest level of protection and also tends to have the highest cost. Restoration of 
injured resources and services may be achieved through acquisition of less than fee simple 
title interest in the land at a lower cost. Each parcel will be considered individually as to 
which means will best provide for the restoration of the resources. The question of perpetual 
protection of the habitat will also be considered in these negotiations. 

Response 159-3 

See response 239-1. 

Response 159-4 

We based our conclusion that predator control outside the EVOS area would have little 
benefit for murres on an oral communication with G. V emon Byrd, Field Supervisor for the 
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Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge. The requested analysis of 18 fox islands for 
benefits to murres is beyond the scope of this EIS, unless a policy decision is made for a 
more comprehensive predator control program than the one envisioned by the DEIS. In 
general, there are few instances where murres would benefit because their cliff-nesting 
behavior prevents foxes from reaching them, while burrowing species like puffms and 
auklets would benefit from predator control. 

Response 159-5 

Alternative 5 differs from Alternative 4 in several ways, as is shown in the policies described 
in Chapter 2. The policy that relates to the geographic scope directly influences the 
application of some restoration actions such as predator control. The first part of the policy 
states that actions may occur outside of the defmed spill area "when the most effective 
restoration actions for an injured migratory population are in a part of that population's 
range outside of the spill area ... ". This clause limits the application of some restoration 
actions, such as fox control, to areas within the defmed oil spill region or to areas outside of 
the spill area that are used by individuals from the injured segment of the population (for 
instance, Barren Island murres, rather than the statewide murre population). 

Response 159-6 

It is important in the understanding of the restoration program to realize that it is not solely in 
the power of the Trustee Council to require any agency to carry out any action under its 
jurisdiction. If, through a cooperative working arrangement, an agency decides to implement 
a strategy developed by the Trus.tee Council, that agency will be responsible for the NEPA 
analysis and documentation necessary to implement it. 

The specific management concerns mentioned (marbled murrelet mortality in drift gillnets 
and logging impacts to marbled murrelet and harlequin duck habitat) are not within the 
authority of the Restoration Program. 

Also see response 207-1. 



Sierra Club 

Response 
to Comments 

•' Ill ~,,,.'}. 

, •'J 

Augw~t 1, 19941 

Exxon Valde' Oil Spill Trustaa Council 
Attn1 EIS comments 
US G Street 
Anchorage· Alt 99501 . 

Gentle111QDt 

.•. ,. .. , ,,.. . 

-~--

Thank you for this opportunity ~o CCXJDaDt on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Bxxpn ya14ez Oil ~ill 
Restorat~on Plan. 

Faulty assumptions 

SOllie of the OBIS conclusions about irapaot.s of tha various 
alternatives are, at firllt, 11urpr:f.lling. On further 
investigation, it appears that they are faulty, because they are 
baaed on faulty assumptions. 

One faulty assumption which leads to GaPY faulty conclusions ~ 
concerns the amount of land (or inter.st' in land) available for 196·1 
the various amounts of money considered for Habitat Protection. 

Under Alternative 2 (the •Habitat Protection• alternative) the 
last paragraph of page 2-7 1 states •At this tima, we do not know 
wbat the co1111t of various lav.la of protection will be at fair 
market 'l!'alua. i'or purpoaea of anlillysia in this alt-tiVIIII, -
are assuming that all the parcels shown in 7igures 2-1 though 2-3 
would receive some level of protection •••• • IPigurea 2-1 
through 2·3 are mapa of all the large parcel private lands in the 
oil apill area.l Wbile the firet sentence ia clearly correct 
(the fair ~~arket value price ia not yet known), the second 
•antance claarly ia not. It ie co~plately arbitrary to assume 
that the amount dedicated to habitat protection in Alter.native 2 
($564 million) would purchase fee aimple title, intereeta in 
land, or cooperative agreements on all the lfrge parcel private 
1anda in the oil 1111pill ar;g, estimated at 863,100 acres. Thia 
assume& an average price of :eougltly $65D per aero, which ie well 
below the available ownera• aaking prices and the price of the 
parcala purchaaed IIIQ far. It wguld abo leave no funds at all 
available tor tlle IIII!Ml.;L paroala, which are the 1110at eaaily 
developed and the IIIO&t expen~~iva lMclll per aero, 
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BVOS DBIS Comments 
Page 2 

Suhsequent alternative• drift even· further :l:rOIIl likely z:aal 
prices, stating, •vor ~urposea of analyaie in this alternative, 
we are assuming one end of the range of protection pcaaibilitiea 
ia that all parcela ••• would receive acne level of protection.• 

The problem with theae aaeumptions is that they lead to the 
faulty c:oncluaion that a amaller ali\OUilt of money ~auch N the 
$295-325 million in the preferred alternative) Will be sufficient 
to buy the valuable habitat. Therefore, spending PIOX'a 'IIIQDey on 
habitat protection [beyond the Preferred Alternative) ie 
mistakenly viewed aa allowing only the addition of low value 
parcels. It ie, in t'aot, probably iQ1P011111ible to do an adequate 
analyaie without appraised values for the land. However, the 
a11aumed price ia alaoat certainly too low. Some TTuat .. council 
Members the111eelvea have reiiiUked thAt all the available funda 
1$620 million) 'II&Y not be sufficient to buy even the higheat 
ranked large parcel areaa, much l.eaa the medium and low ranked 
parcela. 

Another faulty assumption ia that •General Restoration• is 
necessarily a significant benefit to the inj~rea resources and 
aervices. In fact, many of the General Restoration options are 
deaigned to increase raw numbera of one reacurce ~auch as salmon) 
without regard to poueible Degativa iPpaota on other re~c•• 
and services. Xn soma oases, 'the impact a cau evan tu:r:n out to be 
negative on the target re&01n'tle. ror example, hatchery :rearing 
of salmon often has a negative impact on wild salmon atocka. 
Worldwide experience with hatcheries is that short t~ results 
are often very good, but after a number of yeare, populations may 
decline preaipitoualy. Also, a General Reatoration project may "

6 2 incraaaa the raw D1.1mbura of a :r:eaouroe, but thi11 lllfly b. a poor l.:r -
measure of re~toration. Por example, sport hataheriea may 
increase the number of sport fish available, but these hatchery 
fish may be of much leaa intereat than wild fish to the eerioua 
angler. 

Of course, aanaral Reatoratian projects are subject to further 
NBi'A analysis. The point here is that thare appears to be a 
faulty asaumption that the listed General Reatoration projects 
have a significant positive impact -- more significant, in fact, 
than Habitat Protection. This assumption ia not overtly atated 
and not justified in tlut DEIS, but it nevartheleaa drivea the 
conclusions. 

Fault:.y concludgng 

The impact& are aummarized in Table 2-3 •The Comparison of the l 
Impacts of the Alternatives From chapter 4" lpage.2-l9). 196-3 
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The 'IIOat appalling of the faulty conclusions is the supposed 
effect• on wilderne••· The DEIB concludes that the Habitat 

5 

Protection Altern.tive (~2) will have only a •low to moderate• 196·3 
impact on wilderness, whereaa tha Preferred Alternative [~51 will 
have a •moderate to high• impact. Hew is this possible? Leas 
money tor Habitat Protection means more land will be logged and 
otherwiae developed. In adclltion, the General Restoration 
options themselves all have negative inpacta an wilderness. 

Mu.;:b of the .;:~mfuaion ate-.lB froa~ the fact that between tbu 
Brochure and the Draft Reato~tion Plan, dt fagto wilderneaa was 
inexplicably replaced by •Oeaignil.ted Wilderneaa Areaa• u an 
injured resource. 'I'hia doe• not make aenaa. If •Designated 
Wilderneaa Areaa• are an injured reiiOUrce, then other 
conservation unite should also be liste~, including injured 
National Parka, National Monumante, Rational Wildlife Refuges, 
National Foresta, Wilderness Study Areaa, State Parka, etc. In 
fact, the actual injured resource shoUld simply be •wilderness.• 
Wilderness occur• ~hroughout DOst cf tbe oil spill area, it was 
severely injured by th~ oil epill, and it will be further injured 
.by a fAilure to provide adequate habitat proteet.ion. 

Even if the Tru5teea consider only •Designated Wilderness ~eaa• 
the conclusions are still fa.ulty, The D:S:IS aonaiders only 
impacts on the actual land in the Wilderness Area -- ao logging 
on a private inholding is cQQSidered to have no ~pact. In fact, 
the human experience of a Designated Nilderneaa Area can be 
ruined by logging on adjacent land. 

Hera are some other examples of faulty concluaiona1 

Sea ottera are ranked "low• under Alternative 2 and K'IIIOCierate• J 
under the others. Sea otter biologist Lisa Rotterman has 
testified that logging causes aignificant harm to sea otters 196 4 because sedimentation injures the intertidal organisma upoa whi.;:b • 
they feed. It seams unlikely that the •cooperative prograns• 
with subsistence users an4 ftsbermen, listed under "General 
Restoration• would be more 'important than the loat food source. 

Kabitat protection is clearly important to harle~in ducks, which 196·S 
nest 1n old growth forest. Cleaning muiiBel beds might alao help 

•Harleqvin ducks• are ranked •high• in avery alternative. :J 
them, but the rest of the wGenaral Restoration• projects WOQld 
not. 

is nothing under •General Restoration• that will help marbled 196·6 
Marbled Murralets are zoanked •high• ia each alternative. There J 
murrelete. Only Habitat Protection will help them. 
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EVOS DEIS Comments 
l'age 4. 

Pink salmon are rllllklld "high• for Alternative 5, and 1 moderateg 
for the others. Ho diatincti.on ie 111ade between hatchery stocks 196 7 (which utay not have been injured) and wild stgcks (whic:h clearly • 
-re) , Some Genera1 ReetorOJtion projects may help hatc:hery 
stocks at the expense of wild stocks. Logging aan damage wild 
et:ock habitat. 

Sockeye salmon are ranked •moderate• in Alternative 2, and "hig~"196-8 
in the other alternativeu. See commentlil for pink ealmon above. 
Logging is evan 1110ra datriDI8ntal to wild aookeya. 

S~istenoe is ranked •low to mo4erate• under Alternative 2 and~ 
•moderate to high• under Alternatives 4. and 5. This does not 196-9 
reflect the very luge negative impact on subsistence of logging 
and other development. 

Recreation/tourism is ranked •moderate• for Alternatives :Z and j• 
196 10 •moderate to high• for Alternatives 4. and 5. This does not -

reflect the very negative impact on recreation and tourism of 
clearcut logging. 

Wilderness ie discussed above. 

Sport fishing is ranked •moderate• under Alternative :z and •big~• 
under the other alternatives, Thie doe11 not reflect the opinion 196-11 
of apo~t fishing organizations, which have strongly support:ad 
habitat p~oteetion in past testimony. 

Val~e o; Each Category of SpendiQi 

Adlllinistratioll and Public Infomation: Administration bas 
consumed fa.r too' large a port~on of the TrU&tee Council' • budget. 
Fortunately, the Trustee• and'ataff have recently taken atepa to 
reduce adminiatrative coata. It ie essential to continue this 
trend. 

Monitoring and Research: It is ueeful to understand the extent 
of recovery and to measure the impacts of restoration projects. 
However, monitoring and research do not actually brin~ about 
rl!!atoration. Much of the reaa&rch which baa been conducted or 
proposed haa little chance of contributing to actual ~eetoration. 
The $130-165 million budget in the Preferred Alternative ia 
highly exoessive. 

General Restoration: AB discussed above, General Restoration is 
a double edgad sword. The impacts can be negative as well as 
po11itive. Few of the listed options would provide coat-effective 
net benefits. 
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Habitat Protection: The Trustees should consider tha nature of 
threats to habitat, not only t~eir intrinaic value. For example, 
a forest habitat which will otherwise be logged should be 
preferred over habitat which is unlikely to be developed, It is 
also a public benefit to acquire private lands inside 
conservation unit boundaries to facilitate land management. In 
addition, it is essential to have sufficient funds available for 
important small parcels, as well as for the large parcels, The 
small parcels are often the areas moat threatened with 
devel~nt. They are also often the key access areas, 

Restoration Reserve ' It i11 a good idea to have some :funde 
available for restqration after the payments from Bxxon stop in 
2001, The Trustaas do not naad to set as ida a c::ert•in &IIIOUnt of 
money each year, ~t can instead set aside funds from the last 
payment or two from 2XXon. It appears likely that restoration 
reserve funds would be used meetly for research and monitoring. 
It is possible, but does not see~ likely, that significant areas 
of habitat will become available that ~e not available now. The 
determination of the size of the restoration rvsarve should 
reflect the fact that it is meet likely to be used for more 
research and monitoring. 

A note on overall coats; Not only administration, but all 
expenses should be rigorously questioned. Public funds abould 
not be wasted on helicopters and laxqe boats when small boats are 
sufficient. Piel~ work should be coordinated so that field staff 
for different projects can travel together. Travel for meetings 
should be mini~ized. In the past, the annual workplan process 
was designed to support projects with en ~ need for 
immediate funding -- with little regard to the actual importance 
ot the project, its contribution to restoratiou, or its cost. 
The opportunity cost of every project ~at be considered, The 
Trustees should choose the restoration projects which have the 
•biggest bang for the buck.• 

Sierra Club recommendations 

The Sierra Club does not favor any of listed alternatives. 

We support purchase of land or interests in land from willing 
sellers for all of the following araas1 

Prince Willial'l sound 
Eyak Corporation - all lands bordering PrillCle WilliaDI SOund 
Chenega Corporation - all lands 
Tatitlek - upper Port Fidalgo 
Chugach Alaska Corporation - Knight Island, subsurface for 

acquired village corporation lands 

5 
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Kenai Peninsula 
Port Graham and English Say Corporation landa inside the 

boundaries of Kenai Fjords National Park 
l:ast Chugach Island (Port Gr.,han) 

Kodiak Archipelago 
Afognak Joint Venture - all lands, especially the northern 

part of the island 
All l"nds inside the boundaries of Kodiak Nation"l Wildlife 

Refuge, including lands owned by Xoniag, Akhiok-JCaguyak 
and Old Harbor Corporations 

Ke alao support sufficient funds to purchase small parcels which 
are priorities to land management agencies or to neighboring 
communities. · 

We believe that restoration inside Alaska but outside the 
boundaries of the spill zone should be pursued if the benefits 
outweigh restoration within the spill zone. The boundaries of 
the injured resources and services are not the same as the 
boundaries of the spilled oil. Birds, fish, sea mammals, and 
people all travel more widely. 

We believe that at least $500 ~illion will be necessary for these 
priority habitat purchase&. we believe that most of tho options 
liste~ under "General Reatoration• have little net benefit for 
reetor~tion or are not worth their cost. We rec0111111end 110t more 
than $10 million for General Reatoration. 

Although this Draft EIS is concerned mainly with expenditure of 
restoration funds, other decisions also have a profound impact on 
oil spill restoration. While the Trustee council considers 
purchasing land or interests in land from private owner•, the 
federal government and especially the state government are 
pursuing pl&n& to log vaat areaa on the Kenai Peninsula, inside 
the oil spill area. State and federal land management planning 
should oonsider the impaots of logging on injured resources and 
service&. 

Thank you again for your consideration of public comments. 

Sincerely, 

'i~ 
Pamela Brodie 
Alaska Rainforest Coordinator 

Response 196-1 

Due to the uncertainties surrounding the fair market value of property interests to be 
acquired, it was recognized that the amount and location of such purchases could vacy 
widely. It was on this basis that it was assumed that if the desired interests could be acquired 
inexpensively, that all of the parcels in the Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking process 
should be evaluated to determine the potential benefits that could be achieved. It was also 
assumed that under the alternatives that are not exclusively habitat oriented that some lesser 
number of parcels could be acquired. The results of this effort are shown in Chapter 2 and 
Appendix A of the EIS. 

Response 196-2 

The actions described in the Restoration Plan and the EIS provide an array of methods or 
tools that may be employed to restore damaged resources. Any tool must be used safely and 
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wisely and it may not work in all situations. Habitat protection is a passive approach to 
restoration; however, according to the Restoration Plan and the EIS, the EVOS Trustee 
Council also may consider more active approaches. These restoration actions may entail 
habitat improvement projects or small-scale fish-culture techniques. Before these, or any, 
restoration actions or options may be implemented, several measures must be employed (e.g., 
EVOS Trustee Council approval; detailed regional planning [Appendix C]) to assure that the 
specific application will provide the benefits that are expected and to avoid undue risks. In 
addition, before a restoration project is implemented, a site-specific NEPA compliance 
document will assess multi-species or site-specific effects. 

The analyses and discussion of effects from habitat protection or general restoration projects 
were based on the potential effects to the individual injured resources or services and on their 
potential to help restore the injured populations to their pre-spill levels as well as on the 
ability of the action to reduce negative impacts on the injured resources from either the oil 
spill or from anticipated human activities. 

Many restoration actions can affect other species besides those injured resources that are 
analyzed. Although this EIS shows the potential effects of the actions for the individual 
resources and services, the multiple-species or multiple-services characteristic has been an 
important aspect in the ranking gf upland parcels and may be a factor that influences the 
:future :funding of specific restoration projects that may be proposed. 

Potential negative effects from hatchery-produced fish are identified and presented in 
paragraph form in the EIS; however, the primary focus of this programmatic EIS is a 
description of all restoration "tools" that may be used to benefit the restoration of injured wild 
stocks. As with any tool, these will be useful only if they are applied in a safe and 
appropriate manner to restore il1iured wild stocks. The conclusions in this programmatic EIS 
are derived from the discussion and are intended to determine if the array of actions may be 
useful achieve the desired result (i.e., restoration to pre-spill conditions for that resource). 

Response 196-3 

Your comments prompted a different approach to the analysis of effects to wilderness. The 
main concern of the analysis in the DEIS was the wilderness value of Designated Wilderness. 
The FEIS takes the wilderness characteristics of the entire EVOS area into consideration 
more comprehensively, including the wilderness characteristics of de facto wilderness being 
considered for habitat protection and acquisition. Alternative 5 does allow for projects that 
may increase numbers of visitors, but individual projects will still need to be evaluated by the 
Trustee Council to balance any negative effects of more visitors with the benefits to a variety 
of visitors and recreation service providers. The FEIS states that increasing numbers of 
people can negatively effect the wilderness characteristics of the area. 

Acquiring and protecting land interests adjacent to Designated Wilderness would benefit the 
Wilderness by ensuring the continued extension of wilderness-like character beyond the 
borders of the Wilderness, thereby enhancing the continued ecological integrity of the 
Wilderness. Similarly, logging adjacent to Designated Wilderness may be a negative effect 
on the Wilderness because of the ensuing discontinuity of ecosystems and viewsheds 
extending beyond the Wilderness boundary, as well as impinging noise and activity during 
the logging phase. This negative effect is recognized in the No-Action Alternative, 
Alternative 1, as having moderate to high negative effects (DEIS 4-27, modified to high 
negative effects in the FEIS). The overlapping effects of acquiring private lands adjacent to 
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Designated Wilderness may significantly enhance public perception of recovery to \ 
Wilderness. For this reason, the text of the EIS has been modiiied to more thoroughly 
include the effects of habitat acquisition and protection. This reorders the effects with a 
higher level of benefit accorded to Alternatives 2 and 3 and reduces the level of benefit 
accorded to Alternative 5. 

Response 196-4 

Our review of the scientific literature did not locate any scientific studies on the effects of 
logging sedimentation on sea otters and their prey. There have been studies which show that 
debris, primarily tree bark, from log transfer sites causes a localized loss of invertebrates 
(Conlan and Ellis, 1979; Jackson, 1986). This is discussed in Chapter 4 under the habitat 
protection section for sea otters. It is a reasonable hypothesis that the sedimentation caused 
by logging would have a long-term negative impact on the food resources of sea otters in the 
area, and may displace the otters from important feeding areas. However, without scientific 
data to document the effects of logging on sea otters, this analysis assumes the greatest 
impact would be associated with female-pup concentration areas located adjacent to log
transfer sites. The analysis considered the rankings of the large parcels in the 
Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process (EVOS Restoration Team, 1993). The process 
identified parcels as high-quality if they were adjacent to known pupping concentrations. 
Approximately 25 percent of the evaluated parcels were ranked high for sea otters, and of 
these, several are in areas where there is less risk oflarge-scale disturbance. Therefore the 
rating for the spill-wide sea otter population was considered low to moderate. The 
conclusion statement in DEIS for Alternative 2 has been corrected to "low to moderate" as it 
appears in the text. 

Response 196-5 

Because of many variables and unknowns, it is difficult to estimate the tradeoffs from various 
recovery actions. For Alternative 3, we assumed that increased non-contaminated food 
resulting from cleaning mussel beds would result in higher harlequin duck productivity, and 
would provide at least as great a benefit as habitat acquisition. However, on reconsidering 
the decreased habitat acquisition of Alternatives 4 and 5, and the consequent increased 
possibility ofhabitat loss from development, we changed the estimated long-term effects 
from high to moderate benefits. 

Response 196-6 

We re-evaluated of the impacts of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 changed the high benefit for all 
alternatives in the DEIS, to the following: Alternative 2, high; Alternative 3, moderate; 
Alternatives 4 and 5, low. However, we disagree that only habitat protection will help 
murrelets. For example, drowning of marbled murrelets in fisheries gillnets could be 
addressed under Alternative 5, with studies that could pinpoint fishing methods or alterations 
in fishing gear that would reduce murrelet mortality. Research and monitoring designed to 
better delineate murrelet distribution and abundance in nesting habitat on land, and in 
foraging habitat at sea could help prevent further impacts by providing information necessary 
to prevent further injury. For example, if further monitoring showed that certain areas or 
seasons held large concentrations of murrelets that coincided with heavy fishing, fisheries 
regulations could be designed to avoid these areas and seasons. 
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The actions described in the Restoration Plan and the EIS provide an array of methods or 
"tools" that may be employed to restore injured resources (i.e., " sublethal injuries of wild 
populations of pink salmon ... "). Any action from this array may be proposed under 
Alternative 5; consequently, a higher likelihood or rate of restoration of the resources may be 
achieved than by natural recovery alone. Most General Restoration projects are intended to 
provide a direct benefit to wild stocks or to reduce harvest pressure on wild stocks by 
producing alternate harvest options. Proposed restoration projects will be evaluated based 
on potential benefits to the wild stocks, among other criteria. 

Response 196-8 

See Response 196-7. The identified injury to sockeye salmon are the Kenai River and Red 
Lake/Kodiak sockeye salmon stocks. 

Response 196-9 

Logging does indeed have negative impacts to subsistence, especially through habitat 
degradation for marine and riverain species. However, logging enhances habitat for many 
upland species, so there is a trade-off between negative and positive impacts to different 
species. Since the impacts oflogging on subsistence are discussed in Chapter 4 under the 
No-Action Alternative and are taken into consideration in the analyses of other alternatives, 
the results will remain as stated in the DEIS. 

Response 196-1 0 

Recreation and Tourism entail a range of opportunities and experiences. Logging does 
negatively impact opportunities and experiences on the undeveloped/primitive end of the 
spectrum, but is less likely to affect those of the more developed end of the spectrum. Since 
the spill area hosts the full spectrum of activities and visitors, the proposed restoration 
projects to benefit recreation and tourism account for the relatively higher rating in 
Alternatives 4 and 5. The impacts to Recreation and Tourism from logging are discussed in 
Chapter 4 under the No-Action Alternative and are considered in the analyses in the other 
alternatives, so the results will remain as stated in the DEIS. 

Response 196-11 

Habitat protection provides the maximum benefits to maintain and stabilize fish populations 
and fisheries because it ensures natural productivity and diversity, and helps to prevent 
further loss; however, this is a passive, long-term measure. Other restoration actions provide 
tools that may be useful to accelerate the recovery process. In addition, aside from ownership 
and control of property, several management agencies have other means that have been 
designed to protect aquatic habitats from undue disruption (Appendix C). 

New sport fisheries that have been developed by the release of hatchery-produced chinook 
and coho salmon smolts have a history of ready acceptance by anglers in Alaska, and these 
fisheries support large amounts of angler effort (Mills, 1993). 
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SoutheastAiaska Conservation Council 
SF.ACC 4t? 5i..tb Stn:c~ S•itt 321\ J•a .. u, AI" lea ~9801 (9071 ~!16-694l 

Jim Ayers 
Director, EVOS Trlllrtcc Council 
645GSt 
Anchomgc, AK 99501 

Rewm.ling: Rcstoraiion Plan Dmfl!:in•·ironmcnlal Impact Stalcmcnt 

Dear Mr. Ayers and members .or lhc EVOS Trustee Council: 

July 30. 1994 

TheRe com meets <ln the Rcst.oration Plnn Drart Em·iromrumlallmpact Slatcmentar.: •ubmitt<:d b)' 
lhc Soothl!il!it Alaska Conservation Cuurn..il (SEACC), SEACC iH n COIIIiliori of fifiCCn volunteer 
cittzcn conservutitH\ organizalioos in twclvu Suutheiwl AI ~~Ski! communitiCH. Wo have over 1400 
individual mcmbcrs. We a10 ill.so mcmbcn of lhc Ala•lua Rainforl:&t Campaign, u cuulition or eight 
Alaskan untl natilllllll conservation urii"'Ji7.1111ons dedicated 10 a~l\-ncating fl'lf tho conservation, 
appr<>ciauoo and wi"" lnn1H«m management of the m:cnic.. wilderness, fiHh. ~·ildlifc.. rocrauion, 
and other nlllural resources d Ala•ka'' tOiiSW l'llinforc,o;t C:Ct"''}Nicm, Tht& rare ecosystem strctcllcs 
from Kcrchikun north to Kodiak a!KI include.• the vol1141blc Prince Willi11m Sound. 

We hope thai the liVOS Trusc~~ Council will5cizc this amaring tlpporiUnity 10 provide fnr tlu: 
comprehensive prutedion of large pristinciU'Ca.~ or AliiSka's tcmpcmto minforll5t, one of the 
world'~ t"d.I'Qliland most vul1141bleccosystcm trro.~llml. · 

The F..'IXOR Valdc~. t:lil spill, the J;u·gcsl oil Hpill in U.S, his\OT\', SC\'CI'CI)' dumagcd fCS\)UI'CCS thai 
resident.~ of Prince William Suund depend 11pon for their livdihood. :-=ow clcarcut-kJgging and 
<>I her development threatens to llcstrtly habitul ror the same fish 11nd wtldhfc specie• damaged by 
the spill. Bald eagles, sea <lllc,.., harlcqum ducks, marbled murrdcts, shellfish. wild ~~almon, und 
other animals that thrive in Al.aska' s forests, streams, and cstU<Irics urc lllki OJ! llllOihcr trcmcndow; 
hlow, Mo.~ huvc not yc1 recovered frnm the spill. 

The one-two-punch of the spill and dear-culling also thrculcn~ majorcconomicllCiiviticsln the 
Sound. Thuusund$ af people livinp: WKI working in lhc Sound depend on rommcrciul fishinJ!, 
sport fishing, hunting. Jet.'JCation, tourism, and ~'llbsistcncc BCtlvitics for their livdlhood. These 
activities '\\-ere ocvcrcly dinuptcd by the spill, and now lugging thrcalcns todoJ!rud!l them further. 
lmleed,lx:causcthe forests provlilc critical habilal forlisband wildlife and uninlllrruptcd~~Cc:flll!Y 
fortouri~ and rccrcationisls, the destruction of the forest mcanR the d"''<lruclion of the very 
resource• pc:t>ple ~pend on fur lhcir "'ay of lilc. 

Using EA.'Wil settlement funds to buy and prntcct wildlife habilal iM the best wny lc.) rcHiurc the 
wildlife populatiollB injured by the oil spill. 

We urge you to take a cumprcbcnsivc 11ppnKM:h. to maintaining the rOSQUrccs of the Sound and to 
prulccl as many larDC blocks or undisturbed minft)JCOL as posoiblc. Healthy, inliltll """")"SICIIJB 
pnn·idc much better habitat for fiHh and wildlife than sltUifl parcels with adjau:nl clcnrcuLct 
Spending EVOS money nn prot<:ainglUJgc ;u-cas of mi nfur~t wtll ooucr ensure thai species (nnd 
<:cnnomics) damaged by lhc •pill will recover. Unl'orluootcly, with the damage ulrcady done, 

?H:.ICA~ JoCJRf.S'IXY COL'XCL • I'RIIll\-JS (lf·R~.XIo(I·J(S II;\ Y.J ..... • 'lo'lt<\.'iOl~~.Rf.s<l!JHCf. ntUNt;ll. ' ~nKA (.~NSI!JIVAl'lO~ Wt.ll:'l ~· 
... 1ll.Sh :s:.A~'Ilo.IUXlKJ.A){nC01:SCO... Tdf~<~kca SpA\!.~ • l.YNh: t:A.~Ar.COHSHRVATION,li~WK:o\ " T..\KU (:U.\SI'.RVA 110:-. SOL11tl Y,."UntMJ 

SllltJ\t)WS lXlf"Sh'l(VA'Ill>S (:CIAI.rnU,, ·-~ • I'RtliSOS OJ' Gt.ACil:R UA f, t;""'"" ' 1'1>SGAliS C(JNSI:RVATION :iCK~U:l~'. K.-,.;;1..-;: 
\1-"-~Kr. S!XliCJ y fll' AMI!RICA.'i I'OIU!l>'JDWRtJ.IiR~. r.o .. Hu"' • JIISI!AU OROL1' SIIJIRA C'!.l.-11 • Y hK<'l'A'f Rti.'JC)(JMC;Ii t:ONSHMV,\'11(1\ m.:M:.I. 

NINCti 0(! WAI.T~Il CO:\"Srwt V A'llOS l.f:A<n:K c, ... • AL.4,~1{A.''S ~"'R 1\.~1~U o .................. _ 
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llpl!lldina rU:J one 1blrd of the EVOO mcaey 011. ~11311Bbi1at il dc:arly i1181€1Cieut. We 
ftlllllilllt that yi)U i~~~:RUC die •lfabilat l'l'otedloa budjet 10 at kaat $.SOO nillHan. 

Yoolllld the olhermembm oftbc EVOSTnllll:c Cowlcll have a lllliquc llJIPDI(wlity lorestore 111111 
pl'QIIeCt ~d. Al.aca'1 J:llo.t valuable usell. You lbo\ll<lltql WUIIDB moaeyoa ~ 
d!By-dall)'iq and a1mt 1pm1diilg much-needed ll'lllit t\md mooey on ~licalllld ecosKIIIIiCil dtal• 
1bat procec:t the~ lib fillh lllld wiklife, !hat wme damBpd m lhe spill and that so many 
Alukanll depeQd 11pQil. 

Y 011- reqwrtd 10 spend EVOS 1I10ile)' 011 ratmns wildlife populati11111, wildemcu VIIIIICI, and 
Ollltr injlnll m&OIRIIL We roq.-dlat ygu: 

• S1llnd up 11111 protect llle Uvellhoodl of paiple who live III!Ci workmlhe Sound; 

• PJQ11cc.t the forcall alld llle vallllbk habitat they provide lo full and wUcllifo ~ 
bf !he 11118piU: 

• 1~1bobabitatpol1ioaofthebuitaettoatliiiJilSSOOmiQil.lll; 

- SUpport !be purduule c:L larp panlCI1, not j!Mtmallll'elf MIIIOIIIIded by clear cut~: 

• Buy limb« rights in IIIUI(ike Port <havilla. Slmp8011 Bay, Sllcep &y, and IW!kl Riva-; 

- Puteopdlera~deallllpurcl:ulseallofey.k'atimbcrrlghll; 

• Sappo!t AIIIB]Q{ sllCIIIIIIWcial fiahiaa aQd IOllliualnd111Uies: 

• Protec:t Knlabt Island, Cbenep Iandi, the Cl'l8lllliDe or Kenai Fords National Part. !be 
riv.r valleys imido the Kodiak Naticmal Wildlife Refuse. and lhe spruce forats ol 
Afogoak I.Jand. 

Pleue nllli• the temptadollto ~~pend the lllDM)' an mrt..fei'IQ, ~k-bmd. raeetdl and n:stcrafioll 
Jlllljecfl. Spcmling 111011ey 1o ~bow 111111 lad birds bavo fai'ed the ....,_eavironmen!al 
onalaught d.lbe lut decade doc&o t lll8b - wbolllbe very Mbital they dapmd 011 for beallb 
lllld 1urvivlll is slipplns through our fiqers. 

1..«' • makD IIUI'e we aet tl(l~Uthina tangible out mlbe &xoa diAS&er and buy l3lld IIIII niS(IIIIIlel 

!hat will be Joat to Alaska if~ don' 1 aet The peqlle llvill8 Dl!lll' the bod are depoodlna oo 
you. 

Tlumkyou fot eoo~idering these conuncnls. 

CHAPTER 5 • 67 



5 Response to 
Comments 

The Wilderness 
Society 

68 • 5 CHAPTER 

• ~~ltl 

THB WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

~~~-CowlciJ 
·~I!IS.~ 
6<tS (J Sla'"'- Suite 401 
~ AK 99501..:3451 

~;*.;;~i>~~'li::~~· 

I 1be ~ S~ II p!Qsad to JII'O!Ilde C0111111o11nt8 ou tbo proposed 1testoJat1on 
~. •·• ~- bpact ~ (BlS).for tbe &illdn v~ oil spill Natioual 
fi\ .. :. · . .~:41'ct tm9 at ltllk twa1o most~ shorollllea ~ w.itllln tile ~ of 
'fi~~ ... ; ·.'. . . . · · .. · .· ·~·chsipal* 'l!f' the AlaJP. Natlllllalllltorest Lad Act al:ld the OJupdl 
r.p<,. · ... , ;. .~ .. 'J'i•.~c uu.t.!lf .U AmerklalliuC~~Jomlon of~ wild1ile,. 

[

, .... · ·~.e,atn.~teot 18lllt he aubald ·m the re"StOrlitllMl plan. 

:·. .: 't~,'f!IIK-~~. the~-~ buy. more iabftat to~""' Plf- 11lc 
~~'is cbrly l~Diej:epr~l,e for'upllolding the pulllic fn&oJ'ell because It daU 

, .. 
·,:,,· -~· sufllefel!t!JOI} w baiRisi ~Wdoll flmds. Slnce 'rest«ll1iou p1.mling'bC8Jil 

~~·~.,Juw. ad90.ea.IM .U.t :tbe v;ut lftajori~ of tile to1ltils sectlarieat mud be used for 
,.._~'lliamon bee&• tlds- w1H J$1M· e~R~etwdy temue lhe ~m. The p!Jblic 

r proiiWe4 averwbelm&13 SUJlJIOO for llaW._114'4.1l!Jitloa iu its ~ to the ArniJlUIJ)' of 
al~ "bro~" the most w.hkly di5tribu1'cd KOP.iDg doon.nout for lbe re$tOI'atlon 
plaa, a-nd tMieiore, for thia :ms. 

'· 
t 
t 

f 

. a~ l· ~ It prooilcll tbc mo&t fu,Qding for 'habitat 
fll;fol!ri·-~l¥,ilkie.:.il·ls ~4 by .1: poor set ~~~~~.waD 
n®~·fll!llil·'lll!lltt:.s:foluilD(! /Qr: a .W(:lJ~\ell-~ moaltoriDJ Uld researdl 

11Qd. below). We ~ ~- 1, 3, ... and 5 because they fail 
tv . priority f~ balritat ~lsttioa whkh wiiJ III05t cffcetiycly restore tile most 
~lite& ~liD, w pi0Vi4a tno mud! emphasia oaiDijultlfled ·~ :testt~n~tion•. 
F~ #S ~y dedloa1el1/6 of tbl rllllainlna fundi to RD. qadef'JllQd 
~ '~o\!~!4,..- eYC'Il tlla':uab .~OJUBJ fJuilJrllity I& J~e>Cded inl.tnedlattly fot 
~a1bls 1;111« llabltat acqllisld()IJ. · 

T1lo l\'ul ... miiSt do roWO to re~ the witdomeu Yalue6 of .oiitudo ahd' to 
~at fu~ ~adalil)ll Of i:¥ ~lte~ ~ logsi!f&' aad 0~ ~aatlVe lll1!Mtli:s 
dwt lA iM pt'opo;ed adio!J.' Habitat ~ wm do'lliore to pi'oteet the scealc 
~- J11MJ quLet Ut3t Witors m1111 to •XJM~~ience, and that Americans Uvhtg in all~ 
t1 ~ eo~ ~re, thiia airy other ami>na. 'l'be plan n~ to better cover noiWI'Uiri:et 
valueS,. mdl a& m:rl:atfoil, subiiskncc, 'and passlvc uses of wflden1ess. The EIS should 

l!CIO SfiVJ\NTII!NTII ST1li>ET, .N.W. W4HtiN<O'I'ON, D.C. 2U006 

(201) 11~)·23011 
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i:oCorporate the results of A QmtlnpW VWat!on Study gt lmt Pasdyo Use value& ]192-1 
BAw!ltllJI from tbc f.unn V.a!doz Oil SpjU wbl.ch focused DD \be ec:onomlc value~ of 
wildeme11 to tho lower 48 pubUc into ill evaluatlon of piau altcmati-. 'Ibis IUMtf fDudd 
that 90% of .AmerkaDs believed there ahould bo more protection of. Iandi where DO 

cl.evcJopmeln Is aDowed, Le. w!ldemes&. 

-
.;l"ab'le 1. Pol1ci.ea lbat lhould ~ IDduded in Preferred Altemative. 

limo Polity Question 

IDjorlel .Acklreuecl by llestmadon Restoradoo. acuons may be colllidared 
Acdolll ftH' all injured R:liOIII'I:a 

aad aervice8. Thare doc!s oot have 
192-la 

to ~ a populatioll dedbl.e. but pdodty 
to apedts with nu:h decline~. 

Restorlldon Adlous b R.ccovcrod CoDdnlle restoration actlool even 
R.esou.rcle$ after a J:eiOUI'ce haa recovered. but 

prlarlty to species with populatiom 
dedlnes. 

Etl'ectivene~~ olllesU..tion A.ctioos Bnbancement and IWIDipulatiDDJ ahould 
be required to produce lllblltantlal 
improvemalt OVCl" lllltunl RI¢0Yety. 
Hlgb ptlodty to actions tt.t mlnlmizc 
further harm to an injured rCSOill'Ce or 
semce. 

'LDQdon of Ratoration Adkml Undertake restoration ac:t1oa5 fa tbe 
entire apm affected ~ Allow 
aetlom outside tile IJIW area iJr spedea 
with contbuliiJa popilatioa dedioes. 

Opporbmltlea for Human Use No restoralion ~ODI to pmmate an 
humao ll5el of tbe spill-rea. or to 
conduct actMtfea tiW are replar 
IFDCY func:tl0111 b ~de. 

-
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

to relcuc ill Qmsrcll5iouallr-mandaced study of Afognak Island ud its habitat vah!es for 
192 2 

Key daJ.a lias beOI!IpllD!d- We are stuDDed t!W 1be DepannleDJ ol the Interior lw falledJ 
mources lnjurod by the spill. Bcl:auso tbD report 'WU completed by the Fish & WD.dlife -
SerYicc CJ9U a yell' 1(0. we presume that fCS release has bct.m suppraod. "fhll report 
lbould be nlea&ed prim 111 tho released of tho Fioal ms 011 the Rostoratioa 1'11111. 

EJacd impu:t IJlllbllt- The lmpld aaal)'lllll Dawed due to Ill assumptloas ud lad!: ol J 
.IUbltantladon lor bcncfi. 11 to the DnviroiiiiiCIII; or »eaatin ~ "'eDm'm rcstoratioo."ll 192_3 auumed 111 have poaidve environmental imp8ct, even in c:aaes wllere the feasibilll)' of 

tec:lmfqu.es k \~~~known (suc:h 11 planWia fwal&) or whore &fgalflcant uepdve oft'ecla may 
re.&u!t (mc:h u from ICDetio damapl or food compethion reaultina from hatchery &h 
s&ocb). Furthermore, "sciiCialmtoration" aets more wcJgbt In the Impact amdllliona thanJ l9Z-4 
doea habitat protection even though mch projects tend to be focused on liDg1c species 
Ulllike habi1at protoetioll whlclt woidd benefit a broad array at apeelea. 

Tbele flaws are obrioua wben comparing altornativea. For axampJe. lhc BIS show~] 
al~ #S pruridlq more beGofit to wllderneu. nluea than alternative• #2 or #:J f\11111 192-.S 
1hoqb it lm:Juda projDC:tl to prtniiOte locreuod vlaitol' UIO IDd COIIItnldloA of-
facilities IDd #2 would proride protection of more habitat from dear-cur Joggina lliid Giber 
dtNclopmeDt IICIMtles. Another ob'floiL'I example Is nwbled mumlet& where a '1dah" J 
benofit Ia llhawD for altcmadWI$ 2, 3. 4, and 5, even though #2 calli for the JIIOSt fundilla 192 6 lor protectina habitat and DCIU'I:y twko 11 much u #5. This ia illogical when CODBiderlng • 
that "..equlsltion of old-gowth forest bab!w would bave the blgbeat possible beDOfiC for 
cnhaooh!g marbled mumlet rewvery.' 

Bcalwc of ~lyina lllllllmptimu. Altcrpatiw #S unfair!¥ faYOtS acti0111lor 
COIIIUIIIpliYe natural resourc:ea, suda • fiab. IUid fall& to a.&&ure that aiequate actioa. will be 
labn to reston-or prcwutlarther 1mpact&-\o already bard-hit dccliniiljJ apcdes IRidl as 
uwbled IDlllTdets, black·leged kittiwakes, or harbor seal&. .Actions tbat Jll'll"'ldc bcnefiD 192-7 
to IDIIIlY &pedes, or are critfciilly impoMalll: benefits to c:enain spec:!es, abould be more 
Important thaa tbolc ftx' wblcb benefits are IUICertain or arc acmmpaDicd by neptive 
~ For eJI2IDlllle. the analysis lhoWd favor actiona should that IU5Iain 0t 
enhance wild ahrum stoc:b u opposed to hatchel)'-raiaed atocb. 

Una._mh)e deliultjop P( remwy fgr IQQII apeclo11- It il unacceptable to define i] 
recuvcl)' for ID)' ~pedes at 1owet than pre-tpilllevch. H apec:iel were in decline before the 192·8 
llplU. 11\ldl as marbled JlllllJC)ets, thelllt Is I!Yf:D more Important that reemay ldlona be 
taken that opt1m1zo recovery with the aoa1 at acldev!Dg pn~-spm levels. 'Ibat the mar 
1lll1ll'det, harlcqulD. duck and otber spedea wbicb suffered major dfecll fnlm the spin are 
in trouble not just in lhc spill re&fon, but in r-et throughout their niiF sbould inc'ease the 
priority for taldDg aedom that Dllllit eft'cc:tivoly help diem recover. It would bo hrcspomible 
fur the pernmellt to pk1; II001e point 011 I dcclin!Dg c:but to dcdcJc that enouah Jetioa 
bas been done ftx' reaweJY o£ marbled murreleu or harlequin ducks, for c:zmnple, If there 
Is more .bablw protection that could be undertakell to preve111 further decUne&. 

pmsfder spccies liMed u CpwficJilte II w the BndanJCrcd Spcdet Act.- 'Ibe EJS fails to l 192_9 
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Dl1lrrCict, ADd MOIUql&e Js1aDd vole. Anal,. of altc:matlvct for implcts/bcDe&la to those 192·9 

llddn:u.laues related to tl!e fKt tlla& daese species are Uatod .. CaMfdatot n spedcs 011 J 
Liat ol 'lbreaCened pd Endanpfed Spedcc harlequin duck, marbled IIIWtOlet, Klulb' 

CUicld.ls.te r;pcdes ll1ou1d provided. Purtbermore, the piau IICcds to contlill an addltloaal 
policy to tliiiUO that IICIIpliaitioa oC hip value bablws for marbled mumletl, and other 
dcclfnlna lpCdca does Indeed occ:ur; 

Owofiit!oo to AJMinwm!!l!tt Dr "rca!nWWoo reserve• Thcro Is no ratiallalo fa tbe BIS iiJr 
how thil •ceaem• fland wouJd Improve leMol'ltiGD, 01" even how k would work Ill" wbat it is. 
'Iberefort. u. "Juerw" llllould .aot be hlcludcd u part ol the ptopOICII action beeaule the 
publie Jw had DOt.hfns mbdantlva to COIDIDCIII: on ID. 1bo dtaft BIS, If tbe "nstoratkm 
raervc" c~oc~ao fofwarct, It llbould bo made dear that this ClOUld be 'Uiecl ror any rcsto,;atloa 192-I c 
putpON, IDdudiD8 habitat acquiPtiou. 

We oppcu axlowments or abe "reserve" due to die immlnellt need for DJUimum 
kcway fn mesoda&fom for habitat that must occur as sooa as poasa'ble. We also believe that 
e.ndowments for research are aot IU:eded to enaure that tbc Trustees malo a commitment 
to a t:atseted. Ioag-term ewJoaicallOOtlirodni IJICllll8IIL 

MPat pml m~ptatlon" Ia mt jnat!fieil- We oppou 'firlually all onbuncement and 
DUillipulatloa fonDs ot renoratlon bocauae there k linle evkieiiCC that they would be 
etl'ec:tivc, ·aad thele kinds r:l ratoradoa. pneqlly lddrell Ollly 011e ~ specla. We fiDd 
abe teml "gonerrii'CIIWI'alion" mialeadln& and prefer use of the terms enban"«1'ftflaod 
~ u they are more dosalptivo u to wbal k really fnvolvcd. For all alcematlvcs, 
lllidpulatiOft ol mourcea ahouJd emphMizcl ~t that protects wfkiiish stocks and 
nauara1 wildlife divcnlty IUid $hould avoid ~ on only ahlgle IJ!Cdes. J3dlwzcemems 
sbould not compromise 1riJdemeu and m:reatfoDal value~. 

Specilic:ally, we oppose puend restoration. projectlll which ue ezpetimental or for 
whkh the feu1billty Is llllkDDIIID: cleaniq oiled DIUSIIel beds, the clam markulmre prop-am. 
accelerated recxJY~~ry of'dae 11p110r interddal:11011e. We pueral.ly oppose 1isbeq 
man\J'lladoa or etlhaneemcnt projects which would iDcrease tho numbu of hal:clJczy-raised 
stock iato U.. ~ 1M lbenllore bl:terfue wltb wild stocb ar otber rpecies Sl1eb • 
birds, IDdudiD& new hatchery reulq. molt lab fer1ilizatlon or &II Jadden. or projects 
~ increesa lmman llnJCturel fa de-facto or desipa(le(f wiJderDeJs fn tho realoa. We 
oppoH: predator coatml cw:ept on ialaiKII whem human inttodoced (I.e. a!Jen) predators 
(Cow Ott cattle) haw wteabd haYOC on IIAI5tlui seabirds. 

We Alpport tbe.e "Fmeraa reAoralioll" projects:. rei!IOVJl oi.DQD::IIIdvo predator~ (I.e. 
aliellli:w:s) PQ fs!ands that previously auppotted IDIU1'C coloofcs; to preserve ancl5alwge 
ardleol.o&fcal alta and the site llewanlsbip prosram; testiaa of subslstancc foods ror 
coutaminatian; and 1:00per1t1ve programa with su~ users and flshetnlen, recludioo 
ol ~ at mariiiC mammal haulouts and bird nestlq colooles (except dlat Cbele may 
propama already conduaed In tile CO\UIO of aomW qenc:y: £unetro111, Uld therefore sbould 
liOt priorities fur I'CIIt«atfoa Aladios). 

Better cdteria for l!N!ljtablc QlQ1ests are noodcd-- The ms does an cspecially poor job of 
clarltyin& w~ won't be hu;luded In Alternative S. Tho parame1«s for identifyin& what 
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. EVOS ltelrratioa Plu BIS ColmDcals 1/1/94 
raa.s 

ldnds oi. projeclll uc 110t eligible for Exxoa Valdez fonds must be more clearly lald OUISOJ 
that the Trustee Coundl does aot spend locs of time evaluadu& propoaalls that II'C mt 192-11 
llllitable. 'lbc final EJS lbouJd inclu~ a list of projedl whkh have beeu deemed 
UliiUitable, and tbolso that uc of low priority, for BVOS restoration lundbl& 

We 1J11P0R1 cettahl projeeca which have becm propoiCCI bf tho ap.cies lot HVOS 
fllnds fn the put: wetlmda restoration oa Montque Island, lw:ardoul wure deuupl, 
&eCOnd."if'O'Rtll forest enhlnamJOIIIS, "fD situ" oQ test burm by Alaska Qem Scu m odJcn, 
aDd oold water ~ develq>ment. We also oppo10 usiJll EVOS funds lor bucUne 
ltUdJoa that arc needed prior to federal 0CS and *late of&horc on lcasiDg fn III'CU IIUda IS 
Coot JnletfSbelltof Strait or Yakatap; these are the DOI1II8l agency responsibDi1J' of MMS 
u pan of liB on·aofml OCS propam. 

Fuuda gQUid pot go for gromotlnll inc:reased hurmn UI!CI- We aro mocked that this 
federal Admialltradon t. promotlui c.xpllllliOD of humau UiC$ of the spill area, aDd even 10o 
called "appropriate" llnf uses. . We agree that the spill-affected ecosystem IDIIIC be restored 
to the prwpiD lcvclao that die erd&dna human uses, panlcularly aubslstence mel 
wlldmleN-type m:re•tiooal 111ea may resume. We oppo10 Uilngll)ill settlelnedl funds to 
create new rec.realion opport\lnities (facilities, cabios, trails, docb, airport&, or other new 
IUlCellll or supply means) as these are uormalaacncy ftmcdolls that should be saudnbed 
and coosldered UDder D011118111em:r opeBtious. In taB cues whee an edstiug fadllty, 
IIUda as a c:ahiD, mfgbt have boon destroyOd or trashed out by oil splll deaDup acti:ritia, 
replacement ll warranted, or If a new trail &otlwted by deanup workm, aud fblng It II 
IUICIIIi8IY to prevent further degradation of the e.urironmeut by future visitor~. If indeed 
there iiiiDW' Increased recreational demand &inoe the spill. and tbls is the raliouaJe for 
propo&i.oa 111:'111' tadlities, then it II contr&dlctoJY to then promote now U&el. 

'Ibe projectlllstcd under "pmmotrag recreation use• are pure pork. New vllltor 
centm are not needed, llld if they are deemed necessary should be funded using nonnal 
8piUl1 fuuds. A marlne envlromnemal illltltute already exists fn the spill reaion " 
Cordova; another is UDDeeeiiWy. Tbe ms llhould address, however, specifically that the 
JMS Infrastructure Improvement Project (aka "Seward Sealife Center) has already boeD 
funded, and that 1 lqNII'&l!' EIS q \lllder preparaticm. To praride roc;.reatlon hlfonnation fn 
Portage c:uuJd be done at the exlltlaa visitor center without auy additional fundina. The 
Fomt Service already has a. "leave no ttae6" education proaram on the Xenal Peninsula in 
the Cbug.ac:h National Forest, and distribution of ocher recreation !Dformadon should be 
dou usma ex!stina qcncy lunda at =~visitor centers and contact points, and further 
marletiDg left up to the private ~eetor. 

More rostoradon for wi!dorncM vaiUC!I ilueded- Deilpated WDdcmess &hotellna of 
Katmai Natiollal Park and Bcdlaroff National Wildlife Refuge, proposed 'WilclerDeta In 
Chugach National Forest and lCcna.l Fjords National Park, and the spectaallar defacto 
wildcmoa coasti of Olhcr D&t!onal parks and wildlife refugea were harmed by the oil spiD. 
We believe that an option llhould be addtd IUlder "Dcsspated WUdcmess ~ priority] 
fDr babitat IICXJIIisition fn the Nellie-1uan/College FJords and other Wilderness Stlldy arens. 192.12 
The EIS should explain that aequlsftlon ol foe-simple ulle to both &Urfacc and ll1lbliwtiu:e 
rights would allow federal designation u wilderness, and lhcreforo is a benefit. 
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ecoayttema, .M the rcmce:s these pi'OYide to visitors and the Amerf(U public: w11o may 192-13 
Aa weD. the intriDsle values oliOlltudc, quiet. and xenic values ol aha wllderDeSIJ 

JIO\W ..Wt them mlllt be a Jarser part of abe restoration plaD, as was discussed earUcr. A 
hrpcr prioril;y to habicat IQJ:Illsltioa WDUld best IICC:Omp!Ub thla aoaJ. 

Wo oppose removlng JDOlll JHfdual oll-espec:ially uodor 1b pn:tcxt that thla wD1 ~ 
imprvvc the eu,joyment of 'fisltorf, inchlding tbc "pm:eption" abOut iu 1Vilcle:tneu nature- as 
there Is DO cWJCJIQO m tbc EJS to augat spec:l6c locatiM$ where this c:ould still yield more 192.-14 
podtivc beaefitsto tba environment than would aatural processes, and wuld libly pmduce 
DIOl'e bann by dl.studliiDilCI Ill' trauafenins watamhlatlon from one media (beach sedimcoli) 
to aocther (water, subtidal. etc), 

Habitat protcetlan shogld 1m based on widely~ ecoJolkal qmccpb- Despite 
ltadn& the pollq that lhe "rcatomlca pro,arem will take an ecoayl1cm approadl, • tbore Ia 
tittle ~ of 111ch an approadl f.D ibe ms. It Is not CIKIUgh 10 pruYide a dJan rankiDi 
hldlvldual ~I& that may be aequlred lor their 'VIlllCito indivldu1 spedc:s, or to ewluate 192-lS 
lmpw:ti ol the variOUI ~~~- soldy on a spcdes bJ spedes. Th$ question 1hat atlll 
111111t be ~ II, how wen does euh alternative achieve the mod rcstontlon for 
llllltaiuiDa tbe whole Iabrie of Ufe SUSlalned by the entife e006yStem-aot just the pieces. 

A new section should be added to the RestorJtlcm Plan to explain the sdcmific ] 192 16 rational for 1111 CCOI)'lltall approadl, and more spodlcl about bow lhe nu.te• .inlend to -
incorporm Ibis Ulto the on-soma ~ 

Habital protect1011. aDd acquJsJt1on should generaiJy omJr on a broad scale In order 
to acbieve senlementaoala. AI Ttustces, you have tbe rare opportuDit.y to ~ still 
Intact c:xpaDICI of babltat used bf a divuslty of spcclcs and tbat aupport a I'8JIP of aervkea 
which were inJured by the spm. Elsewhere, rCIOUf(le llUIJI8FlS are Jel't wltb CIU!Db-foized 
piec.:es of habitat for desfpfng nature reaems and from which to dec:i<J.acqukltlDn 
priorities. Here, we have the opponunlfJ to apply out fiaite flnanda1 r(ISOll1'tel creatively 
and IIIDimlze habitat protection on an~ mstcad of simply bitiD8 oft a few 
prime chunks. 

In the spm-affccted reglou. we are blessed with the opportunity to do more than just 
protec:t Isolated pieces such II$ N!StiDg sites or streamsldo buffers. Atqu!sitfon of especlaJ1y 
rid! site& Is Important, but tbc lntearkJ of these areas cunot bo llllintallled Ia lsobldon 
from tba. adjlu:cnt habitats, aor Is their value illdependont of tbc quality of the laJpr 
watershed oc ~ 1t is well known that habitat lou causes population cleclinc8 and 
can faclll1au cxtlnc:tlon by lnDSforminc Jarac populations Into smaD.cr, moro Isolated 01101 
throu&h the process of habitat !ragmcnta1foa. Comlrrws cdm fllliCIIf(l blolosl* ~ fill1. 
ki1rf t'qU4Jl, continuoul sulltdJit ltDbiitzt suppotts 1tiOI'8 indivill:utW of a spd1s kl~Bd«l fat 
~than doa ~ (d/.rcontiJuuJw) habilllt (1bomu et al. 1990). 

C'main c:oncq111 ot c.onservadon JtratcAY wJdcly acccpted by lpCdaUall in the lWds 
of eeolo&,Y and conservation biDlogy (Den Boer 1!181, Hatrill984, Tbomu et aL 1990, 
W'akove et aL 1986) tbat arc appl.Kable to Exxon Valdez restoration lncludb: 

"Bigger is better." Llrge b1oc1s of habitat are better than small ones. 
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BJocb of CODtlpous habitat are better than loOse aggreplioDI of &apented blocks 
due to problema IIIOdated wltb fri&IDOiltJ.tlon aDd edge offcda lncludlnc lncreaaecl 
prodadon llld IIISCeptlbllity to blow-dowll. reduced wildlife dispel'lllll. IJIIlllltcrcd 
JDOYe!DellC., eros.iou, llld odie~Jo 

Prolected hablcats lhould be dlslributed aaosa a &pedes' <lOIIIPlete poarapbic 
c!Ududo.a. . 

OUr priorides tor acqulsldon are broad ueas, llldudlq 011tlre watersheds, in dieM areu: 

• Shuyak Sbaltl • Afognak lslaud (Afopak Jo!Dt Venture holdings) old-growth forest 
habitat )OtaUd alolll thf north put of the fsland adjacent to and east of the ICodlak 
NatiODIII Wlldllfo Refu&e UAit on this Island. 

f KetUil Fjords NadCIWI!l'ut ·All ErJ&llah Dl)' aad Port Gnlham fllhoJc!Jnp. 

+ 1Codiat National Wildlife Rdu&e Jnholcllnp on Kodiak bland. 

• Port Gravina I Orea. Day • Byalr: Corporation laholdl~~~t in Oll188dl Nad.onal Forest, 
iududiu& Orca NatfOIIVS/Nelson Bay, Sbc:ep Bay, S!mpsoa Lapna. 

• Port Fidalgo • On.golna Joai»i threate111 clcDsely formed hllbltat ibli lbelte«MM bays 
near Valdez amd Tatitlek. 

t Eillgld: •1aod P.-p • Olenep OJrporadoa.luholdiup in Cbupdl Natioual Forest, 
IDclldaa Xilight &land aDd 1**11ot/BIJbtm1. 
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eowW. Ufoct tloc- ud _,..... Uer6 reaorllloo II plllucd. UllleM ~ S. .,_ u plu,. 
~ uay- ollillote Je.o .... CAlol< .... ~ ~ lllllilled Ullller ~ ellecu becalo 
..., lllipplls ud clopllll llOII1d iaapaot tloc- for 'WIIidlleiiOI'IIiollll bel.,.~ p-. all 192~60 
lplll. *-. ...... .,.o;.,. at tloc 1'ralloi-AiaW. l'ipoolillo ICI'IIIIulllll: Valdez Uoauld also be ilu:laded ia tWo 
...._ Tile INS JJirallruchre ~ Pro.icd at~ lhmll4 .allo be ~ illi:laded llarc. Tk 
~ '(/.- .......... udlog clamp Faalidcs tllli -w OllCIII',.. ...... ........_~~~auld 'he 
.wot 

~ It lllloP-Jio.., ... doe~ iacteuod llllabor of ICIII1'Im, rocr011b.al-.............. ~ 
lral1ic: ......u- ...... CIIIIUIIaliN dfed .. dderula. ClewJ7,111crc WOIIId bc ICCiuccd ~tor 192 61 
llllilllde. ud quiet, a 1ed-.clioa Ia die a111Dbc1r of- ..mc... tloc ~ "<l.lwma~M -Dill a pualllllllt .uri! • 
aa 1M Jaadscltlc, IIDCI a~ depdadoa of t1oc priadM, 111111ral qlllldea of tic laadralpa. .Ad.k Itt 

~ tloc --lYle--.----... ~ IStladlao .. ,... ..... diiii&OM ___,.. 192-62 
Awn+' P. ""mrk AM!M- ne DmAN-" IIOdol rau.ro ICWrol4l edd..t oaoaaoa~os 1!.J 
¥due&- be IAIIIItalldd ud U.. a~ -crlbulkm ro per-.l emaomlc--. BecmiiD lha 
.... req ................ ber of lllmpllfylas 1111Dptioar, ..... lllould bo ~ .. doe I!IS. 
~ J*1M lMIII -.mil: 'lalllll derit'llll trca COIIIIaal:at ...tiiAIImt ....U... alooald be IAideclro llle 
...... 'l'ba fllllllaliwllaformlioD C:o.piW·for tlit MMS llpllaJocniP -k atudla& for 1M~ 
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an American lam! ethic. 1bc IUIII-profit otpllizatfon bas 280,000 members aatioowldc. 
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areas affected. by the tpilL We appreciate this opporeanlty to comment llld loot forward co 
axtti1111ed lnvoJvemeJit .In the Restoration Process. . 

sw {(~'tfw 
Pamela A. Miller 
A1asb Program Dircc:tor 

Response 192-1 

Passive recreational uses are implicitly considered in the economic effects with respect to 
recreation. It also is embodied in the concept of habitat protection and acquisition that is an 
element in each of the action alternatives. 

In the EVOS Draft Restoration Plan of November 1993 (page 35), a restoration strategy with 
respect to passive uses reads as follows: "Any restoration objective which aids recovery of 
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injured resources, or prevents further injuries, will assist recovery of passive-use values. No 
objectives have been identified which benefit only passive uses, without also addressing 
injured resources. Since recovery of passive uses requires that people know when recovery 
has occurred, the availability to the public of the latest scientific information will continue to 
play an important role in the restoration of passive uses." 

Response 192-1 a 

The suggested policies that should be included in the "Preferred Alternative" (our Proposed 
Action--Alternative 5) are represented in the array of alternatives analyzed and as such are 
available for selection in the record of decision and Final Restoration Plan. 

Response 192-2 

The results of the study were included in the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process; 
Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking, Vol. 1. & 2 released to the public in November 1993 
by the Trustee Council. This Working Document was used to prepare the DEIS, and is 
summarized in Appendix Table A.1. The Habitat Protection Work Group interviewed the 
Principal Investigators of the study intensively in preparing the Working Document. 
Furthermore, this study showed that land on the north end of Afognak Island contained 
important habitat for marbled murrelets and pigeon guillemots, and it was instrumental in the 
Trustee Council's purchase of parcels AJV -02, and -03 surrounding Seal Bay. Summary 
field reports of the Congressionally mandated study are available on request from FWS, 
Region 7, Realty Division, Anchorage, AK 99503. The draft fmal report was completed by 
FWS; Region 7, and it currently is being reviewed in the Department of the Interior, Office of 
the Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 

Response 192-3 

The analysis of effects in this EIS is intended and designed to portray the potential effects of 
restoration actions on the individual injured resources and services. Thus, the analysis and 
discussion of effects from habitat protection and general restoration projects was based on 
the potential effects to the individual injured resources or services and on their potential to 
restore the populations to their prespilllevels. Because the proposed general restoration 
actions are intended and selected to benefit a particular targeted injured resource, there are 
few occasions where negative effects were discussed. However, where negative effects were 
identified, or where the outcome of experimental actions were unknown, these effects were 
considered when the overall conclusions that were developed. Project-specific NEPA 
analysis will provide further analyses and will assess effects of the proposed project on a 
broader multispecies scale. 

One of the difficulties associated with these analyses is that while habitat protection, general 
restoration, and research or monitoring are all restoration tools they have different 
mechanisms of restoration that are not easily comparable. Habitat protection provides great 
benefit for maintaining and stabilizing wildlife resources and the services that depend upon 
them because it guarantees natural productivity and diversity and prevents further habitat 
loss; however, this is a passive, long-term measure. General restoration actions provide 
alternative tools that may be useful to accelerate the natural recovery process. Therefore, 
those alternatives that allow for a greater number of effective tools to aid restoration, were 
usually judged to have a greater potential overall benefit for restoration of the injured 
resource. 
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The analyses and discussion of effects from habitat protection or general restoration projects 
were based on the potential effects to the individual injured resources or services and on their 
potential to help restore the injured populations to their prespilllevels as well as on the 
ability of the action to reduce negative impacts on the injured resources from either the oil 
spill or from anticipated human activities. (Also see Response 192-3.) 

Many restoration actions, particularly habitat protection and a few "general restoration" 
actions can affect other species besides those injured resources that are analyzed. Although 
this EIS shows the potential effects of the actions for the individual resources and services, 
the multiple-species or multiple-services characteristic has been an important aspect in the 
ranking of upland parcels and may be a factor that influences the future funding of specific 
restoration projects that may be proposed. In addition, a project-specific NEPA compliance 
document will assess multispecies or site-specific effects. 

Response 192-5 

These comments prompted a different approach to the analysis of effects to wilderness. The 
main concern of the analysis in the DEIS was the wilderness value of Designated Wilderness. 
The FEIS takes the wilderness characteristics of the entire EVOS area into consideration 
more comprehensively, including the wilderness characteristics of de facto wilderness being 
considered for habitat protection and acquisition. Alternative 5 does allow for projects that 
may increase numbers of visitors, but individual projects will still need to be evaluated by the 
Trustee Council to balance any negative effects of more visitors with the benefits to a variety 
of visitors and recreation service providers. The FEIS states that increasing numbers of 
people can negatively effect the wilderness characteristics of the area. 

Acquiring and protecting land interests adjacent to Designated Wilderness would benefit the 
wilderness by ensuring the continued extension of the wilderness-like character beyond the 
borders of the wilderness, thereby enhancing the continued ecological integrity of the 
wilderness. Similarly, logging adjacent to Designated Wilderness may be a negative effect 
on the wilderness because of the ensuing discontinuity of ecosystems and viewsheds 
extending beyond the wilderness boundary, as well as impinging noise and activity during the 
logging phase. This negative effect is recognized in the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 
1, as having moderate to high negative effects (DEIS 4-27; modified to high negative effects 
in the FEIS). The overlapping effects of acquiring private lands adjacent to Designated 
Wilderness may significantly enhance public perception of recovery to wilderness. For this 
reason, the text of the EIS has been modified to more thoroughly include the effects of habitat 
acquisition and protection. This reorders the effects with a higher level of benefit accorded to 
Alternatives 2 and 3 and reduces the level of benefit accorded to Alternative 5. 

Response 192-6 

We concur that our effects analysis regarding marbled murrelets needs strengthening. Our 
re-evaluation of the effects of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are reflected in changes from a high 
benefit for all alternatives in the DEIS, to the following: Alternative 2, high; Alternative 3, 
moderate: Alternatives 4 and 5 Low. However, even this re-evaluation needs to be qualified 
because of the paucity of data on murrelet nesting densities. The actual benefit to murrelet 
restoration from acquisition of any given parcel will depend on the actual nesting density of 
murrelets within the parcel, data which are lacking for the very large majority of parcels. 
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Old growth conifers with adequate amounts of moss on large horizontal limbs constitute 
"prime nesting habitat," but surveys by the FWS at sites scattered throughout the EVOS have 
shown that there is not necessarily a direct correlation between the amount of old growth 
forest and the nesting density of marbled murre lets. 

Response 192-7 

Alternative 5 attempts to strike a balance between habitat acquisition, general restoration, 
and research and monitoring. Each of these restoration actions could benefit an injured 
resource in different ways. For example, drowning of marbled murrelets in fisheries' gillnets 
could be addressed under Alternative 5, with studies that could pinpoint fishing methods or 
alterations in fishing gear that would reduce murrelet mortality. Research and monitoring 
designed to better delineate murrelet distribution and abundance in nesting habitat on land, 
and in foraging habitat at sea could help prevent further impacts by providing information 
necessary to prevent further injury. For example, if further monitoring showed that certain 
areas or times held large concentrations of murrelets, fisheries regulations could be designed 
to avoid these areas and times. The actual implementation of such regulations would be the 
responsibility of the individual agencies responsible for the resource. 

Without adequate baseline data for a resource, it is difficult and often impossible to separate 
injury due to the EVOS from other anthrogenic factors such as possible overfishing, and from 
natural population fluctuations due to cyclic changes in oceanographic conditions that affect 
prey supplies. For example, populations of black-legged kittiwakes and harbor seals, for 
which there are good baseline data, have been in a long-term decline across the Gulf of 
Alaska. Finally, although marbled murrelets were clearly injured by the EVOS, this species 
remains the most abundant seabird in Prince William Sound in summer. Four years ofpost
EVOS boat surveys (see Response 192-8 below) have shown that the population of marbled 
murrelets in Prince William Sound may be stabilizing, and possibly be starting to increase. 
However, a minimum of 5 years of population data are needed to indicate a trend, which 
underscores the importance of continued population monitoring. 

Response 192-8 

The Draft EVOS Restoration Plan defmes recovery of the injured marbled murrelet 
population as: " ... when population trends are stable or increasing." However, "recovery" 
of a population that is undergoing normal cycles is difficult to defme precisely. Separating 
abnormal influences on a population like the EVOS from normal influences like a possible 
declining food base due to changing oceanographic conditions are difficult at best. Like most 
of the injured resources, there were few data on murrelet populations in the EVOS zone 
before the spill, and none immediately preceding the spill. Nevertheless, 4 years of post
EVOS data (Agler et al., written comm., 1994) for Prince William Sound marbled murrelets 
suggest that the population may be stabilizing. Population estimates for all ofPrince William 
Sound were: 



Year 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1993 

Population Estimate 
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(:1:95% confidence interval) 

89,900-124,800 

63,600-99,199 

86,400-126,600 

117,400-201,500 

The estimate for 1993 is approaching the low end of the most recent prespill data in 1972 
(206,000-402,900). Moreover, population estimates of marbled murrelets within the spill 
zone of Prince William Sound did not show an oil spill effect compared with the nonoiled 
zone, such as shown by several other species. While a minimum of five years of data are 
needed to indicate a population trend, these data are more indicative of stability or increase 
than decline. · 

In our view, parallels between circumstances hundreds or thousands of miles to the south and 
the recovery status of marbled murrelets within the EVOS zone should be drawn with 
caution. Although the marbled murrelet is listed as threatened in Washington, Oregon, and 
Califofnia, it has been the most abundant seabird in Prince William Sound in July during 4 
years of small boat surveys after the spill. 

The Draft EVOS Restoration Plan defmes recovery of the injured harlequin duck population 
as: " ... when populations have returned to prespilllevels, or when differences between 
oiled and unoiled areas are eliminated." Four years ofpost-EVOS data (Agler et al., written 
comm., 1994) for Prince William Sound suggest that harlequin duck populations throughout 
Prince William Sound have been higher since 1990 than the most recent prespill estimate in 
1972. Population estimates were: 

Year Population Estimate 
(:1:95% confidence interval) 

1989 2,600-5,200 

1990 5,800-12,800 

1991 5,100-11,400 

1993 5,700-10,980 

However, despite seemingly high population levels, the harlequin duck population still has 
not recovered. Breeding has been abnormally low in portions of the oiled zone studied in 
western Prince William Sound, and populations in the oiled zone are abnormally low 
compared with the unoiled zone. Under the above defmition, the population will have 
recovered when a trend for normal breeding has been established in .the oiled zone, and when 
there is no longer an oil spill affect for lower numbers of harlequin ducks in the oiled zone. 
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Response 192-9 

There is no requirement in the Endangered Species Act that category 2 candidate species be 
analyzed in the EIS. The requirement for consultation and biological assessment are 
included in Chapter 1 and Appendix E of the FEIS. 

Response 192-1 0 

Changes have been made in the text to clarify what is intended by a restoration reserve. As 
stated in the DEIS, it is intended for future restoration needs. Such needs could include any 
action consistent with the policies to be contained in the record of decision and Final 
Restoration Plan and the MOA and Consent Decree. 

Response 192-11 

The EIS discusses the types of projects that are consistent with each alternative's policies. It 
would require a great deal of space to discuss the specific projects which may or may not be 
approved by the Trustee Council. There have been thousands of pages of projects submitted 
and that have not been approved by the Trustees over the past 3 years. Those interested in 
submitting proposals can obtain copies of the past work plan from the Oil Spill Public 
Information Center. 

Response 192-12 

Thank you for the comment concerning the inclusion of an option setting priorities for habitat 
acquisition in the Nellie Juan/College Fiord and other Wilderness Study Areas. The Plan 
does not set priorities for specific areas, however. The Plan sets program areas of emphasis 
for later project specific planning and decision making that will be tiered on the broader 
program plan. It must depend on the analysis and priorities set forth in the Large Parcel 
Evaluation (EVOS Trustee Co~cil, November 1993). 

The transfer of fee simple title to the Federal Government does provide Congress with the 
opportunity to assess lands for inclusion in the Wilderness System. It does not, however, 
ensure that those lands will become Designated Wilderness or even Wilderness Study Areas. 
For the purposes of this analysis, identification of lands that may or may not be designated as 
wilderness is not in itself a benefit to any resource or service. 

Response 192-13 

See Responses 192-5 and 192-12. 

Response 192-14 

The reason Designated Wilderness was listed as injured in the Draft Restoration Plan was 
because of oil on beaches within existing wilderness. The analysis considered not so much 
the enjoyment of visitors, but rather the appreciation of reducing the impacts of residual oil in 
Designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas. Removing residual oil is viewed as a 
direct benefit to wilderness. Changes to public perception are viewed as likely, but indirect. 
The EIS is a programmatic document and does not evaluate the technical feasibility of 
individual projects. The Trustee Council will, during its annual project reviews, have to 
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evaluate the benefits of specific oil-removal projects to balance potential disturbance with 
potential benefit. 

Response 192-15 

5 

The EIS used the information and ratings :from the Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking. 
That information evaluated the potential benefits to 19 species and resources. No single 
species was singled out as the one to be evaluated for the EIS process. In order to evaluate 
the impacts consistent with NEP A, it has been necessary to discuss them one resource at a 
time. In making a decision in the record of decision and Final Restoration Plan, the Trustees 
will consider all the impacts to all the resources. 

Response 192-16 

A more detailed explanation of the ecosystem approach is included in Chapter 2 and will be a 
part of the Final Restoration Plan. 

Response 192-17 

The titles of the alternatives analyzed in the EIS are those that have been used extensively in 
public documents since Aprill993.' It was felt that it would be confusing to the public to 
give them new titles at this time. 

Response 192-18 

Due to the documentation of the shifting of recreation use areas and continued increases in 
tourism following the EVOS, the analysis continues to anticipate effects as presented in the 
DEIS. The analysis accounts for shifts in locations and types of recreation and tourism away 
:from areas impacted by logging, and even to recreation that may be enhanced by the changes 
to the landscape created through logging. Overall, some impacts to several user groups 
would be negative, but the degree of negative impact may be cushioned by those shifts. 

Response 192-19 

It is correct that development adversely affects wilderness values. Since the original analysis 
focused on the effects to Designated Wilderness, rather than on the wilderness qualities of 
non-Designated Wilderness lands, and since no logging will occur in Designated Wilderness, 
the direct effects of logging were not considered. However, given that actions on non
Designated Wilderness may affect the wilderness characteristics of wilderness lands (see 
Response 192-5), the text of each of the alternatives has been modified to reflect the 
anticipated impacts of extractivt< activities. 

Response 192-20 

See EIS Appendix E for the response by the FWS, Region 7. We changed the estimated 
effects of the No Action Alternative in the EIS :from "low-to-moderate negative" to a 
"moderate negative." Judging the effects of the No Action Alternative is difficult because 
there are so many variables and unknowns. We based our assessment that this alternative 
would result in a moderate negative affect on several factors. Mainly, much of the potential 
nesting habitat in the EVOS region is already protected, or in a de facto protected status; 
e.g., no logging in Kenai Fjords National Park, or in western Prince William Sound (Chugach 
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National Forest) as long as it remains in a Wilderness Study Area status. See also Responses 
192-6 and 192-8. 

Response 192-21 

With a scarcity of studies on rates of population change in common murres, it is appropriate 
to consider all available information to estimate recovery time of the injured murre 
,population. Since the timing of breeding and productivity rates was normal in 1992 and 
1993 at the Barren Islands, and happened much sooner than earlier predictions, it is possible 
that murres could recover within 20 years. At the same time, we believe in the possibility 
that it could take as long as the 80-100 years estimated by some workers. We will alter the 
wording to reflect the breadth of opinions among murre workers that murre population 
recovery could take several decades, or it could happen within 20 years. 

We have changed the wording of the conclusion for Alternative 1 regarding murres to agree 
with the discussion of murres in Chapter 3, Affected Environment. 

Response 192-22 

See Response 19-1. 

Response 192-23 

See Response 192-5. 

Response 192-24 

Not all recreational activities negatively affect wilderness values, however, some 
recreational activities are in conflict with wilderness values. The effects analysis recognized 
these and considered them in the conclusions reached. It is important to recognize that under 
the No Action--Alternative 1 significant degradation of the existing wilderness values is 
assumed. Each of the action alternatives would benefit these values even in the presence of 
increased recreation. 

Only the State Legislature and Congress can designate wilderness, so wilderness designation 
is not an action that may be analyzed as part of the EIS. 

Response 192-25 

We concur. The EIS will be changed to indicate a low benefit from Alternative 5. See also 
Response 192-6 above. 

Response 192-26 

You are correct in asserting that the benefits to wilderness may be offset somewhat by 
increases in kinds of human activities. However, the EIS is intended to analyze the overall 
benefits as they pertain to Designated Wilderness and wilderness values, and few of the 
actions proposed or possible under Alternative 5 will have high levels of detrimental effects 
on those Wilderness Areas or values. You also are correct in pointing out the potential 
impacts to wilderness without permanent protection of land. The text of the alternatives has 
been modified to reflect those impacts. See also Response 192-5. 
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Thank you for your comment suggesting that it is illogical that less money would be available 
in Alternative 5 for general restoration even though more types of projects are proposed. 
Alternative 5 policies allow for a wider variety of projects to be considered, but does not 
require that they be funded. Individual projects must still stand on their own merits for 
funding. That is, even though more types of projects are possible, it does not mean that more 
projects will be funded. 

Response 192-27 

The impact analysis does include habitat considerations as well as other actions on the 
resources. The protection of valuable habitat and the restoring of injured habitat through 
general restoration actions have been analyzed. 

Response 192-28 

The EIS has been revised in response to this comment. 

Response 192-29 

The resources and services specifically addressed in the EIS have documented injuries as a 
result of the EVOS. Therefore, it is likely that restoration actions will be taken for these 
resources and services. Additional resources, such as other shorebird species or other 
seabird species, may be incorporated into the restoration program if sufficient link to the oil 
spill is determined through the monitoring and research program. This EIS does not 
preclude the restoration of any injured resource or service. 

Response 192-30 

The names shown in Table 1-1 are the common names of species used in public comments 
during scoping for the EIS. 

Response 192-31 

There are no proposals at this time that are inconsistent with the Kodiak or Alaska Maritime 
Refuge plans. Should proposals arise in the future, they would be evaluated in a site-specific 
NEPA analysis. 

Response 192-32 

The Trustee Council cannot dictate how any agency is to manage its lands. How the State of 
Alaska chooses to manage its lands in the Prince William Sound Area Plan is the decision of 
the State and outside the jurisdiction of the restoration program. 

Response 192-33 

Additional information about procedures for permitting and planning associated with 
fisheries projects (including Regional Comprehensive Plans) and aquatic habitat alteration is 
included in Appendix C. The text also has been modified in response to this comment. 
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Response 192-34 

The Restoration Plan identifies several resources that were injured by the EVOS that are not 
focused on in the EIS for the reasons stated in Chapter 1 pg 19 and 20. These resources 
include: bald eagles, black oystercatchers, some intertidal organisms, killer whales, subtidal 
organisms, cutthroat trout, Dolly Varden, river otter, and rockfish. These resources remain a 
part of the overall restoration program, and they have been considered in the Comprehensive 
Habitat Protection Process; Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking, Volume I and II (EVOS 
Restoration Team, 1993). For many of the resources, no general restoration actions other 
than management actions have been identified; if habitat improvement projects or other 
restoration projects are identified in the future, they will be considered. 

Response 192-35 

The Fish and Wildlife Service's responsibilities defmed in these acts, and in the Alaska 
Seabird Management Plan, are implicit in the management purposes listed in Chapter 2. 

Response 192-36 

We spell out possible methods of "predator control" in the appropriate sections of Chapter 4. 
To reiterate, "predator control" is a generic term that is more inclusive than killing alien foxes 
and rats on islands. Suggested possible methods first include determining the severity of 
predation at individual colonies, and experimenting with nonlethal ways of controlling 
predation. 

Response 192-37 

There is no correlation intended between the amount assumed for general restoration and the 
variety of projects consistent with the policies contained in an alternative. More money could 
be spent on a small group of project types. 

Response 192-38 

The text has been revised in Chapter 2 to clarify the restoration reserve. The questions 
related to how the fund may be invested are governed by the MOA and Consent Decree. 
Currently, the funds are held by the Federal Court Registry Investment System (CRIS) but the 
Trustee Council may consider actions to invest the funds for greater returns than are currently 
provided by the crus. 

Response 192-39 

The high benefit listed for marbled murrelets in the table falls within the high, moderate, low 
scheme that was used for all injured resources. Table 2-4 (Defmitions of Impact Levels) 
notes that a high benefit for recovery of birds would be indicated when, "High probability of 
substantially enhancing population level, productivity rate, or for reducing sub-lethal injury 
throughout EVOS region." We believe that Alternative 2 would provide a high benefit for 
marbled murrelet recovery under this defmition. 
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The definition of impact levels for many of the resources includes a component that considers 
the ability of the restoration actions to reduce negative impacts :from either the oil spill or 
from anticipated human activities. This would include the effects of protecting critical 
habitats; however, since this is not a project-specffic EIS the Large Parcel Evaluation 
Rankings were used to evaluate the effects of habitat protection of upland parcels on the 
individual resources, and the data are insufficient to defme "critical" habitat locations for each 
resource. 

Response 192-41 

The Draft Restoration Plan addresses Designated Wilderness Areas rather than the 
wilderness qualities of non-Designated Wilderness lands, so the defmitions of impact levels 
were developed as they pertain directly to the effects on Designated Wilderness. However, 
the wilderness qualities of non-Designated Wilderness lands do contribute to the wilderness 
values of Designated Wilderness through extending wilderness character and maintaining the 
integrity of wilderness ecosystems (see 192-5). Therefore, the defmitions of impact levels for 
wilderness have been modffied to include impacts to the degree of solitude and quiet, absence 
of permanent human activity, and·intact, natural qualities of the ecosystem. 

Response 192-42 

A map with the Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas ha8 been added to Chapter 1 of the 
EIS. 

Response 192-43 

See EIS Appendix E for the response to this comment by the FWS, Region 7. Candidate II 
status outside the EVOS area may have little bearing on recovezy in the EVOS area. 

Response 192-44 

The citations for written communicattons are shown in the bibliography. These refer to 
unpublished information :from experts or other knowledgeable people that has been used in 
the preparation of the EIS. 

Response 192-45 

The EIS will be rewritten to reflect harlequin ducks in Prince William Sound nesting in 
subalpine, upper elevation limits of old growth mountain hemlock-Sitka spruce stands. 
Within the EVOS area, harlequin ducks also nest in Kachemak Bay in brush along alpine 
streams, and on Kodiak Island along streams in grassy meadows (Patten, oral comm., 1994). 

Response 192-46 

The status and general conservation problems of marbled murrelets south of Alaska will be 
mentioned in Chapter 3 of the fmal EIS. However, the status of marbled murrelets outside 
the EVOS area may have little bearing on the species' recovezy within the EVOS area. The 
marbled murrelet is the most abundant summer seabird in Prince William Sound. 
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Response 192-4 7 

This EIS is intended to analyze the effects associated with the oil spill restoration program. 
The material cited is merely historical fact and is a matter of public record contained in 
documents associated with the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. 

Response 192-48 

As stated on page 3-48 of the DEIS, "The 1990 economy for the EVOS area and for 
Anchorage is summarized in Table 3-3 for the EVOS area. Anchorage is added to the 
EVOS area because there are so many strong linkages between the economy of this area and 
Anchorage, which is the nearest large economic center to the EVOS area." The authors are 
not aware of an economic model with the capability of accounting for economic activity 
related to subsistence activities. Furthermore, subsistence activities have intrinsic value as a 
part of the Native culture which cannot be assigned a monetary value. As explained in the 
introduction to Chapter 4 of the DEIS, an attempt was made to modify the IMPLAN 
economic model to measure effects on the recreation sector, but this was not possible due to 
the structure of the model. A search was conducted among recreation experts for an 
economic model appropriate for analysis of effects on recreation in this EIS, but none was 
found. 

Response 192-49 

The material referenced in this comment is introductory. The specific impacts are analyzed 
later in Chapter 4. 

Response 192-50 

The DEIS does not attempt to measure impacts of the EVOS. The year 1990 has been 
selected because it is a relatively recent year for which solid economic data is available. The 
differences among the effects of alternatives is the important point of the analysis. 

Response 192-51 

We will alter the wording to reflect the breadth of opinions among murre workers that murre 
population recovery could take several decades, or it could happen within 20 years. Possible 
recovery within 20 years is not idle speculation, but is based on 20 years of Alaskan data. 
Inclusion of this information, thl\t murres could possibly recover within 20 years, provides a 
balance for other predictions of a 80-100 year recovery time. With a scarcity of studies on 
population change in common murres, it is responsible to consider all available information 
on possible recovery duration for the injured murre population. Furthermore, observations 
that the timing of breeding and productivity rates were normal in 1992 and 1993 at the 
Barren Islands, and observations that this return to normal behavior happened much sooner 
than early post-spill predictions, also tend to support predictions of a possible shorter 
recovery time. 

Response 192-52 

A 1987 report of an immature marbled murrelet found on the forest floor above Patton Bay 
will be included here. The most recent timber harvest data for Prince William Sound and 
Mognak Island are now inserted in the text. 
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Factors that influence the location of marbled murrelet nest sites among different types of 
forest and on the ground are still under investigation. Specialists with this species were on 
the panels that evaluated the large parcels as part of the Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 
Process. The results of their analysis were used in evaluating the impacts of the various 
alternatives. The benefits derived from habitat protection also included the results of their 
parcel evaluations. 

Response 192-53 

See Response 192-5. 

Response 192-54 

The techniques for cleaning oiled mussel beds are still being developed and tested. In 1994, 
a method which uses hand tools for lifting mussels away from the oiled sediments was tested. 
Results from these sites were not available prior to completion of this EIS. 

Response 192-55 

The text has been revised in response to this comment. The benefits from habitat protection 
were derived from the staff analysis of the information contained in the Large Parcel . 
Evaluation and Ranking Process which included the results of the Afognak Island studies. 

Respon~e 192-56 
' 

The information from the study was included in the Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 
Table A -1 is taken from. 

Response 192-57 

Potential negative effects from hatchery-produced fish are identified and presented in 
paragraph form in the EIS; however, the primary focus of this programmatic EIS is a 
description of all restoration "tools" that may be used to benefit the restoration of injured wild 
stocks. As with any tool, these will be useful only if applied in a safe and appropriate 
manner to restore injured wild stocks. The conclusions in this programmatic EIS are derived 
from the discussion and are intended to determine if the array of actions may be useful in 
achieving the desired result (i.e., restoration to prespill conditions for that resource). 

In addition, after a restoration project is proposed, a NEPA compliance document will assess 
multispecies or site-specific effects. 

Response 192-58 

·See Response 192-14. Also, the analysis of Alternative 3 states that public information and 
marketing would not be funded. The text of this section has been modified to clarify the 
analysis. 
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Response 192-59 

The small parcel nomination did not close until July 15, 1994. It was not possible to include 
the information requested in the EIS. This information will be made available to the public 
in the same or similar fashion as was the large parcel information. 

Response 192-60 

The text has been changed to include the suggested activities and projects in the cumulative 
case. 

Response 192-61 

In combination with the effects ofthe Proposed Action, the cumulative effects of the 
considered projects may have cdnsiderable localized negative effects on the wilderness 
characteristics of some lands in the EVOS area. Few of the analyzed projects may have a 
significant effect directly on Designated Wilderness, but the effects may indirectly include 
Designated Wilderness lands, especially should a marked increase in visitors to Designated 
Wilderness result. The text of this section has been modified to clarify the analysis. 

Response 192-62 

The limitations of the IMPLAN model are acknowledged and described in Appendix D and 
in the introduction to Chapter 4. The important assumptions made with respect to the 
IMPLAN model are described in Appendix D and the introduction to Chapter 4. Passive 
recreational uses are implicitly considered in the economic effects with respect to recreation. 
The MMS has socio-economic information for the spill-affected region. However, most of it 
is prior to 1990. The most current relevant information and analytic tools available are 
considered in this EIS. 
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- JH'IIPII'8 011' tomwl commenll Gil the ~ 

8incately, 

~)J.~ 
LDwell H. SUrtlg. Prtsld .... 
"" I'IUI<a Cl\lplllt 01 Tha Wl1dlh Sacllly 
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 
ALASKA CHAPTER 

P.O. Box .20604 
Juneau. AX 99802 

lMay 1993 

Dr. David B. Oibboi:M 
El.J:xon v aldar Oil Spill 'l'rwltee coo=~~ 
8411 G. Street 
Anc:bon.,p, AX 99501 

Dear Dr. GibbODS: 

q~·r~ 

~.!~~ 

The Wlldli& Society, &nmded hll837, ia a nonpro6t acienW!c and lllw:atiorl. 
orpnisation or pmlaaaloaala ac:tlve in wildliflt na .. rch, mPJllgemal.t. ~u~tion 
and adminiatntlou. The Soci- publilhe1 two aclent.ftic joumall and a 
monoeraph sariu. TM A1aaka Chapter ot'l'he WildW'Io Society htle about 330 
member'l. We receatJ,- held OlD' ~ mee~ ill Jtmeau aDd adopted a 
resolution urgl.q the Oil Spill TNII:ae CIII.1Ddl. to eon"-d• the endowment or 
~ posUiona in the hloloeicaliiCIIencle with the Uld~t,o ot AJuka ayatem. 

01ll' reaolut.ion 11oM Mt apeciJY the typaa ot poaUfone that mirht beet be tuited to 
meet the ~adOiliOall. ~and other memben the Alallka Chapter would 
rladl:y prO'ride more detailed wgeatlone to th8 Oil Spill Truawe COUIIdl about thll 
typea ot expertiat that COlllcl beat pnrride the type~ of biological informatiDD and 
education that will be DA~edad into the &.tare. Endowed amveralty ahaira would. 
provide hetrhtened reaearah and. ~tion witbia u. •tate or Alub that will 
beneft.t all Alaabn8. 



Response 
to Comments 5 

RESOWTION OP THE ALASKA. OHAPl'ER OF 
THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 

ARESOLVTIONURGINGTHE EXxONVALDEZOlLSPILLCOONCU:.'l'OWORK 
W1'1'H TBB· UNIVEBSlTY or AI.t\SKA ON A PLAN TO ENDOW UP TO 20 
ACADEMIC CHAIBS IN THE BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES TO P'UUILL THE LONG
TERM GOAtS OP TBE Slil'ri'LEMEN'l. 

WHEREAS, lbe bJollllllral I'IIOUJ'CU ot the IID1'tbem Gull ol A1uka were 
severely :lmpallteci bJ' the Euon Vlllda1 oil api1l, 

WHJm.EAS, bluleliM ICientlftc data were fDadequafll to ~1" a.ueu i1w 
damqe and u. iDadequata to reaUatlcally r.tare the~ Uld 

WHEREAS, future lhipwrecb ~ oil IJ)ll1a iD the uw. 11r1 a ruliatlc 
prabilbllity, and 

WHEREAS, the llllCUIIIUlatioD fllmantJIID k:aDwledp aDd lldvanQ!U!Ie1\~ ol 
IM:ieDti&: t.ec:hnoi.DG' make IIIJ.OnDOU acfvmole each ,ear ud. will ccmtinua to do 10 
into the cmtu:riel ahead, aDd 

WHEREAS. endowedaeadamlc chain will proyide ccmtiD•qulllit7 ICI!endJ!c 
investiptioa, ~ publicatiaDI. Uld ut:ellmc:e in tzaiDiDr that will be naeded 
by tbe apnc:iu aDd IXIID))AJiiell tfspon,."hle iW I'IIOUI'CII 111811afemtll.t and 
davelopm.ent in~. and 

WHEREAS, tbe Euora Valda& 00 SpiJl 'l'n1lt.8e COUDd1 fa chupd with 
l.'8ltoliq', rebabilitldiu& repladn£ M!h•nclnl or uqalrf.pc equivalent J'IIIOUl'CM and 
..me.. in the oil.lplll fllllll!l anclllOWd llcme8i fMm hlrtter -m to acxlOIIIPiilh 
theM f08lJ, aDd 

WHEREAS. with .mlllltilfic aclvancamentl in thl decadee or centuriea ahead. 
~tua) el"hPDI'MW!f!!Jt ot INJl1 ol We bluloileal1810lll'C01 will " pcllllible. BDCl 

WHEREAS, CIIIUleDtratmr • msjor cauter ibr l!dvU~l~DleDt ~ tM biolcafcal 
.lllimcu at the Unb-enitif ot Alulra i1 lza the 11M iDc-.en.t. old AlaakaDI irdured 
by the Exmn 00 SplD, IUid . 

WHBRJ!AB. the UDlvenrft7 ot Alub a1read,r hu an appropdata POUIIdatioll 
for man«glne endowed cba1n: • 
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NOWrr THERBFORB BB RESOLVED BY THE MIWBUSIIIP OPTJD: ALASKA 
CHAPl'ER OF 1'BE WILDLD'J!: SOCIETY: 

1. To urp b l:DOD Valdes Oil 8piU 'l'nlltee Couneil ta ~ tJ2eir 
Restoration Team to c:ontut ad cooperate with the UDiver.it.r ot Alaska iD 
de1teloping a plan for eltabJi•bbw up to 20 tmdowecl chaira m the bi.oloelcalac:ienc:et 
that wiD ft1UU1 the iDteDt of the~ 

:a. That auda a )llaD. be iDI:lud.ed.m tba a.toratlon Plan aDd Envtronmeatal 
Impact Statemmt 'behll preperad tbd 7Mr h,. t.bl Reato:atlcm Team. 

Adopt-a WI lOth dq ot Aprl11998. 

Response 197-1 

It is unlikely that all effects from the oil spill will be fully understood even when receipt of 
the fmal payment from Exxon occurs in the year 2001. With this in mind, the Trustee 
Council has proposed a restoration reserve as part of the proposed action--Alternative 5. 
However, under the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) artd Consent Decree that governs 
the use. of the joint trust funds, the Trustees must unanimously agree on any decision 
regarding the use of the funds. Thus, an endowment that provides funds for restoration 
activities to a management board, grant making orgariization, or university that would then 
distribute funds at its discretion, does not appear consistent with the requirements of the 
MOA. The authority to make decisions regarding the use of the funds would be delegated to 
an entity other than the natural resources trustees or the Trustee Council, in violation of the 
terms of the MOA. The proposed restoration reserve, however, does address the need for 
long-term restoration activities such as monitoring, research, and general restoration, which 
is consistent with the use of funds advocated by proponents of an endowment. 



World Wildlife Fund 

Response 
to Comments 

Jut -29-9.t Fill I B: 55 IIDRI.D UJIJ)LI}i RlND 

Ytt,...,OZ-27d-'Ulll 
l!mm Vlllk& 011 Spill Tnutce Couacl 
AttD: FJS Comma~~ 
uo Mr. Ro4 Xllba 
6f.S G SU.. SUite 4101 
~ Ak 11!1»1-3451 

~ 
WWF 

r.I, 29, ltN 

S~ect: Warld 'WIIIIfl :ru.u1'1 Dtaft Ea~ IDrJrd StlllesaPDt Coa1w1i1s 

n.r Coullcil MomWII 

0a. bWlr of World WJidliiW Pwld ("WWF"), ID hlllraatlotla1 oon.nt!oD 
arpDIIUiaa with - - llllllloa D'lllbm. vtO 'A'OlJklllke » CliiCIIIMIIC 011 the Dr.tl; 
lliwllonllll:lltal ~ Slltallelll fot the Bus Vallkz 01 Spill (8\'0S) RalanlloG Jllu 
(DJU), IIIIIIUJPR dat fOOowq lmptv\'t!IIIID tD flo Cowld'l Ptd'emd Allemati'fll 
(AllmWVO '>· 

P.OI/02 

WWP II ~ to a ~vo IObloa 1D lbllatiXIUall or llllllt.alre~CJ~~~te~ 
1111'* w.U. * olllplll npaa dut II.,._, oa ulppJOpri&te alloadloa ot• nmUmlq 
btlm:c lo bDbiiM ~- n:atontloa, ~ .dmla!ltralb, ami •ll:llfGIIdoa 
liiSI!M. AI!hoUih we rocoplallllt t:M PDlett'e4 Altcl'lllllw 5 eaeclllbl old alterlllliw 
orJaiDallY ptap051d by 1111 TJUitll CoullCil by .. IIIUCb II 15" of dxl bllblllt quBitioa 
llmdt, Ule l'ld'omd Altemld-.o pz:ovUet cmly 48 • 52 " of die aBIIllllni ...._ lo 'be IIICd. 
ror llabl• •cqut•Woo 'IIIIa 111 ilia 11111111e1t ~ or., or tlJt 5 lltemall.WI evalulllleliDd 
II~ for~ lht tout~ rl.lbe ~ J)ll\)llllmx:ivlnl ~ 
-*iDp ftom.dlo Thlalcc Cowlcil'IWP parcel nntlqa. 'WaiQ'IJII,Ilr 11tP lilt Tmlteo 
Council.rtl ~ 11'101'1 of, !lilt I'UiabUDJ balance of BVOS 1\mff·IO lllbllll: acquiddoa 111 
JllO'l!de lrljumS ftd!. aQd wildlife IIPCCin willll ~ qiJdt.J babllll W. 1110 IICifCII cllara far 
WlllOW.l1 from * ollllplll. Hsb.laK ac:q~ lillie beiC way to rtltal'lloJIINII IIIIUtll 
te10Ur011 IIIII ~ Mlt'Wtd opportuDIIIa b ~. 1114 recnallaD 11N .,.llolh 
Mub I'Cildt:rll$ alld ooa-~C~Idcllll. 

5 
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JlJL-!!.9-tU~I 18158 Dl.D WILR.IFJ: F1lll 

~ v.~ 011 Spill 'l'l:aM eau.:a 
c/o MI-. ltDd l:alm 
1ul:r~.1994 
~2 

P,II!/U2 

8PINl •01111' wvJnr fllllw'l'mllK CO.:ll'a wortlrll--~w 
H.w.& Pmdoa ~ t..rp Pared Bnludoa amld:lnf Vmm-t• _, usblf Seal 
II)' 11111 Kdc:Dlak Bq u llOIII,PIIl~ ala, 'WI lltlmiDt flit 1111 Prel'tmd Aflieolltlye wll 
rau abort ar .aqlllnal .n lliab to IIIOdcnlllp .radlld ~ <»'-1110 ...... id.eollfle4 • p. 
111-17 of lhe J..qe Pucel !vatuuiaa Woddna Doe\Jme11Qb7 ~ $GO ..Ulloa 10 

.$0 mlllbt. 'lbetdllnr, -~ 4loll1'111Q '-~ tnm JIMIIdlllllll 
~rloi!f lllllllot till~,._... iDtD lllbllat .:qullldoa. ~ U..adllblal 
~ Jato Ja-bllllt ~11om "Ml'l1d ~ tile toc11 ftllldl for ICqlllllitloa ro $385 millioll, 
~ 621 o1 1111: mnaiDIDJ 1IIWxe. '1'111 blp:t pc.rcealaJe M ~ lbl' 
biJJiW ~~~:qWsltbl II condataa wllll U. l'l'llflltl allocllloa tbr lllbb! ICI(IIIIIlloll. (661) 
~ by - publl:, u illdk:alllcl ill tho ~ oC' l'llblic CGmmellll 011. AIOcmatl¥CI0

• 

IDd woui411Jow tk ClluDCll TID acquire IOiaf&h1III'ICiellfllly ranbd larp parce11l'om wiJlill& 
ldlcn tluGa,OOUC tbo lpi1J Nbr. la pa.aa!, 1111 p~bllc '- lboua llfQIII """* to CIWIIJ 
adcUtloul ~ araa u • wbbla~ far~ llp.s .......-. AIWkWIIIII 
protGI:~ 1TW 'WID DOt 01111 'beneftt iiiJuted l'eiClUI'Cell, but 'Will pmvldc a !loalt for Alub'• 
IOiqllm lo4usrr.lel. 

flllli2dllioD, '"' niQOliiiiiCIId 10 lbe Ttultel Oawldl. lll.a tile taiOMioa ~· .. Ulld] 

~ Alld ..-ell NWIIIIIIIIII:Cif 10 ollfala IIIIUilollll h@lllt 1rN1 f« Mlect ~ 
u • ....... .......,. ......... tlnlbll71ar tcq~~ofrht: l4clldolllll. 111M lllauW b ~ al 14 7-1 

'l'bc RIIOwfon ~ llhou1d also pwvWc 1111 bmllllll# poolllllt e111 ba clrawA llpaiiiD 
~ -u ~.-~-,leta llinll.w parcel Nklap. 

ID lllillel\Wi:Ja, WWP llJRIIII1i tJae Ttu1reo Ccw:d'1 et!llrllto ~ a 
~va IOIItloD 10 tilt lUI«ltloa of~ I\IIOIUilOII Ia tho BVOS 11p1U RCIOIL 
However, '"' ~ u die ~ lai:Nue the tmJs fbr Jlabkll qll&ldoa tD • 
... ~ ... of lllo tclllllllin.l bll&aoe to lll:qllbe 1111 JUsh-madt:ra!D, JuF l*i")eb. 'lllb ~ld 
(IIV\'Idlllllll Tllll* CowlaD w.lda JD ~ty Ill dMlcp I fbli!I.S diU Ia DD 
~ willl public IUplllllt b babkat ICqllisltion. Hab1J1t ~D. ill the lief\ Wl)'IO 
provide blah qllllity lllbilat Ia ~ for lnjuncl apOeiN u.t wiD IIlio baJdt A1ulra 
mideNs DDW mila the bw... 011 'DI!bllf llf WWJI, lllbt feN Cor co..WS.:Iq wr 
"Oitlllltellll onlbl DB!l. PJa. filii Dee to COni1Ct IDI!I Ill 202-1122-~, lillould )'CIU liiYe 
11Q' QIIIIIIODI ropnllng oUr GIIIIIIIICIQ, 

Response 147-1 

~A~JL~ 
DomJajgt A. DcllaSala, Ph.D. 
!lcmJar Pqrlrlt om= 

The restoration reserve, if implemented in the record of decision and Final Restoration Plan, 
could be used for any restoration action consistent with the policies contained in the Final 
Plan and the MOA and Consent Decree. 



Businesses 

Annies McKenzie's 
Boardwalk Hotel 

IEVP.S fi,.~ ~,p 
(;/.}~ ~ u 
~di~~ 99.?fl/ 

/Juu; ~~~-
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July 28, 1994 

E~ Val~ Oil !ipJll Trustee Cound1 
w.cs~ 
.A.d\Oi9, .. ~·995091 

Dear CoundJ: 

I am urging you to use the ~ettlement funds to acquire private lands within Chugach 
National l'uest, Xenai Fjords National Parle. Afognak Island and Kodiak NatiOnal 
Wildlife Refuge. 1t Is a unique opport\U\ity 10 use tlw funds ac:qulred by a negative 
event to affect a posltlve outcome. 

l have considered on DIIU\y ~caslons see.ll1g .Alaska in aD its beauty and splendor. I 
have refused tile urge thus fat in a last-ditch effort to loU Wally and his politics 
NgardJng tbe environment. His woU pallcy, his oil drllllng and expklratlon intetests, 
his wetland& poli.cia, and the list goea on have made Dllt conunitted to preaervi.llg what 
can be $ilv42d ill beautiful Alaska. Please use the settJQment funds for our future. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
~mers Sc:hool.ol Outdoor Education 

Monticello, UT MS35 



Kachemak Bay 
Wilderness Lodge 

Hz, It• Aya~e, Dlrao'o~ 
Tl'llltft CouncU 
14S. 8ta: .. t. 
&a~hecage, AX 01501 

Response 
to Comments 

'lhl Yht. 110 •a)' 111\aiiiC yoa f<ln' t,Q 1JVCIJ ~bl'l. 1• VII!IV1R(h 
-ving -aK4G babi'"'" ••"o~Dio!oa. Wo ora aapacia:u:r -lrttlli 
for tho ~ach--.~ DaY Ita~• P••• ~tb*CIC, an4 Atognak TR1and 
leal ••r ce•~~era"loa appwaprl•~>'~••• 

•• ree1 U t• tapo.rtu\ to ... tarcre PIU:c:~•••, not 
rc~~· ·~·a•• to k••~ aa oco•r•~•• in~·~~. lb. ~laber 
dghto rear 'lolw •:r•k or- Ia •• exuople. 11uylnll' I. he U..,.._. 
rtfb'• Ia crucial ••••• ~ilea •~·~ ••r• •ude •tvoc, to~l. 
Dcav!na, .... ei~aon BAr will h61p oMal1 buain .. ••• oontlnaa 
to develop tlnJI'fa• and nnnm•rnta1 fiohfng - Which ~ r .. oJ 
ooa1d ~ 1ohe (utu~• ba~o or Alaaka'a eoona.r. P1oaoo 
a •• ~ .... \hi• '" .. 1•••• ........ ~ •• ,~. long-~ ..... plan. 

we hope abaa oovaraor Dia~1 and eo .. laolon Gandor vl11 
•graa th~~ thiA r~~··ft-fOft or 1•1:'§0 ar ... vl11 ~ -~ ~~ 
,rotl~able ror a111X1 lft 'h• lODV tara. 

ltllu•it••l:r• 

~~ 
K:lchii•J, II& Ill•• 1COI:'ftiUI 'llaDrt.a. 

.,._ • t.llcll6ll NcJIIM • 0111r. PllOI a. • P.o. Boa m •ltanwo. ,...,.. JWA\ •1l'IA •1187123~ 
Nllloldl' -~~ HOIIDM AoconnMidca Uld llcnloiJ 
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Angutt I, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchocagll AX. !l9SOI 

Greetings: 

Konc~'!Products Compaflll 

~~,~ L.-""-:'-.:;:.., su·o ..l:xl 
A. --.;~rt:1'<1UC:. ;'\Jr.J:rl:l ~5C·.j 

(907i !'''·~JJ~ rAA ~W7• r~~ ~.:-:·;·.; 

1 am pleased to be able to comment on your Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Sl.lltcment. It addresses the issues very well and presents a good range of altcnwivea. 
Alternative 5 (the projl<lsed action) is the most attractive si!~Ql it emphas~ Monitorinlf and 
Reac.~rd> more than the other alternatives, yet siill maintains a good ll.IIIJII'C ofRestoration and 
Habitat Protealon. 

Funds for monitoring IIJld rcacarch have always been very limited and are bccomilllJ even mo<e 
difficult to obtain. But research that provides solid answers to questions is probably the most 
important tool for ensuring the continued health and protect!oo of the oil impacted arcu. Very 
little IJ\lality research has addressed the normal functioning oftbese ecosystenl$. Thi• has resulted 
in difficult or eVCII quesliooable detarminatiool of oil spm clf~l s and appro~te restoration 
techniques. A3. Senator Frank Mwkowslci stated in bis recent (7-30-\)4) editoml in the 
Anchorage Daily News: "What's missing ian't federal or state land. but long-term research ~n the 
liJh and wildlife resources ofPrinte William Sound and a steady, guaranteed source of funds that 
will make such studies possible'. 

By emphasizing Monitoring and Research. Alternative S represents an excellent opponunity to 
fund lonjj-term researdl. But areat care sllould be exerci~ in dctemdning and prioritizing 
appropriate research topics so that the most importo\ltl basic and appli«t q11estions .aro addrC$Sed. 
MBoy natural or perceived declines in fish and wildlife populations have been blamed on the oil 
spUI, Testoration elf011s, and/or timber harvest m tbe area. Many proposed topics in the past ba\fe 
been very q11eilionable and seem to simply be looking at the large amount of money available 
i11$tead of JOy caref11lly tho11ght out objective, 

Hab1tat acquisition is a viable method tbr addr~ng otl impads but the idea ot'willing sdler and 
willing buyer canool be overempba$ized. There is also good ~entia! for a wide variety of 
cooperative agreements with pnvatc landowners to protect wildlife and fish baliilat. This could 
abo be very CO 'It effective since it may TCducc the need to actuslly the ptJrcharc land. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Geoffrey McNaughion, Ph.D. 
Environmental Mana,gc:r 



eo l • s l:I3.Ld'fHO 

-0 
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Cnatlq New llflc:.rulJoD. Opportualtlel 'Direatt. tile lteco......, .r Bodl the 
~ Resoures and Emtlq Senbs Dellelldent 011 'I'bole ~ 

dDelll(ltbaw 1111 un.tiDJIIIPPIY of wild ud"IIJICklvdoped land. PliDc:e W'Jlllam 
Sound'a~ofpotedld 'Qtcnandem:ptlmal ~~ ll'CIIIIRI 
COI1IbiDIItloo ill 01c W«<d today. It is our Yiew tllallhes6 va1uea alladf daalaged ~ tho on 
spill wo.ld be signifig~ntly ~by Ill iDctcaae Ia llimwlu& Tbe OOJS 
ackoowlcdgtls the l.m~Q{~ valua to recnatAn c:khul: the~ 165 1 
JWOCccdclt or acemc, Wildlife and Ulldcvdaped dlaractetiltlca within ihc rpill.ua; yet, • 
Alteraad.Ye' PfCIIlC)Ia ,_, tiJciiides. 'll1i!t and~ litcB M IIIIIIIIIIIU bniJrove 
secvicea. DETS 4-131. 

The levd ofacccptllb1cdlln,ee needs to ~aclo:haecl, in partlcular. the~impaclt 
of inaa!Mid !DfficwllUIIel o.a wllcbness based tourism. Even with thcQII!'ellt levd of 
11se. lhoOiupcla Nadonal Pomtand lhe Alallca Departmat of Natural Rt.tourcca
facina the cl!alleft&e of mailltainina aleVd of u~e and devdopmmt m Prince William 
Sollnd (PWS) lhat Ia autaiJiable ecologically, soclally, aDd wlliUally. 

The IS8Umpdoa that inL:rwedRICI:elllllon use Ieveli, ly]lellildgppcxtunldea llalliglt J 165-2 
bDJr/fl ClOIIIJdc:tt tbe ultimate RllOI:alion pl. An W1ux ol peop1e lllto tbe apiU ma 
would impote advenepreuure~~ on tho eQo~y~tem. ~ l:ldatlni wlldc:meaa baled 
lauriw opetlltO'S \'lew remoreata~~ wilh no human devdopmc:nt uldP w1uc. 

CoDduaioD! Preaervalioa olwil&mess chawic:riltial wllboot inmucd ICCCII ra 
lwmaJII off en the oil spill affected area the bat chance of fullyi'CIXJWriD&- The Habitat 
ProlecDon and A~ proe~U~Ia the appropriate l'e$101'8li01liOOIIO acoomp~Wtlhls 
r:ru1. Educatioa of edainJ '*" lhtoll&b a ~Wa:ram ruclt u lave No 'l"nncowould alao 
CXIIItribute to the toog 1m11 rt:IXNf!ZY of the ecosystem. Based Dllllle pcDIItial ldvme 
Impact of Akerllative 5 011. 'Wildernell values and recreatioclal uaers, NOLS opposes tile 
proposed a«ioD. 

'lb:ank you ~YOill tlmeiiUI ~ oftbe Habitat PM:ectioll and ~ioll 
progmn's YitaliQJe In die m:Oveiy of the greater EVOS ecosystem. 

Response 165-1 

The comments concerning creation of new recreation opportunities express a valid and 
important concern. The strategies identified in the restoration process which address damage 
to recreation have been varied and, due to the differences between user groups, sometimes 
contradictory. For instance, the wishes of users of developed facilities are mutually exclusive 
of those of undeveloped sites. The DEIS is required to analyze the effects of actions 
possible under the various alternatives, and does not determine which actions will take place. 
Since the policies guiding Alternative 5 allow for the widest range of possible activities of 
any of the alternatives considered, they therefore require analysis of the widest range of 
activities. Rather than promoting new facilities, trails and recreation sites as a means to 
improve services, Alternative 5 attempts to identify types of projects as an array of 



Response 
to Comments 5 

possibilities that may restore or enhance those services. Projects may be funded Wlder 
Alternative 5 only if they benefit the same user group that was injured, and must be 
consistent with the character and public uses of the area, which severely restricts the kinds of 
projects possible in many areas and reduces the potential for significantly compromising the 
exceptional wilderness quality ofPrince WilliamSolUld. Further, Alternative 5 recognizes 
that recovery of recreation is largely dependent upon recovery of the natural resources and 
rates the benefits to recreation and habitat acquisition and protection as moderate to high.· 

The comment concerning limits of acceptable change is appreciated. The analysis associated 
with establishing limits of acceptable change may indeed become part of individual project 
proposals. However, State and Federal agencies must address the degree of effect and the 
level of change likely or desirable for those actions (at the project level) that are funded to 
occur on public lands. The Trustee Collllcil funds projects for implementation to restore 
injured resources and the services they provide. Addressing limits to acceptable change, 
therefore, is more appropriately addressed by State and Federal agencies in keeping with 
their particular (and varied) mandates, prior to implementing the project. 

Response 165-2 

The definition of beneficial effects to Recreation and Tourism (Table 4-2) includes increases 
in numbers of users, but it also includes increases in protection or improvement of recreation 
quality. The definition of what constitutes "recreation quality" differs among recreation user 
groups. The analysis attempts to balance the impacts over the spectrum of recreation and 
tourism user groups and fmds, overall, moderate to high benefits for the services. The 
Trustee Collllcil will consider the potential negative effects of individual projects against the 
potential gains for the services produced by those projects during its evaluation of projects to 
be funded. The EIS is required to take a wider, more programmatic view. 
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TO: EVOS Tru~tee Counc:ll 
Atm: DEIS Conl.mcnb 
645 Gatreec 
Aacllorap AX 99501 

ftOM: Ooua:Koatcr' 
~a.dll Spcc:ldst, NSHC 
Nome, 1&. 99761 

1'0 110~'1010 
NOME A1.AS1C.1 w.'Q 

~~.W~\m 

I wbh to CXInlliiCllt on the Roslomion Plad Draft &'VIfonnMGtll ~ St.lenillll 
I Mlqly .fccllllat both pl«<iions (20-30 or 30 and oldet) * U'l ~Ill c:oatrol 

. owr our~ llavo lln:adytakalhelr m-. It il time to ClONider oar oblldnn alld 
aur childrea'l chllcltm (Iliad 10 011) wblll ~ tbetelmpodint ~ declliou. 
My bope II that 1b &~tuft. JIIIICIIIOIII ca loolc back and be lhai1kld thai Alub't coelbl 
flnlt &aa1Cetchibll to K.odlalt wu pttlei'VICI. Rltllclr 1lwa looldas hldt widl.,..lltll 
cluiJpclintu\l:d olthelr arced7 PCOIIOC'I. Wldllhlsla mllld IIIIUilllltlbe ftltlowlna: 
~ tbe "Habbtat Proteclioll• budact to at !eat 500 ~ 
-5cqJpoR lqt~~tqullltiou, IIOi puny plnleiJ a.ttclllllded bJ c:leiMiub; 
..siMb the bacfset lbr "'enen1 a.toratlon• 

Pleuo help uaavc the...., wt aD love lbr the &!lute olour.,.... a.aap 1..m, 
~ hlaad, Bylk '-'' Mbpk blud, Ktldlalc Nat. Wlldli& Jt.dlp, IC.W Fjotdl, 
ltc. Thank you. ftlr your time. 

Cl: w alcer J. Hickel 



Prince William Sound 
Aquaculture 
Corporation 

July 26, 1994 

E.VOS Trusta~t Council 
645G Slreel 
Arlctlorage, AI< 99501 

Attn: EIS Commenl8, 

ResponseS 
to Comments . 

Prince William Sound Aquaculture CorporaUon (PWSAC) fa the r&glonel aquagulture 
association for 1M Prince William Sound Area, and was created under 1he Alaska 
Private Non-profit Hatc:t'lflry Ad. (1974). RegiOnll auoclationll are comprised ot 
representalivaa cl commercial fiShermen, sport llahermen, pi'OCIIS80IW, c:ommarc1a1 
liahermen, sublillef1Ce flshennen, lll1d ....,,. .. ntallv8 of 1he ~ COfi'II1U'IIIIe The 
charge of such uaoclallons ..-.:1 nan-profit hatc:tlerie8 It to contrllute to the ~c.tion 
of 1he ~tate's depleted and depressed salmon tlahery. PWSAC'II Board rA 45 dlnK:Cors 
repreeents communlllaa of PWS and users of the an~a salmOn resources. 

Various biological ll1d habitat resources and lllliOCiated eervlcas were inltJf8d by h 
E>oton Vsktez 011 Spill. Including salmon and aalmon harvtiatlng. Reetorallon of the oiled 
area ra80UI'C88 and seJYicea can best tllke place following 11e "Proposed AcUon for 
Comprehensive Restoration" lsled aa Alternative 5 In the Draft Eny!rpnmanta! lrmagt 
StateiD8flt IQr !be evos RestpmtiQn flln. 

Alt$mative 5 targeta ~ funds at J8888rch, monitoring and restoration. aa wei as 
habHat protection lnd creallon of a restoration 1118er¥81und. Of great ImpOrtance to 1he 
restoration of resources ~ uMcelln PWS are I8I88I'Ch, monitoring and rutorallon 
aclivltlea outlnad under this preferred eftemallve. A vatiety of tac:hi!Oiog16s ..-ad 
procecllna IW recammended which are~ b)' PWSAC. Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIS dl'h$ a cia. picture of 1he affected ami10nmen1 and the ln)I.IIY awHd 10 ....,..._ 
and development (pt&) which can be returned to PJHPll c:ondlttona by euc:h rettcxatlon 
actiYitlea. 

Chapler 4 of the Draft EIS (Envlfonmentlll Con8equenc9s) provldel a very Vood 
pathway for reatorauon of lie Sound's salmon reeources. Genel81 realonlllon a&tvilies 
llsled for pink lldnon are well Identified and dlscusaed. In adcltlon, the need to have a 
good he!Veet-miiNigement 8(ratlgy to rwvest hatchery 8COc:tcl Is Identified and 
supported by PWSAC. 

RestotaUon activities are lleled lhey may t.ve low short tenn beneftls wilhln on. lh 
- cycle of pink salman, but the long l8m'l beneftfs are nMXI{PIIzed a high. Although the] 

draft EIS Indicates (p126) 1hat long term affects of soma or all of the restorative actions 132•1 tor pink salmon may be realized In 6to 10 years, PWSAC belieVM this to be tJaccunlte. 
l..ong term reetoratlon QU1 btl aehleved In a time span leas than lnclcat8d If I1I80UtC8fl 
and technologie8 ere applied wiltt care and diligence. Following lhe path of activities 
OUUinad In the EIS, PWSAC Intends -.:. participate In reetorallon mtvlllea with EVOS 
Trustee Counclllundlng. PWSAC willl.l$8 Ill staff expertise In a1mon biology and rrah 
culture, and lttl fa dillies and tec:l1nalogles to help testore Injured pink. eQnon., and aid In 

Cotporare Office • Post Office Box 1110 • Cordova, Alaska 99574-1110 
phone: 907/424-7511 • fax: 907/424-7514 
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the replacement of Injured 04' lost resources and services by reh!lb!Uiatfng olt1er salmon 
stoclal .. well. 

RehabilitatiOn Uld enhancement of .. rmon stocks In PWS are necessary etepa 1a 
restore salmon _, their pre·aplll condition and achieve "optWrlum production of wild and 
~ sUrlon stoc:ks an • II.JtlltUned ylsld basis through an lnt8grstsd fJI"D99W'' of 
ruesrch, ~ lllld app/{Cstion of salmon ~ ffJchnology, lor fhB 
beMfit ol Bl UINW" groups• as alated In !he PWS·COJ)l!Or Rlyar Phase 3 Comprehanslya 
Salmon Plan, Thill Is of great importanQe particularly In light of changing (lQIIditions 
outlined as "cumulative effects" In the ~ft EIS (p146). Recognizing thai ful1t1er impaols 
to lhe te80I.II'CeS through ecc::est to PWS by 1he Whitller road and halbor 8lq)81181on, 
Cordova road and Shepard Paint dredging (port}, irlc:feaee8 In tourilm and continued 132-2 
functioning of lha Alyeaka Terminal and development of the P04'I of Valdft Trans-Aia$ka 
Gas Pipeline, dearly t8lla ._ that te$l0rallon Is crilical to retum salmon stocks to healthy 
condition, and enhance atoc1cs where possible 10 meet the c:Qnllnued and growing 
pre81Uraa on our I'8SOUI'Ce8. 

"Pft.IC:Sdures fOI' Projec:l PlaMing and Pennltllng" (EtS, Appencll( C) pRMdal furlher 
direction on procea oriented questions concerning reslonltton aciMIIes for fish. E::J 
prooram plann!na and germm!na t!mel!ne t!llgsJid be GQDSidamct u top leoglby IJ1d In 132-3 
JlUSI gJ atm.am.Jinjng and procau fadlltallon 1hrough parmltllng agenc:iM. The 
~ oil spin occurred In 1988. Injured stocks are racagniZed • not I'8CCMII'Ing and It 
Is now more than 5 yeerelince lha spu; acme iiOcks may not be NCOWI'Ible diOUI 
quid( action. Raetoratlon activilla8 must begin and not be hampered wllh lengthy 
permitting. Good project pa.Ming Ill audal. bUt faQ!IIatlon of lle proceN Ill 
recommended 10 \hat prog11111 can be made on AISfDfallon of InJured f81K1UR:811111d leu 
time lf)enl of lengthy bul'8aUCI'dc PftlC88H8 while alocb of aatmon are alowed to 
conllnue In their Injured and dePf8888Ciatate of productivity. 

, would also like to 1cnow why only fllh have been targeled with lUI appendix ror projeciO 132-L 

planning and permitting piOOedlns when 10 many olher I1J8oUI'C88 are aJao recogrUed 
aa qurad end In need of Allltoratton. 

~ 
President 

Response 132-1 

The definitions for long-term restoration that were used in this EIS are the estimated natural 
recovery rates of injured biological resources that were previously defmed by the technical 
staff. Restoration actions may accelerate this rate of recovery. 



Response 132-2 

Response 
to Comments 5 

Recognition that cumulative effects of increased access and other changing conditions may 
increase pressures on the resources of the EVOS region provides another reason to restore 
stocks to a healthy condition; however, stock enhancement for effects not brought on by the 
EVOS is beyond the scope of the Restoration Plan. Management of resources for increased 
demand is a part of the normal responsibilities of the resource management agencies. 

Response 132-3 

The planning and permitting process has been designed to ensure that interested or affected 
parties may participate in decision making. 

Response 132-4 

Only a small portion of Appendix C has been devoted to planning and permitting procedures 
for fish; however, Appendix C has been included because many different types of actions 
were discussed for fish that may not be familiar to many readers. 
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COMMENTS 
Cammenta on the Draft E'.lr.lron 'lf'•ldu Oil Spill Restol'llllon Pllln~-------

Commenlll on the Draft l:nvlranmentall~ct statement~---------

Name: 'h!a.u B-....rd Date: ~ :J J, 1 tJ 
Address: tr I> F' it: - k. e cl .'d.._ 

Response 021-1 

The map referred to (S~ I, also Figure 1-1) is not intended to display the entire chronological 
and aerial distribution of the oil spill. It merely indicates the spread of the oil in the first 2 
months following the incident. 

02: 



W. D. Burrows 

Exon Valdea oil Spill Truatea council 
AT'l'lh · EIS Coaent• 
~45 G. Street, suite COl 
Andborafe, AX '9501-3451 

DEI& 

Response 
to Comments 5 

This i• guar&1lJ an exclillent. doc:ruunt ror whiels :X vogld 
r~ only :a1nor cbllngu in ~ .. en-tation. 

1. Concarnin9 ubitat protectiOD and acqqidtion, it would N 
helpful it' a table could be prav:L4e4 1r& Cbaptu" c tbat tor: -ch 
re~a. C••• otter, barlaqul~ dUCk, pink •alaon, aubaatenoa 
uau, etc.) U.sted. t.he ftu.ber o~ parcels SJropo•lld ~ be aoquind 
or protect..d urulu u.eh alteraative (uc;ept JfO Action) aocoriinq 
tD the rank (high, IIOI!uat.e, lov) for tbat r"ource. This vcml.d 
,.-J.ve the reader a cleuar ccaparieaD Of bow the vax-ious reaoi.IR 
'V0\114 rar. unae:r eacb altcnettver •·I•- voulcl bar18CJUift ducka o 
aubled mur.r•l•t• au:Uer ao~N less of habitat under Al.temative 
ralativa to Al~tiv. 21 

2. Thu:-e appean w .. ba little Ol' no untion ot the halibut or ]127-2 
•1lv~ (coho) •al-an, both eign!ficant r:Lab•• in tbe •p!ll 
rw:Lon. Is tbe..-a • rea•cm tor thi•? · · 

:J. 'fha glo.~~aey ahoul4 be expaJUtect to include, e.g., CCP, GIG'll27,3 
an4 LPP (1.""1') •• well •• all the vovern~~~Ut agenc:ld listed in _J -
Cbapter '· 
CO~nq the a.•tonticm Plan itself, I "liaVII tlla~ there 

shou.l4 a -.ore ~J.• em raetorativn elJ4 lu• on abaDoaent. 
'l'hua, babita~ pz:ootection 8llcl &oquieit:Lon •boQ14 be favoracl ova:r 
art.:Lti.cial •llhanceMnt o~ coamwrcial an4 sport fishe1ea an4 
~ticm • Tourisw.. X woulcl augogut that the lNd.9et eh~l4 
approx:I.Hte u avu-ag• of tba lllldq&tll ta:r: L.lllite6 and 
C:QJ~Pr~naiv. Jlestora.tion (lltarnativaa 3 attd. 5) • 

Response 127-1 

. ~~~ 
W.D. :&ur:r:ows 
USABRDL 
8ld9 568 1 f'ori: Dat:z'J.g)c 
Pre4oriclc, Jll) U1o2-S010 

The s~ecific benefits associated with each alternative and each resource are contained in the 
~alys1s ?fthe eff~cts of the specific alternatives on the various resources. Specific 
information. showmg the parcels assumed protected in each alternative and the associated 
parcel-specific benefits is contained in Appendix A. 
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Response 127-2 

These species were identified and considered in the Scoping Process (Chapter 1 and Table 1-
1); however, these species were not identified as injured as a result of the spill and there are 
no proposed actions for these species; consequently, they were not included in the EIS 
analysis. 

Response 127-3 

The Glossmy was revised as suggested. 



James G. King 

EVOS Trustee Councll 
Attn. EIS Comment• 

James G Kin; 
1700 Branta Road 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 

645 G. str••t, st •• 401 
Anchorage, Ala~& 99501-3451 

04it.&r Sl r 1 

ResponseS 
to Comments 

7/15/94 

These are comments that ne•d to be addresstd Jn the EV06 
Re•tor~tion Pl.&n and EIS. Hy primary conc•rn• arec 1) thesJ 
document• do not pr•svnt an Nvc~yste~ approach• to 034·1 
•restoring, replacing, •nhanclng 1 reh~bll itatlng or 
&c:quirir.g th"e equlvahnt o.f nat~f"•l re•ourees InJured •• a 
r•sult oi EVOS,• as required by pollcy•of the Trustee 
Counc:il, 2) Ther• is·ar. assumption about what wa• d~ged,~ 
what Is recovering and what is not but hundreds of sp•cles 
that us. u,, oil spitl area ar• not e11en mentlon9d probably 034·2 
because there was no pre spill ~ta and few care•~••• were 
recovered as is the case with S1 of 32 specl•• of ~horeblrd 
that d•pend for part of the year on th• Intertidal area tha 
was heaYilY oiled, and 3) the ~atter of endowm~nts Is ~otJ 
covered, in fact not eyen n.ntloned. despite the fact that 
two .thfrdli of peoph rnpoAdlng to th• April 1993 DN1-Ft 034-3 
i•uored us• of som4 of th• funds fa~ endowment. Thestt 
document~ therefore lack cr~dlbillty as plannlr.g docu.nents 
b~ fall l~g to addre~~ •11 the altern•tlue actions pr~osed, 

More ~peclilcally, It I• cltar that no one understood th• 
oil 5pil1 area ecosystem befort the spill, no one j 
u~d•~st&nds it now and It will not bt understood In 2001 
the-refore no one "'11.1 be ablt to determl ne wh~tr\ thtt 
ecosystem I~ restored as Is called for in tht Draft EIS. An 034~ 
ecosyste~ Is su~h a highly complex structur• that tht only 
hope of ~~de~standlng tt would be to assign a well 
coordln~t•d• multi dlsclpt lne team ta th• task for an 
exttnded period. The US Weather S~rvlce does not •ndorst 
we a th•r m~ans un t·ll th•Y h&Ye SO )'tars of r~ocord• wh t ch 
suggests ont par.mtter for determlr.lr.Q how long 
understanding the ecosyste~ ~i;ht take, As the work 
progresses new que~tlons will em•~D• and new technology will 
be dtYelop•d Adding to the eventual ch•nce of reasonable 
under•tandlng. Tnl• reali~atlon Is no doubt what prompted so 
many respor.d~ont~ to recommend·& r•s•arch pragr&m endowed in 
perpetuity. When the eco~y~tem I• ~tter understood th• ~k 
oi restoring, ~•pl~clng. enh~nclng ~nd rehabll ltatlng can bt 
properly addressed, 

The •ugge~ted permanent research endowment programs took at 
least three appf"oaches; 1) A grant making organi~ation with 
It'~ own director~ and management staf1 1 2) A coastal marlnl 
laboratory under tither th• University oi Alaska or ot~er 034-
organlzation and, 3) endowed academic chairs at U of A fo~ 
teaehino and research on the ecology of the various 
resources. Injured in fhe spo I H • Thes• •r• valId <al hrnat I ves 
ior •pending the Settlement funds and need to be evaluated 
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a~ to their potenti~l Jmp~ct on thl resourc••• th• •conomy, 
thr people of the ~pill area ~nd so f~th. 

Additional points t~at n••d to b~ addre~~eda 

5) It h&~ been sugg••t•d that u£e o~ Settleme~t *unds for 
endowmtnts ~•Y not bt legal at present, ~o d~t•r~lnes what 
I• l•gal? What i~ the appeal proc••• If it Is determined not 
11gal? What could bt done to make It 1•ga1? 

6) The S~Y o* Public CQmment CSept. 1993) reports 50 
wrltttn ~amm•nts were re~9l~•d r•gardlng tndowments. It •lso 
stat•• th&t ~our dozen letters ~~It wlth unlver•Jt~ 
tndowmtnts. These comments sho~ld be IY&luated. 

7> S.nator ~lis Sturgulewskl sent In a YlrY detailed 
proposal for a Harin• Science Endowment that had 30 letters 
of support Including most of the Trustee Council members. 
All thl5 n••ds evaluation. 

g) The American Bald Ea~le Foundation, Am•rican 
Ornithologists Union, Pacific Seabird Group, Wlldllf~ 
Society, Am•ri~an Instltut• of FlshRrle• Relearch 
Bio1oglst• 1 The Juneau Assembl~ and tb• Fafrban~5 Chamotr o4 
CommercR •11 wrote with uarlous propo~&l~ related to 
endowment$, The•R ne•d evaluation. 

9> The attached proposal far U of A ch~lrs growing out o~ 
my participation In PAG dellber&tlon• needs evaluation. 

The letter o~ the law might allow exclusion of some public 
proposals but the spirit of NEAA~ the EVOS Settlement, and 
the Trustee c~~ncll poltcy all encou~age public 
paf'tlclpatl on. Now lt 15 there It nnds tc:o beo eualuahd or 
the whole process loses c:redlblllb•. Th• various faceh of 
the endowment propos~ls should be addressed as a dth 
alternative ~ith appropriate portions Included In the 
preferred alternati~•· With t~e cards p~operly or;&nlzed on 
the table a well Informed public can provide m.anlngful 
evaluation oi alternative leading to the most appropriat• 
solution to restoration problems. 

Thank you for the opportunity to partlclpat•. 

Sincerely,· 

James G. King 

034 
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It PltOPOML TO uaE EXXON I,W,.,DIZ. SETTLEMEHf PtN>S FOR 

A WORI.O CENTER I'OR ttMINE RESEARCH AT I.NIV~SITY OF ~ALASKA 

J-•• a. Kino, ••~r, EVOS Public AdvlsOI')I' Bl'oup 
7/07,.,... 

N9 one dtni•s the 1?1' E~xon V&l~z oil spill CEUOS) 
s•v•r•IY daMaoed a ~u~btr of •arl~• r•~urc•• ~d advert+lr 
tfftcted thw qualitY Of huaan lift along tht shore of the 
GUlf 9f Alaska and be~ond. It Is now ~lear that -nawled~ Is 
lna~quatt to full)" •••••• the dama~e, &ftd tech~ology Is not 
a~allable fDr ~~lett rtstara~lo~. Llft 1 Including hwaan 
life, Is adJu•tlng to the post EVOS enulr~nt. Th• ~Jor 
cruestlon now Ia how to Mtlst effect'lvel)' uh tht ~age 
settltmtnt fun~ fr~ Exxon. An end~ent fund ls'propo5td 
us.lng s- of th.e Httlement _,,. 401' contii)Uing1 ba••ll~e, 
re .. arcb to fill the so obVIous knowled~ gaps. A vtrsatlle 
progr-ls ~tlldtd that c•n adapt, grow ud cl<tvelap as tl.pe 
pa••••· lt·IIIOI.IId be' 1110st· effective to .uH tht exlstln; 
prestig• and lnfra•tructure o<f the UniversitY of AlaSKa CU 
of A) to build a world ctnter of •arlnt ,. ... arch and 
education In tht EVOS v••· The rapldl)l' cl<tveloplqg 
•o~rlec.trcmlc lnfarmatlort hlghwa)l'• will prech~ the nucl to 
llaut all ptr•onnel ~d fac111U•• In one •-· ~-..lor 
unllltrsltr' unhr wl11.,!lot ~Cinfllct wltb, bUt will 
campl••ent, th• I~~Wfli11)' ... nd•t•d r1s1arch &nd -rt•ge~~~tnt by 
s.tah ~d ftderal a~neh•• 

GOAL 

To u~e th• exl•tlno UniYtrslty of Alaska.Poundatlon 
for tstabllshlnQ endowtd c~alrs, endowed'professorshlps and 
end-•d fund• fOl' contracts or grants. to i.Uiflll obllgatli:ms 
undtr th• evos S.ttltmtnt. 

O'J'Ii;CTIIJEB 

1 ,. To deY• 1 op an •ca•y•te• based pr09f'M fOl' tile 
r•"'ulred .sc'Jeiltlflc &nd •~:~.:1&1 research that w111 enqh the 
various responslblt a;•ncles to fulfill r•qulr•~nts o4 the 
~OS aettl•~•nt~ 

2) To contlllut such re .. arch In perpttuJ.ty •o that n.w 
ICnQWitdg• and tec:hnol~lO" can s;;ontlnue to bw appll~td to old 
probhms, or new ·on••• partlcularl)" under t111 tnhanc ... nt 
claus• of the ·EVOS Settle-.nt. 

3) To creatt a world c•nter for -.rlne oriented scltnc• 
and .educathm In' coa•tal Alaska as an aid to r•souret 
managtm•nt and •• partial compensation for •erylce• and 
Income lost a& a rtsult·of EVOS. 

5 
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4) To•devtlap a world class ,acult~ of expt~ts to studY 
basic 11-f• history, ilon,ltcw.populatlan d,;n-lcs and latprove 
01.1r. understanding of th• ~tcology of' ..,.In• sptcl••· of, 
caa•tal Alaska thus lll.al•lzlng th• n'e~td to l111port exptl'tlao 
during futun oil related Ol".othtr crisis. 

5~ To un the U of A .to train tht scientists ancl 
technicians In .al'l~• l'tsourc• •anagt~ent, all ttchno100Y 
and coastal sociology that wl11 be ·n•tded bY •o•nclas, 
Industry and local CGIJIIIIunltl•• as· thn• adJust to post EVDB 
condl tlons. 

6) To produce a flow of p••r rt~l•--d• scientific 
pubtlcatlons and ttchnlc:al t111sts • 

. 7) To create educational and training opportunities for 
the youth and rtsldents pf th• EVOS rtglon In fields r•lattd 
to the resourcts of their art&. 

8) To benefIt thlt Ha tlve c OMmun I t h s b.l" learnIng to 
undtrstand thtlr past and htlplng to ch~t & .. tlsfylng 
course for thtlr future. ' 

~, To lnhance p•rson~1 and comm.rcl&l recr~tatlon whllt 
prot.ctl'ng othtr lllalu•s and l'tsourcts. 

10) To btniflt Alaskan buslntssts In 11arlnt rtsourc••• 
"•cr•&tlr:m, tourltn~, and oil l'tla.hd -fl•lds by pl'ovldlng 
ptrtl ntnt r•se&rch and loc ... lly tralned WOI'kti'S, 

11> 1"o enhance the tn~o~lronm•nt, the ecanonw, th• qu&Jity 
of life and tbe 1~•9• of Alaskan comm~nltles wh•r• the .. 
•l••ents wtrt damaged by EVOS, 

HETKOOS 

A> 'In "''4 the EVes Trusb• Counc 11 wl11 dtposlt 30 
Million do11&rs In the U of A Foundation to penpanently 
endow •cademlc chairs In M.rlne science and soclotog; to be 
•••lgrurd at •xlstlng UniversitY faclll,tlt1 1 as faiiCIWtll 

Ol;t~OQNiphy 
Marine lnvtrt•br•t•s 
Flsh•rles 
Ol"n I tho logy 
Hanmal04;;1)' • 
Forestry In coastal tcosyst.ms 
Anthrgpotogy 
8ubslattnce 1 Past-Present-future 
Recreation, Planning and Hanag•••nt 
Socla-.c0n~lcs of ~oastal communltltl 

B) In 1Pt4 tnt ·EVOS Trustttl Council will lnvlt• the U 
o~ A Prtsld9nt, th• \hr•• Chancellgrs and the Unl~•rslty 



Response 
to Comments 

Foundation Director to Join the• In a UA/EVOS C~ltt•• that 
Willi 

Write position de&erlptlons fOI' the 10 BIOS chair.•• 
Adut~tlst for and hi~• ~plfeants. 
ProvIde over'51 gh.t of the work o.f th• chal rs. 

C) The ta EVOS chairs will ~guided b~ the goals and 
obJectlv•• as above and provisions of the EVOS Stttl•••nt. 
Thty will lmmtdl&tiiY begin to d•velop1 

An ecosystea bast~ restarch plan. 
Optlmwa electronic communication. 
Local adulsory contacts. 

-------------sniTTii~--r.-&FCTi pii;r;;,o.;;,gr~am;;.s..-.-·-----------

Educatlon programs. 
Graduate stu~nt r•••arch programs 
Proposals .f~ additional funds. 
Pr~po-.ls for additional positions, 

D). The 10 EVOS chairs will form an EVOS Task Force that 
will work with the EVOS Restoration Team to deve)op a mast•r 
plan f~ accomplishing provisions of the EVOS B•ttle•ent. 
Additional endow•d chairs will probably be needed. 

Tbt.EVOS Trystrt Cpynt!J will reservl 30 
million dollars each of.the next 8 years to build up endowed 
programs under th• U of·A Foundation. 

The Unlyerslty of Alaska Foundatlpn ~111 
man~o• funds received fro. the T~ust•• Covncll as a separate 
EVOS fund, protected from Inflation with the r••alnlng 
incame used to .fund positions, progra~~~15 1 ·h.cl11tles 1 

contracts and 5o forth under the guidance of th• evos 
Tru~tte/yA Cgmmlftte <Trustee Council me~bers and U of A 
officers), ,lt would not bt necess&rY for all the lncOIH to 
be ~tnt every Ytar thus the principle could be allowed to 
grow or aoney be saued for large proJects. 

The Eye• Task Fgtct (10 chairs and tbl 
Restoration Team) will continue to perfect master planning 
and proposals f~ funding. 

The Tru~t••tUA Coromittre will monitor the 
whole program, select applicants and evaluate funding 
proposals.. 

DISCUSSJOII 

Are the coastal resources of Alaska sufficient to warrant a 
world center o~ marine research and education? The ~~r, 
of course, Is yes and..,, better be about It bef~e they go 
the way of the resources of the North Atlantic. 

5 
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ls It appropr.late to ~s.e EVOS Setth••nt aonty •• startup 
f11nds for a world res.earch center In Alask.a? No other 
proposal for~_. of thla ~ey could benefit so wide 
spectr~ of all spill affected ptopl• and resource•. 

Is It le9al to use EVDS .one~ In this way? H&Yb•• If not and 
tht people want lt 1 the Leol•lature and/or the Conor••• can 
easily make It legal. 

Is. thtrt enough Settl.-.nt ~•Y to crtate an adequately 
endowed1 world restarch.~enter? Probably not, but there Is 
Sllillclent to p1a.t the seed and ncurl~h the sprout until It 
bevlna ta grow and ~anch on lt 1 s own 1 becoming the ~lghty 
O~k It Sh01114 bt• 

Will Alaska NatiYe connunltles ~neflt appropriatelY frOM 
such a center? No ether proposal offers sa wide an arraY of 
poss.lble benefits for future g•n•ratlons of Alaska NatlYts. 

RESULTS 

Under this plan a maJor portion of the Issues. and 
responalbllltles of the EVOS Settlement will be addressed 
and flllfllled bY U Of A research. Nearly ~.percent of the 
money will still be &Yallable to cgver responsibilities for 
finishing cleanup, supporting agtncle• 1 purchasing habitat 
and so forth. 

S.caus• of the size and financial attra~tl¥eness of the 
UniYerslty progrant a .. urles of b•neflclal tYents can b4l 
expected. I) Top quallt~ research professor• attract grants 
and contracts .,roduclng Jobs. for the professlol\als they 
train. 2> Private sector bQslnes.ses catering to the specl.al 
needs of the research/education conmunlty prosper, 3) 
Industrial and nan profi't laboratories are ·a:ttrac:ted bec:allt.t 
of the &Yallable ta,lent and suppOI"t serylces. 4> The region 
can bee~• ~n txport•r of·taltnt and technology, 5) The 
economy of our coastal c~unltlts will be enhanc•d bY a 
•h.bh payrorl and thl' appllc&HOit o* f.Pplied res.arch, 

C{),JCLusJ (lll 

Using EUoS Settlem.nt funds to help make Alaska th~ world 
c•nter o4 lllarlne res.•arc:h, that It should be, .Is.,. most 
appropriate use of that •one~. 

Response 034-1 

The Trustee Council believes it is being responsive to an ecosystem emphasis. The Draft 
Restoration Plan (EVOS Trustee Council, November 1993), which is the proposed action 
(Alternative 5), speaks directly to this concern on page 10 as does the DEIS on page 2-2 and 
the FEIS in Chapter 2. 

Response 034-2 

The resources and services specifically addressed in the EIS have documented injuries as a 
result of the EVOS. Therefore, it is likely that restoration actions will be taken for these 
resources and services. Additional resources, such as other shorebird species or other 
seabird species, may be incorporated into the restoration program if a sufficient link to the oil 
spill is determined through the monitoring and research program. This EIS does not 
preclude the restoration of any injured resource or service. 



Response 034-3 - 5 

Response 
to Comments 5 

It is unlikely that all the effects from the oil spill will be fully understood even by the receipt 
of the fmal payment from Exxon in the year 2001. With this in mind, the Trustee Council has 
proposed a restoration reserve as part of the proposed action--AlternativeS. However, under 
the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Consent Decree that governs the use of the joint 
trust funds, the Trustees must unanimously agree on any decision regarding the~ of the 
funds. Thus, an endowment that provides funds for restoration activities to a management 
board, grant making organization, or university that would then distribute funds at its 
discretion, does not appear consistent with the requirements of the MOA. The authority to 
make decisions regarding the use of the funds would be delegated to an entity other than the 
natural resources trustees or the Trustee Council in violation of the terms of the MOA. The 
proposed restoration reserve, however, does address the need for long-term restoration 
activities such as monitoring, research, and general restoration, which is consistent with the 
use of funds advocated by proponents of an endowment. 
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DEIS PHONE COMMENT LOQ 
0(}11 

Name Affiliation Phone Address 

t;.,L ~cna•(r C.....1fnl!al ~s!rvmaa to. Srne .!ZU 

o.Jk~ Co~, A~ Cf'fO'( 

Date of Initial 
contact with EVOS: 2 'fi,\y ''f'l Talked to: .II'AC.tM l(&...,.f 

Comment.: 
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bw1 'b:a.,.A 011 g :;gs~rn.J.\e. &wn. • frA. ~""'b is llcZul AlmtnsE\;'llt. 

--- - £,n\qn-'1-~--tf-_J,~-$--4-~ffM Md·~,d 
-1\a. ~~(l\:. ponds eve ~ 'l rlcvl:b~;l;~. 1l.ty 91< .fn, sbv,r m 

. ~;!:"';!~'"~ .. ~ t;A ··~ 61':! ~~ 

-5~~E~rnM-l 
- EiAJ t !ysr cvp yn:ak WvlfW7 ub,ly \~ mlue AI&' yd: kt 

oae &2\:..t.J lew, !AiUilft. py .M..w omn o. mmA,j Q,\ J...BM. 
- i»Ae «;we ls a pr:.,\:."' r«IUtmd! vaJ ~ ""''7 ~f'kW MJ ,.,f< 

~ . t ~ \J< Mut~s.g.!Ws 1 wMI!e .\mn !'!!~c. k V,,. ~ yoo') 
-('/All u :\,c c.Ju ;; +loa ,Jp J" jk !!11'1 a... .sowe ,. A'X ti:. .b.a ' 

"'Af so\..,.., nW• 0,., r 

~ fy,;,b I.e~ ~ncJ. k I'IWibtJ 4.) k.., • lk fJ .J4e.lz,uu1 tdts1flt 

L>~fll .H.... aMUqlc ts \ow. '11- ts .\!., raa1a sf":woaarta b= eel :A!'!P'I 
ur £)"tk r.'vu. '11.cr~ ft.\t ~r.e, .... .e, #f ·~\- ~ .. ,.1;3~ J~ ~ ~.~.,.~· 



DEIS PHONE COMMENT LOG 

Name AffiKatioo Phone 

Oat• of Initial 

Response 
to Comments 

Address 

contact with r;vos: ____ ..;_ __ TabdiO:. ________ _ 

CO!'!"'" en~!;: 

• !i&l3 j.t CCVCfo.\ k kJO'tn bcCO!J!!.& ,[. lf SNn .a;...., -h.wrz tW .m., 
Shtflao\ W ,atd. If M..e :tlc Jic -1(, ...., v.Jtc 1""1: aod tl: ljt d,Jif 

5 

AMtSS lin& l..y, 

·;;~~t~t~~:t:t~}M·2 
.. ~· \u A, wu,K., k k · lyglpt)fk AtJ l. f"f"t ,f ~ • 

&,I(L '"" Qti!Q ,,. .\£,; iJ.n s • 

.. h ftwnAs Ia 4., !~ Cecf.• 1.. oJ. @ot .!. ~~ ta .1.• 1~'1= 
lz·J$hUft lJ. tky· ~..,_.-\- ~ 4 pr..ftl: ...,lr ,4tHiSt\. 1oR ~m 
MC. not mr.\coh -:\l.'f At!t fna.n Jp,i. J.d..; 

Response 004-1 

The Large Parcel Habitat Evaluation and Ranking was completed in November of 1993 in a 
separate process from this environmental impact statement (EIS). The Trustee Council 
solicited public comments during that process. This EIS merely draws from the findings of 
that analysis in its analysis ofthe alternatives. The specific characteristics of a parcel or 
group of parcels will be considered by the Trustees at such time as negotiations are 
undertaken to acquire land interests. 

Response 004-2 

The alternatives are generalized geographically which limits the ability to analyze what 
potential effects may exist for relatively local areas such as Cordova. The analysis done 
under the economics section in Chapter 4, Alternative 1, does reflect that logging would have 
negative effects on recreation which includes tourism. Also, the analysis reflects that the 
purchase of timberlands, under Alternatives 2 through 5, would result in positive effects on 
recreation including tourism. 
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Response 051-1 

As reflected in the economic model used in economic analysis, commercial fishing and 
tourism are long-term, sustainable industries. The analysis done under the economics section 
does reflect that logging would have negative effects on commercial fishing and recreation 
which includes tourism. Also, the analysis reflects that the purchase of timberlands, under 
Alternatives 2 through 5, would result in positive effects on recreation including tourism. 
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EVOS Trustee council 
DBIS Colnlnenta 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustees, 

July 26, 19!114 

I find that the ii.IIK1UI1t you. have augg-eeted epending for J 
habitat protection in your DEIS is not sufficient to pureha&e all 
the important areas impacted in the oil spill, I would like to 183·1 
oee a larger aliiCWlt allcoata!l for that puxpose. The la;rgest 
impact from the oil spill wa. ~aatruction of habitat, therefore 
the mo111t appropriate way to respond ia by protecting habitat that 
ie currently threatened. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Response 183-1 · 

Siru:erely, 

!Z_el~ 
~"' -L. (.Vr.,~ r.JZ-

1~~0 ~A~t'::> ft. 
~CM·I Av:.. ~q{O;l-

Due to the uncertainties surrounding the fair market value of property interests to be 
acquired, it was recognized that the amount and location of such purchases could vary 
widely. It was on this basis that it was assumed that if the desired interests could be acquired 
inexpensively, that all of the parcels in the Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking process 
should be evaluated to determine the potential benefits that could be achieved. It was also 
assumed that under the alternatives that are not exclusively habitat oriented that some lesser 
number of parcels could be acquired. The results ofthis effort are shown in Chapter 2 and 
Appendix A of the EIS. 



Public Meeting 
Comments 

Anchorage Public Meeting 

June 27, 1994,4:00-8:00 pm. 
Trustee Council Meeting Room 

Attendees: 
William Waters 
Charles McKee 
Paul Twardock 

Response 
to Comments 5 

This was the ftrst public meeting. Though three people came to the meeting, none wanted to 
comment on the EIS or Draft Restoration Plan. Informational materials were furnished and 
they were encouraged to come back on July 20 to participate in the teleconference. 

Seward Public Meetjng 

June 29, 1994,4:00-8:00 pm 
Kenai Fjords National Park Visitor Center 

Attendees: 
Christopher Smith, Seward Phoenix Log 
A.J. Paul, UAF/IMS 
Harrison Tuttle 
Mary Jane & Frank Ashton 
Maria Gillett, NPS 
Pat Reilly, Kenai Peninsula Borough 
Debbie Adam Troutman, Friends of Kenai Fjords National Park 
Anne Castellina, NPS 
Darryl Schaeffermeyer, SAAMS 
Ricky Gease, NPS 
Michael Tetreau, NPS 
Chris Duguay, NPS 

The meeting was held in the National Park Visitors Center. Twelve persons attended with 
most of them joining the discussion. Presentations were made by Sandy Rabinowitch on the 
Draft Restoration Planning process and Rod Kuhn on the EIS process and alternatives. Park 
Service staff came to the meeting and many of the comments were :from them. Later in the 
meeting other members of the public asked questions concerning habitat acquisition in Kenai 
Fjords National Park. Most of the discussion dealt with monitoring and research or habitat 
acquisition. 

The following comments or questions require response in this document. The complete 
notes are on ftle at the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Restoration Office in 
Anchorage. 

SEW-1 Will the decision that happens at the end of October be for this whole 
program? Will the decision also include which projects will be funded? 

The Record of Decision (ROD) will show which alternative should be 
implemented. More specifically, it will document the policies and the relative 
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SEW-2 

SEW-3 

SEW-4 

SEW-S 

emphases between the various restoration categories that were analyzed, ·In a 
separate process, the Trustee Council approves funding for projects that are 
proposed for the Annual Work Plans. 

How much of these science studies are just to get background information? 
How much of this is a way for the governments to fund science that they 
would like to do? 

At the time of the oil spill, very little background data existed on many of the 
species inhabiting the EVOS area. Much of the monitoring and research thus far 
has focused on gaining understanding of the injury and on testing ways of restoring 
the resources. An element common to all alternatives is the policy that states, 
"Government agencies will be funded only for research or restoration projects that 
are not part of normal responsibilities." 

How long will the restoration reserve last? Is it meant to be continuous 
into the future? If so, there has to be some system set up to manage the 
reserve into the future. The Trustee Council obviously can't do that. 

The restoration reserve could exist for an undetermined time beyond the year 2002. 
The Trustee Council would continue to exist as long as restoration funds are used. 
They cannot relinquish their responsibility for restoration decisions. This is also 
discussed in Response 34-3-5. 

How does this (restoration program) interact with the National Biological 
Survey. Is there a way of getting this all under one ecosystem-directed 
manager? 

Responsibility for restoration is shared between the six .members of the Trustee 
Council. No single manager could be delegated responsibility for restoration. The 
National Biological Survey is an agency of the Department of the Interior, and, as 
such, is under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior who is one of the 
Trustees. 

You're talking about ecosystem management. With all of this money, are 
you studying forage fish in the whole ecosystem, or are you studying forage 
fish in Cook Inlet and forage fish in Resurrection Bay and forage fish in 
Prince William Sound? 

The lack of continuity or loss of continuity could be a problem with these 
(ecosystem) projects. Do you see the Trustees moving towards more 
integrated, long-termprojects, where an agency might go in and propose a 
five-year project, so you have the same person with the same pair of eyes 
come back every year to do the bird survey? That continuity is important. 

Thus far in the restoration program, the Trustee Council has responded to 
immediate needs and to individual proposals for restoration projects. Under the 
Final Restoration Plan, in whatever form it takes, there will be more continuity. 
This will affect the scope of projects and the continuity of the information gathered. 
To date, there has not been a "plan" for the Trustee Council by which they were 
guided. 



SEW-6 

SEW-7 

SEW-8 

SEW-9 

Response 
to Comments 

Which lands are currently under consideration for habitat protection? 

5 

Only the pieces of those large parcels which have the high scores would be 
acquired, right? 

We only had two parcels within the park (Kenai Fjords National Park) 
selected as high value, one. which was owned by Port Graham and one 
owned by English Bay. The purchases wouldn't all have to be fee simple; 
there could be some conservation easements or other things, which allow 
some public access. 

The Habitat Protection and Acquisition part of the alternatives is based on the Large 
Parcel Evaluation and Ranking process. The basis for selection of the parcels that 
were evaluated was nomination by the owner. The lands currently under 
consideration were described in that process and displayed in Figures 2-1 through 
2-3 of this EIS. For pu,rposes of analysis in this EIS, it was assumed that those 
parcels with the highest ranking would be protected first. In practice, many other 
factors that will be a part of negotiations and consideration by the Trustee Council 
may change the priority for acquisition. Some parcels that are ranked Low or 
Moderate could be acquired. The specific rights acquired to provide the protection 
desired also would be the subject of these negotiations. 

Are all the lands under consideration owri.ed by the Native Corporations? 

I have a philosophical question. It seems like the whole purpose is for the 
Government to buy lands and to do studies. What is the impetus to buy 
lands from the Native Corporations? 

Who is to say that the Native Corporations wouldn't be better owners for 
the lands? For what reason would the Native Corporations sell the land? 

Not all, but most of the lands in the large parcel process are owned by the Native 
Corporations. These are the parcels nominated by their owners for consideration. 
This activity is designed to limit further injury to species and services within the 
spill area by protecting habitats. To provide this protection, the Trustee Council 
needs legal assurance it will occur. If a Native Corporation entered into a 
restrictive easement granting less than fee simple acquisition of rights to its 
privately held land, that would be sufficient in many cases. In other instances 
however, the corporatitms may not be willing to do anything less than sell lands fee 
simple. 

For the lands that get bought, are there any guarantees that they will be 
Designated Wilderness Areas? · 

Lands acquired may or may not become Designated Wilderness. That responsibility 
lies with Congress. 

Even if it (acquired land) is identified as a State Park, activities that occur 
within it will depend on the State's administration of the land. 
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SEW-10 

The State's done really well with places like Blackstone Bay where the 
DNR has established development parameters. You could put stipulations 
on the use of the acquired lands. If someone was really sharp, for 
example, they could put those kinds of constraints on at the time of 
purchase to protect the land. 

The types of activities that will be permitted on the acquired lands would be 
designated at the time of acquisition. 

I'm kind of intrigued with the restoration reserve. I'm wondering if there 
are any constraints on how it will be spent. Could it be used to buy lands 
20 years from now if it is determined to be critical habitat? Are the 
stipulations on that money likely to be changed? 

It seems like there needs to be some very specific rules on the restoration 
reserve money; for example, you may not touch the principal. 

The restoration reserve could be used for restoration actions consistent with the 
policies contained in the Final Restoration Plan resulting from the Record of 
Decision of the EIS. 

Homer Public Meeting 

July 1, 1994,4:00-8:00 pm 
Homer City Council Chambers 

Attendees: 
Rick Gustin 
Hal Spence, Reporter 
Tricia King, Reporter 
Lawrence McCubbins 
Tabitha Gregory 
Jack Cushing 
Willy Dunne 
Craig Matkin 

After presentations by Bob Loe:ffier on the Draft Restoration Planning process and Rod Kuhn 
on the EIS process and alternatives, the discussion focused on habitat acquisition and the 
restoration reserve. There were eight people in attendance for at least a portion of the 
meeting. Information was given to those wishing to nominate small parcels for acquisition. 

The following comments or questions require response in this document. The complete 
notes are on file at the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Restoration Office in 
Anchorage. 

HOM-1 There has been some money spent on habitat acquisition, right? Are there 
restrictions on the use of these lands to promote restoration? Can the trees 
be logged; can that be changed? Is there habitat that is acquired that some 
years down the line will be used for logging or mining, etc.? People think 
that when you buy habitat it will be protected forever. 



HOM-2 

HOM-3 

HOM-4 

Response 
to Comments 5 

At the time of acquisition, the future management of the lands would be bound by 
language that requires the land to be managed consistent with restoration and 
maintenance of injured resources and services. 

When a parcel is purchased, restoration should be allowed to help restore 
the injured species. 

Restoration actions could be done on acquired lands. Normally, there would be no 
need to do so, however. 

Can you put the lands into a special status to protect the land? 

If you look at Prince William Sound and the area that was actually 
impacted by oil, most of the land is State, Federal or Native land. 
Changing the status ofthe land would be beneficial. 

Habitat protection options include acquiring privately held land, obtaining less than . 
fee simple acquisition of rights to privately held land, or changing the management 
of publicly held land. 

Has the Trustee Council prioritized private land for purchase? Is there a 
separate pot of money for purchases? 

Alternative 5 has the least amount of money available for acquisition. Is it 
possible that the money could run out on the higher rated parcels? 

The large parcels have been ranked by the Habitat Protection Work Group and the 
Restoration staff. The willingness of the seller to conclude the sale will largely 
determine which parcels are acquired first. The amount of money used for habitat 
protection and acquisition is not a fixed amount in any of the alternatives. The 
amounts shown in Chapter 2 do not represent a commitment of actual resources, but 
are illustrative only for purposes of analysis in this EIS. 

Habitat protection and acquisition may include purchase of private land or interests 
in land such as conservation easements, mineral rights, or timber rights. At this 
time, we do not know what the cost of various levels of protection will be at fair 
market value. For purposes of analysis in Alternative 2, we assumed all the parcels 
shown in Figures 2-1 through 2-3 would receive some level of protection. The 
number of parcels assumed protected in each alternative varies. Since the costs are 
unknown, it is possible that funds could run short. 

Kodiak Public Meeting 

July 5, 1994, 4:00- 8:00pm 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game Conference Room 

Attendees: 
Jerry Babbitt, National Marine Fisheries Service 
John French, University of Alaska, Fairbanks- Public Advisory Group (P AG) 
member 

CHAPTER 5 • 129 



5 Response to 
Comments 

130 • 5 CHAPTER 

Pat Carlson, Acting Mayor Kodiak Island Borough 
Bruce Barrett, Alaska Department ofFish and Game (ADF&G) 
Tim Richardson, Akhiok Kaguyak, Old Harbor 
Carol Boehnert, Alaska Center for the Environment (ACE) 
Tabitha Gregory, ACE 
Alvin Burch, Alaska Draggers Association 
Tim Bristol, ACE 
Wayne Stevens, Kodiak Chamber of Commerce 
Cliff Davidson, Alaska Legislature 
Joel Bolger, Kodiak Island Borough 
Kristin Stahl-Johnson 

The Kodiak meeting was well attended by a cross section of interested parties. Thirteen 
people attended the meeting. Presentations were made by Sandy Rabinowitch on the Draft 
Restoration Planning process and Rod Kuhn on the EIS process and alternatives. There was· 
much discussion between the people attending the meeting. Much of this discussion dealt 
with the importance of Kodiak's potential as a research center. Habitat acquisition was once 
again a topic of comments. Other comments focused more on the assumptions and the 
analysis of the DEIS. One comment form dealing with a map in the DEIS was received at 
the meeting. 

The following comments or questions require response in this document. The complete 
notes are on file at the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Restoration Office in 
Anchorage. 

KOD-1 

KOD-2 

Given the questionable history of public management oflands in the 
adjacent areas in this State, why do you feel that purchasing land is habitat 
protection? Without a land management strategy, it is a somewhat 
questionable strategy to purchase lands. 

You have heard requests over and over again from members of the Public 
Advisory Group to consider alternative strategies for preservation other 
than outright purchase. But that seems to be the way it is going. I do not 
understand the justification for that. I do not believe that Washington can 
manage land better than we can.· 

Habitat acquisition is designed to limit further injury to species and services within 
the spill area by protecting habitats. Habitat protection options include acquiring 
privately held land, obtaining less than fee simple acquisition of rights to privately 
held land, or changing the management of publicly held land. At the time of 
acquisition, the future management of the lands would be bound by language that 
requires the land to be fllanaged consistent with restoration and maintenance of 
injured resources and services. 

The political entity that manages acquired lands will vary with each purchase. In 
any case, the land managers will reside in Alaska. In many instances they will be 
State officials. 

The speaker did not understand why the money allocations were not made 
clearer in the Summary of the EIS. A reader must look in the full text to 



KOD-3 

KOD-4 

KOD-5 

KOD-6 
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understand that if you vote for Alternative 5, you are voting to cut habitat 
acquisition. 

If you hear from someone who responds favorably to Alternative 5, the 
next year the Trustee Council could actually be working up Alternative 3 
or 4 (projected habitat budgets). 

The amounts shown in Chapter 2 do not represent a commitment of actual 
resources, but are illustrative only for purposes of analysis for the EIS. The policies 
are the body of the alternatives. After a set of policies is selected in the Record of 
Decision, it will not change from year to year. The amount spent could go up or 
down from our present best estimates. 

What is the status of previous comments on this brochure? Organizations 
representing millions of Americans have commented on the brochure. 
What is the status of those comments as a guide to the EIS, and should 
they all do it again? 

First, those comments were used in the formulation of the array of alternatives. 
Second, those comments will be considered in the Record ofDecision and Final 
Restoration Plan. 

Some of the Native Corporations have said that we are going to use up all 
of our timber in 10 years. Did your model take into account the value that 
would be lost simply because the timber of some corporations is going to 
run out before the 1 0-year period? Did that model take into account that 
some of those jobs are going to be lost? 

The analysis estimated the commercial timber harvest would result in the economic 
sector effects described in Table 4-3. These are changes from the description of the 
economy shown in Table 3-3. The uncertainties surrounding continuation of 
logging were not discussed and do not affect the resulting impact analysis. The 
analysis of impacts of each alternative estimated the changes in the economy 
through a lesser timber-based economy because habitat would be removed from 
timber management. 

I feel that I'm getting a mixed messages (regarding how to best comment 
on the Draft Restoration Plan and DEIS). Should we be specific; are they 
real numbers;' are they proportional? This document seems to be the 
document that helps us know how the money will be allocated. So just a 
little clarification is needed. 

The message has been consistent from the beginning. The amounts shown in 
Chapter 2 do not represent a commitment of actual resources, but are illustrative 
only for purposes of analysis 

The current set of Trustees who will be voting in October on this 
Restoration Plan, may be voting on something just until the end of 
December. Then, there could be three new State Trustees and they could 
vote on a new Restoration Plan umbrella or will this be permanent? 
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KOD-7 

KOD-8 

The Record of Decision will be binding on the Federal Trustees. It would require 
additional NEP A documentation to change it. The entire Trustee Council will be 
bound by the Final Restoration Plan. It could only be changed by a similar process. 
At this time, there is no reason to believe that the document that results from this 
process will not be permanent. 

How important is public access to lands acquired to the Trustee Council? 

Public access will be an important consideration in all habitat acquisition 
negotiations. The specific terms will be decided on a parcel-by-parcel basis with 
the knowledge that public access to natural resources was part of the injury from the 
oil spill. 

It doesn't make sense to do a Restoration Plan when we are lacking the 
potential for the future and what we are doing in terms of preparing 
ourselves, or understanding what potential impacts we are going to run up 
against. What really are our priorities when it comes to protection for 
preparedness and response? 

The scope of the settlement agreement restricts the actions considered to those that 
are related to restoring the natural resources injured by the oil spill and thereby the 
services they provide. 

Cordova Public Meeting 

July 7, 1994, 4:00 - 8:00p.m. 
U.S. Forest Service • Cordova Ranger District Office 

Attendees: 
Rick Steiner 
Evelyn Brown 
JodySeifz 
David Scheel 
Sandra Medearys 
Mary Ann Bishop 
Nancy Bird 
Mark Willette 
Greg Petrich 
Monica Riedel 
Samual Sharr 
Andy Gunther 
Karl Becker 

Thirteen people attended the Cordova public meeting. Presentations were made by Molly 
McCammon on the Draft Restoration Planning process and Rod Kuhn on the EIS process 
and alternatives. Much of the discussion dealt with the analysis and assumption in the DEIS. 
Support wa8 expressed for habitat acquisition and for monitoring and research. Concern was 
also expressed about the policies in the various alternatives. 
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The following comments or questions require response in this document. The complete 
notes are on file at the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Restoration Office in 
Anchorage. 

COR-I 

COR-2 

COR-3 

COR-4 

COR-5 

The selection of names for the different alternatives is more than a little 
subtle in trying to influence public opinion. The names actually could 
have been read in reverse if you think about the limitation of habitat 
acquisition throughout the plan. 

See Response 192-17. 

The Justice Department and the State of Alaska were very clear in their 
comments about the settlement that we have to have this money now; we 
can't wait years from now to settle this thing in court; we have to have this 
money now; we have to use it in the interest of the injured ecosystem. 
Putting it in the bank is not using it in the interest of the injured ecosystem. 

See Response 034-3-5. 

The long-term needs for some forms of continuing restoration will extend beyond 
the year 2002. 

The impact statement really didn't adequately analyze the impact so far of 
the lack ofhabitat protection. There's been over 100 square miles of 
coastal forest clei.u-cut between the oil spill and right now, and so I'm not 
sure if the impact statement really adequately addresses that. This 
document does not look backwards, and it should. 

The EIS is an analysis of the impacts from the proposed action and alternatives to it. 
The basis for this comparison is the No Action Alternative. What has occurred in 
the past, while an indication of what would happen in the future is not an impact 
from an alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, negative or adverse impacts 
are projected to occur. The impacts of the action alternatives with regard to habitat 
are almost exclusively beneficial and are discussed in this EIS. 

I'm interested in who will make the determination that a resource has 
recovered and in the criteria that will be used. 

These decisions and the criteria used are the responsibility of the specific trust 
agency in concert with the scientific community. 

They've gone through with three habitat purchases, and those were 
environmental assessments rather than EIS's and I don't understand why 
the EIS. I just didn't want that business to be a reason for some short-term 
option. 

The Federal officials must do an EIS because the Restoration Program is a "major 
Federal action" under§ 1502.4 of 40 CFR, or the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Actions 
taken previously were in response to the imminent threat to the resources. 
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COR-6 

COR-7 

COR-8 

COR-9 

COR-10 

COR-11 

Buying only the highest ranked parcels completely violates your ecosystem 
concept that you tell us you support. Because it's not broad. If you are 
piece mealing what you ranked as high value you are not getting 
watersheds; you are not getting ecosystems; you are getting chunks. They 
are large parcels, but 125,000 acres spread :from Cordova to Kodiak is 
small chunks. 

Buying the highest ranked parcels was an assumption used for analysis purposes. 
The specific parcels protected would be the result of willing sellers and the 
interaction of public comments and resource needs. 

Have you analyzed the parcels in relationship to the surrounding land 
status? In other words, are you just buying 15,000 acres in the middle of a 
clearcut or are you buying 15,000 acres as part of a 210,000 acre 
watershed. Those have very different impacts on how much protection 
you ~et :from that land. 

The setting of the parcels acquired will be considered in conjunction with other 
factors when the Trustee Council is considering protection measures. See Response 
to COR-6. 

Alternative 2, as I understand it, was supposed to push habitat 
acquisition/protection most, and sort of put everything else, research, 
restoration activities, at much less. And yet the last policy on habitat 
protection says to increase human use in the spill area? How do those two 
things go together? 

Human uses, or services as they are otherwise called, can increase because of 
habitat acquisition and can in fact be a consideration in protecting a parcel, as 
shown in Chapter 1 ofthisEIS andAppendixA-1, TableA-1. 

Human uses are not defmed in these documents. 

They were called services in the DEIS, and the Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment published by the 
Trustee Council in April 1993, defmed them as such. Human uses are such things 
as commercial fishing, tourism, passive use, recreation, and subsistence. For 
clarity, changes have been made in this EIS. 

The only reason habitat protection can be tied to injured resources is that if 
you can protect the habitat in its form right now and not disrupt it by 
logg}ng, mining or increased recreational use, it allows those fish and bird 
populations to increase. So how does it follow that if we went to 
Alternative 2 as the chosen alternative, we would end up increasing human 
use? How does purchasing timber rights and land increase human use? 

When resources are restored we are also restoring the services (or human uses) they 
provide. 

I'm having trouble fmding a defmition for general restoration as opposed 
to monitoring'and research. 



COR-12 

COR-13 

COR-14 

COR-15 

COR-16 

COR-17 

See Chapter 1 of the EIS. 

Response 
to Comments 5 

The settlement says prespill condition. Increasing human use, beyond 
what they were prespill, building whatever out here, is not a prespill 
condition, and I think it violates the sentiment and the legal mandates set. 

Under the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), the Government may use these 
funds for the purposes of 11 

••• restoring, replacing, enhancing, rehabilitating, or 
acquiring the equivalent of natural resources injured as a result of the Exxon Valdez 
oil spill and the reduced or lost services provided by such resources. 11 We believe 
that increasing services or human uses through habitat protection or general 
restoration is a legitimate means of restoring the services injured. 

The preferred alternative should also include the ability to protect habitat 
outside of the·spill region, with preference within the region. 

This idea is contained in the array of alternatives, specifically Alternatives 4 and 5. 
See Response 19-1. 

Alternative 5 actually has the maximum, or close to the maximum negative 
environmental impact, by allowing passively much more clear cutting, 
much more habitat destruction, that was not addressed. That has to be 
addressed very clearly in here; we've got to be honest in that. Under 
Alternative 5, we'd lose a lot more habitat than the other alternatives, than 
at least Alternative 2 or 3. 

See Response COR-3. 

Isn't it true that you used the responses to the brochure alternatives to 
develop Alternative 5, but it is not necessarily true that the public 
supported all the policies in Alternative 2? 

The alternatives in the EIS were the result of a planning process which included the 
brochure. The Trustee Council, in response to the brochure comments, 
reformulated the alternative array by modifying the previous Alternative 5. The 
staffwere then directed to analyze Alternatives 1 through 4 from the brochure and 
the new Alternative 5. 

Can we go on record as asking the Federal agencies to follow the lead of 
the State of Alaska and give us an itemized breakdown of where these 
reimbursements go?. 

Reimbursements are not within the jurisdiction of the Restoration Program. To 
obtain this it;rformation, you should make a request of the specific Trustee. 

How was the modified Alternative 5 selected as the preferred alternative 
when there was overwhelming support for greater emphasis on habitat 
protection with a very little amount for administration, as little as you 
could get away with, and monitoring and research somewhere down in the 
10 to 20 percent range, maybe 25 percent if you throw in general 
restoration, but more of a 25n 5 cut between habitat and research 
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monitoring and infonnation. 

The people in Cordova would feel"a lot safer" if·they had a sense of what 
the minimum commitment was going to be given to each of these 
categories. 

Alternative 5 has the flexibility the Trustee Council feels is needed to address the 
uncertainties of restoration needs in the future. 

Valdez Public Meetina 

July 19, 1994, 4:00-8:00 pm 
Valdez City Council Chambers 

Attendees: 
Tim Bristol, ACE 
Tabitha Gregory, ACE 
Matt Kinney, Valdez resident 
Doug Griffm, City of Valdez 
Donna Fisher, City of Valdez, PAG member 

The meeting in Valdez was vety infonnal. The five people attending were already familiar 
with the Draft Restoration Plan and the planning process that led to it. Rod Kuhn gave a 
short presentation as required by the individuals present on the EIS process and alternatives. 
Questions and comments focused on the importance of Prince William Sound as a restoration 
priority over those areas farther from the origin of the oil spill. Hatcheries and commercial 
fishing were discussed in general with no concerns expressed about the DEIS analysis. 
Habitat acquisition in Prince William Sound and local hiring were suggested as the most 
appropriate use of the settlement funds. 

The following comments or questions require response in this document. The complete 
notes are on file at the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Restoration Office in 
Anchorage. 

VAL-l The speaker was concerned that all the injured resources were in PWS, yet 
the top land purchases are some 400 or 500 miles away. With the 
scientific mind, what are we doing down on Kodiak Island, where a small 
percentage ofresources has been damaged, when the overwhelming 
majority of damage to resources was here in the Sound? 

The emphasis should be closer to "ground zero"-- where the greatest 
injuries occurred. Prince William Sound and the Kenai area, because of 
the impacts to the murres and the wildlife off of the coast, is well 
documented, but he has never been able to understand expenditures in the 
Kodiak area. 

Expenditures are made to restore the natural resources and thereby the services they 
provide. Evidence shows that injuries far exceed the boundaries of Prince William 
Sound. In an effort to include a geographic restriction on expenditures in the 



Teleconference 
Hearing 

VAL-2 

VAL-3 

Response S 
to Comments 

alternatives, some would restrict them to the oil spill area shown on the map in the 
front of the EIS. 

Also see Response 162-1. 

The speaker commented on the policy to promote the competitive bid 
process. He would like to see it elaborated to include a preference for 
Alaskan residents to do the work--whether for a government agency or a 
private consulting firm. He is frustrated to see so many non-Alaskans 
collecting and analyzing data when there are competent Alaskans that need 
the work. He also believes that the quality of work would be better if local 
hire were used because residents have more at stake and more interest to 
understand what is occurring in the Sound. 

The Trustee Council has passed a resolution that calls for local hiring whenever 
possible. 

Just make PWS into a Marine Sanctuary. A Marine Sanctuary is probably 
about the highest classillcation. 

Changes in land classillcation is an option under the habitat protection and 
acquisition restoration category. The specillc action, however, would be the 
responsibility of the individual government agencies and not the Trustee Council. 

Anchorage. Alaska 

July 20, 1994,7:00 p.m. 
Restoration Office 

In Attendance in Anchorage/via teleconference: 
Ms. Caryl Boehnert 
Ms. Arliss Sturgelewski 
Mr. Azuyak (teleconference, Old Harbor) 
Ms. Tabitha Gregory, Alaska Center for the Environment 
Mr. Greg Petrich, Alaska Rain Forest 
Ms. Pamela Brodie, Sierra Club 
Ms. Aimee Boulanger, Sierra Club 
Mr. Tim Bristol 
Eric Fry, Seward Phoenix Log (teleconference, Seward) 
Cordova Legislative Information Office (LIO) 
Seward Legislative Information Office (LIO) 
Old Harbor Legislative Information Office (LIO) 

The opportunity was given for 25 sites to join the Anchorage meeting by teleconference. 
Only Cordova, Seward, and Old Harbor participated. Nine people are known to have 
attended at least a portion of the meeting with six giving testimony. No one commented from 
either Seward or Cordova. One comment regarding "red tides" was made from Old Harbor, 
after which they disconnected from the teleconference. The meeting was transcribed in its 

CHAPTER 5 • 137 



5 Response to 
Comment~ 

138 • 5 CHAPTER 

entirety. Support for the work of the Trustee Council and staff was expressed. Most of those 
commenting, however, emphasized the importance of habitat acquisition. Comments also 
focused on the analysis in the DEIS. 

The following comments or questions require response in this document. The complete 
transcript is on file at the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Restoration Office in 
Anchorage. 

TEL-l 

TEL-2 

TEL-3 

TEL-4 

Why offer us alternatives, unless we have the power to change your mind? 

The Trustee Council will make the best choice possible in light of public comments, 
restoration needs, resource impacts, and agency mandates. Public comment has 
been very influential in the process thus far and continues to be a major 
consideration of the Trustee Council. 

Concern was expressed about the trend of the Trustee Council staff to 
assume that only the highest priority parcels ofland should be acquired. 
This goes against the latest scientific evidence that habitat needs to be 
protected in large continuous blocks. Picking only the highest priority 
parcels will result in fragmented habitat. 

The assumption that protection would begin with the highest ranked parcels is just 
an assumption for analysis purposes. The specific parcels protected could vary 
from high to low. 

There really has not been a spelling out of any comprehensive research 
plan, and I think that's needed. 

A comprehensive research plan will be part of the considerations in writing the 
Final Restoration Plan. It must be consistent with the policies in the record of 
decision. 

A discussion of impacts of the various kinds of general restoration projects 
that might be funded should be included. The list of general restoration 
projects includes things that can cause harm as well as benefits, but the 
assumption seems to be that the impacts of general restoration will only be 
good, and not bad. "And, the corollary to that is there does not seem to be 
any investigation of what happens ... ifthe Trustees don't buy some wildlife 
habitat and then that habitat is logged ... " 

The No Action Alternative contains the assumption that habitat will be logged; thus, 
the remaining alternatives show the difference between the No Action condition and 
the habitat that could be acquired in the alternative. This EIS is a programmatic 
document, and further NEP A analysis will look at site-specific proposals. These 
further analyses will di~cuss in detail the potential negative and positive impacts of 
specific actions. 



TEL-5 

Response 
to Comments 5 

Clarification was asked for why the benefit for wilderness would be 
greater in Alternative 5 than in Alternative 2 where more habitat would be 
protected. 

Changes have been made to the analysis in Chapter 4 to reflect this concern. 

SeeResponse 192-5. 
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6 

As a direct result of the litigation and settlement discussed below, the Federal and State 
governments, acting as members of the Trustee Council are responsible for taking actions 
necessary for the restoration of injured resources and services from the EVOS. The Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) ( 33 U.S. C.§ 1321 [f]) and Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) ( 42 U.S. C. § 9607 [fJ) 
provide the legal basis for these responsibilities. 

The EVOS contaminated thousands of miles of Alaska's coastline. It killed birds, mammals, 
and fish, and disrupted the ecosystem in the path of the oil. In 1991, Exxon agreed to pay the 
United States and the State of Alaska $900 million over ten years to restore the resources 
injured by the spill, and the reduced or lost services (human uses) they provide. Of that 
amount, approximately $620 million remains available to fund restoration activities. 

The Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan will provide long-term guidance to the Trustee Council 
for using these funds in restoring the resources and services injured by the oil spill. 

The Trustees began developing a restoration plan in 1990. Most of the effort at that time was 
focused on identifying and developing possible restoration techniques. Following the 
settlement between the Exxon campanies and the United States and the State of Alaska on 
October 9, 1991, the Trustees decided to continue development of a restoration plan and to 
allow for meaningful public participation. Following public review and comment on the 
brochure in April 1993, the Trustees developed the draft Restoration Plan in November 1993 
as the proposed action for this EIS. The fmal Restoration Plan will assist the decisionmaking 
process by establishing management direction for identifying and selecting of activities to 
restore injured resources and services. Program-level guidelines will assist in evaluating and 
implementing future proposed restoration activities. These activities will be developed as 
part of the Trustees' Annual Work Program and wi}l be evaluated by the policies set forth in 
the Restoration Plan. Each Annual Work Program will contain descriptions of the restoration 
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activities to be funded that year, based on the policies and spending guidelines of the 
Restoration Plan, public comments, and changing restoration needs. 

The brochure described five alternative courses of action, including the no action alternative; 
explained the evaluation criteria used; and outlined the differences among each of the 
alternatives. It also discussed an approach to implementing the alternatives; and it covered 
administration, funding allocation guidelines and mechanisms, monitoring, and public 
participation. 

Based on public comment on the alternatives presented in the brochure, the Trustees have 
modified and designated Alternative 5 as the proposed action for this EIS and have published 
this modified alternative as the draft Restoration Plan. This EIS is intended to assist 
decisionmakers and the public in assessing the merits of the various alternatives and 
determining which of the possible alternatives should be selected as the final Restoration 
Plan. 

The MOA between the Federal and State governments requires meaningful public 
involvement. Toward that end, all decisions made by the Trustees have been made in an 
open public forum with opportunity for public comment. Public comments received on the 
Restoration Framework document also were used to identify significant issues related to 
implementing a restoration program. A Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment on the 
Draft Restoration Plan was released in April 1993. Public comments on the Summary of 
Alternatives, the draft Restoration Plan, and the DEIS will be used to refme the final 
Restoration Plan. 

To ensure that the public had the opportunity to identify issues related to the proposed action 
to be addressed, the Trustees had five periods for public comment. The first was in January 
and February 1992, to solicit input for the formation of a Public Advisory Group. In May 
1992, the public was invited to comment on the Restoration Framework at meetings in 
Seldovia (teleconferenced to Port Graham), Homer, Kodiak, Juneau, Tatitlek, Valdez, 
Seward, Whittier, Chenega Bay, Anchorage, Cordova, and Fairbanks. These comments were 
used to identify issues related to implementing a restoration program. In November 1992, 
agencies and individuals were invited to an "open house" held in Anchorage to discuss input 
for the DEIS. A fourth round of meetings was held in April 1993 to collect public comments 
on the Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment, released in April1993. These 
meetings were held in Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, Chenega Bay, Kodiak, Port Graham, 
Ouzinkie, Port Lions, Seldovia, Larsen Bay, Homer, Akhiok, Old Harbor, Nanwalek (English 
Bay), Anchorage, Valdez, Seward, Tatitlek, Juneau, Cordova, Fairbanks, and Whittier. A 
fifth period for public comment was held in late January and early February 1994 after the 
publication of the draft Restoration Plan and the Revised Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS. 
A public meeting w~ held in AQchorage at that time. 

The DEIS and the draft Restoration Plan were available for public comment for 45 days. The 
comments received from the public were used to create the fmal EIS. 

In addition, a Public Advisory Group, formed in October 1992, was established to provide 
input to the Trustees on all matters relating to planning, evaluating, and allocating funds, as 
well as planning, evaluating, and conducting injury assessments and restoration activities. 
This group is made up of 15 members who represent a cross-section of the interest groups 
and the public affected by and concerned about the spill. Additionally there are two ex 
officio members representing the Alaska Legislature. 
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The MOA between the Federal and State governments requires meaningful public 
involvement. Toward that end, all decisions made by the Trustees have been made in an 
open public forum with opportunity fQr public comment. Public comments received on the 
Restoration Framework document also were used to identify significant issues related to 
implementing a restoration program. A Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment on the 
Draft Restoration Plan was released in April1993. Public comments on the Summary of 
Alternatives, the draft Restoration Plan, and the DEIS will be used to refme the fmal 
Restoration Plan. 

To ensure that the public; had the opportunity to identify issues related to the proposed action 
to be addressed, the Trustees had five periods for public comment. The first was in January 
and February 1992, to solicit input for the formation of a Public Advisory Group. In May 
1992, the public was invited to comment on the Restoration Framework at meetings in 
Seldovia (teleconferenced to Port Graham), Homer, Kodiak, Juneau, Tatitlek, Valdez, 
Seward, Whittier, Chenega Bay, Anchorage, Cordova, and Fairbanks. These comments were 
used to identify issues related to implementing a restoration program. In November 1992, 
agencies and individuals were invited to an "open house" held in Anchorage to discuss input 
for the DEIS. A fourth round of meetings was held in April 1993 to collect public comments 
on the Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment, released in April 1993. These 
meetings were held in Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, Chenega Bay, Kodiak, Port Graham, 
Ouzinkie, Port Lions, Seldovia, Larsen Bay, Homer, Akhiok, Old Harbor, Nanwalek (English 
Bay), Anchorage, Valdez, Seward, Tatitlek, Juneau, Cordova, Fairbanks, and Whittier. A 
fifth period for public comment was held in late January and early February 1994 after the 
publication of the draft Restoration Plan and the Revised Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS. 
A public meeting was held in Anchorage at that time. 

The DEIS and the draft Restoration Plan were available for public comment for 45 days. The 
.comments received from the public were used to create the fmal EIS. 

In addition, a Public Advisory Group, formed in October 1992, was established to provide 
input to the Trustees on all matters relating to planning, evaluating, and allocating funds, as 
well as planning, evaluating, and conducting injury assessments and restoration activities. 
This group is made up of 15 members who represent a cross-section of the interest groups 
and the public affected by and concerned about the spill. Additionally there are two ex 
officio members representing the Alaska Legislature.· 

The Trustees have sought public input on the following questions in regard to the draft 
Restoration Plan: 

Which resources and services should be targeted for restoration efforts? 

Should restoration actions address all injured resources and services, or should they 
address only those biological resources whose populations declined measurably as a 
result of the spill? 

How long should restoration actions last? 

Should they be undertaken until a resource or service has recovered, then stopped? 
Or should they continue beyond the point of restoration to prespilllevels? 
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Which restoration actions should be undertaken? 

Should the plan include only those actions that are expected to produce substantial 
improvement over the rate of natural (unaided) recovery? Or should actions 
believed to produce at least some improvement over the rate of unaided recovery be 
included as well? 

In what geographic area should restoration actions be taken? 

Should actions be limited to the spill area, or should they be taken in any area where 
there is a link to injured resources or services? 

To what extent, if any, should restoration actions create opportunities for human 
use? 

Should human use of, and access to, the spill area be decreased? Protected? 
Increased? Or should new opportunities for human use be considered? 

The interdisciplinary team (IDT) offederal and state scientists assigned to write the EIS 
reviewed and analyzed the concerns and ideas expressed in the public involvement and 
interagency scoping. The following issue statements describe those concerns and ideas in 
general terms. The issue statements were evaluated to decide which issues were significant 
and should be addressed in the EIS. 

The public, agencies, community leaders, and other knowledgeable individuals and 
organizations raised many issues during the scoping process. The agencies identified the 
significant issues based on "reviews of similar actions, knowledge of the area or areas 
involved, discussions with community leaders, and/or consultations with experts and other 
agencies familiar with such actions and their effects" (Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 
[11.5]). These issues are addressed in this document. 

Public meetings were held in the following communities during one or more of the public 
comment periods held in the development and preparation of this EIS. A Summary of Public 
Comment on Alternarives (EVOS Trustee Council, September 1993) was published 
summarizing the results of the most extensive public involvement effort during the 
preparation of the proposed action and alternatives for this EIS. Approximately 2,000 
people gave written or oral comments at that time. 

Akhiok Fairbanks Nanwalek Seward ,, 

Anchorage Homer Old Harbor Tatitlek 

Chenega Bay Juneau Ouzinkie Valdez 

Chignik Lake Karluk Port Graham Whittier 

Chignik Lagoon Kodiak Port Lions 

Cordova Larsen Bay Seldovia 



Federal Agencies 

State of Alaska 

Local and Regional 
Government 
Organizations 

Consultation and 
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The comments received addressed the planning alternatives which were included in the 
brochure, Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan Summacy of Alternatives for Public 
Comment (EVOS Trustee Council, Aprill993) and the issues and injured resources and 
services. 

The EIS was developed by considering the No Action Alternative, the proposed action and 
the planning alternatives 2 through 4 as presented in the brochure. The reasonably 
foreseeable actions that were consistent with the policies contained in each alternative were 
then estimated and evaluated in Chapter 4 of this EIS. 

List of Contacts for Preparation and 
Review of the EIS 
Federal, State, and local government agencies, academic institutions, special-interest groups, 
Native groups, and private citizens consulted prior to and during the preparation of this EIS 
are listed below. 

U.S. Army, Corps ofEngineers ' 
Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Office of General Counsel 

Department of Commerce 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adrninistratoin 

Department of Interior 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Minerals Management 
National Biological Survey 
National Park Service 

Department of Justice 

Dept. ofFish and Game 
Dept. ofNaturalResources 
Dept. ofEnvironmental Conservation 
Dept. ofLaw 

George Keeney, City Planner/Public Works Director, City of Cordova 
Margy Johnson, Mayor, City of Cordova 
Linda L. Freed, Kodiak Island Borough 

Native Organizations Martha Vlasoff(Tatitlek Corporation) 
/Groups RalphEluska (Akhiok-Kaguyak, Inc) 

Emil Christiansen (Old Harbor Native Corporation) 
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Others Anthony Hooten, Environmental Services 
Michael Stekoll, . Univ. of Alaska Southeast 
Tom Walker, Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association 
Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation 
Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association 
Alaska Center for the Environmept 
Alaska Miners Association, Inc. 
Alaska Sportfishing Asociation and Alaska State Council of Trout Unlimited 
Alaska Wilderness League 
The Alaska Wildlife Alliance 
American Institute of Fishery Research Biologists 
Cordova District Fishermen United 

Kodiak Audubon Society 
National Wildlife Federation 
Pacific Seabird Group 
Sierra Club 
Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 
The Wilderness Society 
The Wildlife Society 

Contributing Authors and Support Staff 

Contributing Authors Fred P. Clark 
William J. Hauser 
Tim Holder 
Karen A. Klinge 
Cecil R. Kuhn 
Gerald A. Sanger 
Ken Rice 

FS - Archaeologist 
ADF &G- Fish Biologist 
MMS - Economist 
FS - Biologist 
FS - General Biologist; Planner 
FWS - Wildlife Biologist 
FS - Biologist 

Supporting Staff 
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Ron Bruyere, 
Ward Lane, 
Barbara Wilson, 
Cherri Womac, 
L.J. Evans, 
Carrie Holba, 
Beverly Hayes, 
Jeff Lawrence, 
Dorothy Mortenson, 
Kelly Zeiner, 
Kay V. Tracy, 
Colleen Ryan, 
Michael Burwell, 
Elinore M. Anker, 

ADEC 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADNR 
ADNR 
MMS 
MMS 
MMS 
MMS 



Trustee Council 

Chief Scientist 

James A. Wolfe 

Steven Pennoyer 
George T. Frampton, Jr. 
Bruce M. Botelho 
Carl L. Rosier 
John A. Sandor 

Robert B. Spies, Ph.D. 

Consultation and 

6 Coordination 

Director of Engineering and Aviation Management, U.S. Dept. of 
Agriculture 
Director, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, NMFS 
Asst. Secretary, U.S. Dept. of!nterior 
Attorney General, State of Alaska 
Commissioner, Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
Commissioner, Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
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Public Advisory 
Group 

RestoratiQn Planning 
Work Group 

Restoration Team 
Members 
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E. Bradford Phillips, Chair 
Donna Fischer, Co-Chair 
Rupert E. Andrews 
Pamela Brodie 
James L. Cloud 
James Diehl 
Richard I. Eliason 
John French 
James G. King 
Richard A. Knecht 
Vern McCorkle 
Donald McCurnby 
Gerald McCune 
John C. McMullen 
John L. Sturgeon 
Charles Totemoff 
Llewellyn W. Williams 
Douglas L. Mutter 
Cliff Davidson 
DruePearce 

Stan Senner, 
John Strand, 
Sandy Rabinowitch, 
Ken Rice, 
Ray Thompson, 
Carol Gorbics, 
Karen Klinge, 
Jim Slocomb, 
Mark Fraker, 
Bob Loeffler, 
Ward Lane, 
Chris Swenson, 
Veronica Gilbert, 
Bruce Wright, 
Tony DeGange, 

Byron Morris, 
Paul Gertler, 
Cordell Roy, 
Dave Gibbons, 
Pamela Bergmann, 
Mark Brodersen, 
Jerome Montague, 
Ken Rice, 
Marty Rutherford, 

ADF&G 
NOM 
NPS 
FS 
FS 
FWS 
FS • 
ADNR 
ADF&G 
ADEC 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADNR 
NOM 
FWS 

NOM 
FWS 
NPS 
FS 
DOl 
ADEC 
ADF&G 
FS 
ADNR 

Commercial Tourism 
Local Government 
Sport Hunting &Fishing 
Environmental 
Public-at-Large 
Recreation Users 
Public-at-Large 
Science/Academic 
Conservatin 
Subsistence 
Public-at-Large 
Public-at-Large 
Commercial Fishing 
Aquaculture 
Forest Products 
Native Landowners 
Public-at-Large 
Designated Federal Officer 
Alaska State House (Ex-Officio Member) 
Alaska State Senate (Ex-Officio Member) 



Habitat Protection 
Work Group 
Members 

Tom Gerlach, 
Jess Grunblatt, 
Ken Holbrook, 
Mark Kuwada, 
Art Weiner, 
Carol Fries, 
Dave Gibbons, 
Marty Rutherford, 
Mark Brodersen, 
Sandy Dunn, 
Jim Slocomb, 
Kim Sundberg, 
Walt Sheridan, 
John Harmening, 
Chuck Gilbert, 
Barbara Mahoney, 
Catherine Berg, 
Ken Rice, 

FWS 
ADNR 
FS 
ADF&G 
ADNR 
ADNR 
FS 
ADNR 
ADEC 
DOI 
ADNR 
ADF&G 
FS 
FS 
NPS 
NOAA 
FWS 
FS 

Consultation and 
Coordination 6 

CHAPTER 6 • 9 



Glossary 



ACMP 

ADEC 

ADF&G 

ADNR 

AMSA 

ANILCA 

ANCSA 

AOU 

AVSP 

crus 

DEIS 

DNR 

DOl 

EIS 

EPA 

EVOS 

FEIS 

FRED Division 

IDT 

IMP LAN 

KANA 

MMPA 

MOA 

MOU 

NEPA 

Glossary of Acronyms 

Alaska Coastal Management Program 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 

.Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
.. 

Alaska Department of Natural Resources 

Area Meriting Special Attention 

Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 

American Ornithological Union 

Alaska Visitors Statistics Program II 

Federal Court Registry Investment System 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Department of Natural Resources 

Department of the Interior 

Environmental Impact Statement 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Division ofFisheries Rehabilitation, Enhancement and Development (State, 
ADF&G) 

Interdisciplinary Team 

IMpact PLANning 

Kodiak Area Native Association 

Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 

Memorandum of Agreement 

Memorandum of Understanding 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

1 



NMFS 

NOAA 

NPFMC 

NPS 

NWR 

PNP 

PWS 

PWSRWG 

ROD 

USDA 

USDOI 

USFS 

USFWS 

VHS 

2 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

North Pacific Fishery Management Council 

National Park Service 

National Wildlife Refuge 

private nonprofit 

Prince William Sound 

Prince William Sound Recreation Work Group 

Record of Decision 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

U.S. Forest Service 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

viral hemorrhagic septicemia 



alevin 

amp hi pod 

anadromous 

create a new run or fishery 

egg incubation boxes 

emergence 

enhance existing run 

enhancement 

escapement 

eyed~egg planting 

eyed~egg 

fair market value 

fmaldemand 

fishery 

fry (or "fmgerling") 

habitat improvement 

Glossary of Terms 

First lifestage of a salmonid after hatching; alevins burrow into the gravel and 
absorb their yolk~sac before they emerge and become free~swimming 

Small crustacean that is often common in both freshwater and saltwater 

Fish behavior that includes migrations for spawning in freshwater and growth and 
development in saltwater 

To develop or establish a new stock or population offish where none had 
previously existed 

fusulated chambers that are installed in a streamside location and loaded with 
fettilized fish eggs for in~ubation and hatching in a flow ofhigh~quality water 

Movement of an alevin from the redd to a free~swimming stage after its yolk sac 
has been absorbed 

Manipulate a stock or population offish to increase the numbers of returning adult 
fish 

Any action that improves on or creates additional natural resources or services in 
excess of prespill conditions 

Anadromous fish that escape from being harvested to migrate into a drainage to 
spawn and sustain the reproductive process 

Fish eggs, at the eyed~egg lifestage, are buried or injected into nonutilized 
spawning gravel to complete the incubation process 

Stage of development of a fish egg in which the pigmented eyes of the embryo are 
visible 

The amount in cash, or on terms reasonably equivalent to cash, for which in all 
probability the property would be sold by a knowledgeable owner willing but not 
obligated to sell to a knowledgeable purchaser willing but not obligated to buy. In 
ascertaining that figure, consideration should be given to all matters that might be 
brought forward and reasonably be given substantial weight in bargaining by 
persons of ordinary prudence; but no consideration whatever should be given to 
matters not affecting market value 

Regional purchases of goods and services 

Harvest of a fish stock or of fish stocks 

Juvenile lifestage of a fish; for a salmon, this stage occurs between an alevin and a 
smolt 

A required habitat is improved to benefit a particular lifestage of a particular 
species to increase the overall survival rate of that population 
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hatchery rearing 

hatchling 

haulout areas 

homing 

IMP LAN 

imprinting 

industry output 

lake nutrient enrichment 

limiting factor 

long-term effects 

Juvenile fish are held and fed in rearing chambers (usually, raceways) until they 
reach a proper size or age for release or transport to a stocking site 

Stage of development in which the embryo breaks through the egg membrane or 
shell 

Rocks, ice floes, sand, and mud bars that are used by harbor seals or sea otters for 
resting, pupping, or molting 

Migratory process of returning to the natal (or "home") stream where an adult 
anadromous fish had been hatched :from an egg; accurate homing depends on 
proper imprinting 

An economic model used for economic analysis 

Process of creating a long-term memory of the spawning stream in a juvenile 
anadromous fish · 

Regional supply of goods and services 

Addition of particular amounts of selected chemicals into a lake to stimulate or 
fertilize the production of microscopic plants that are the base of the food chain (or 
pyramid) that results in sockeye salmon smolt production 

. A particular parameter or need in the life cycle of an organism that will limit, 
reduce, or constrain the survival :from one lifestage to the next 

Changes that may occur during the approximate time:frame required for natural 
recovery of an injured resource or service (EVOS Trustee Council, Aprill993), 
usually, 10 or more years; specific definition may vary slightly among resources or 
services 

migration corridor improvement Methods to remove or mitigate a barrier to fish migration that may include 
installation of a fish ladder, construction of resting pools, or removal of a barrier by 
hand labor or blasting 

monitoring Systematic data collection, analysis and review to evaluate the status of 
environmental conditions or to determine if conditions have returned to prespill 
conditions 

net pen rearing Juvenile fish are held in floating net pens in estuaries or lakes where they are fed 
until they reach a desirable size or age for release or transport 

overescapement Spawning anadromous fish that escape :from harvest and into a drainage in excess 
of the number that is required to sustain the population reproductive process 

parcel Unit of measure of an upland area that is being considered for purchase by the 
EVOS Trustee Council as part of the comprehensive habitat protection process; the 
sizes of individual parcels are highly variable 

presmolt Juvenile lifestage of an anadromous fish that precedes the smolt stage; a presmolt is 
approximately as large as a smolt but not yet physiologically transformed 
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redd 

rehabilitate a fishery 

relocation of hatchery runs 

restore or restoration 

sac-roe fishery 

salmonid 

short-term effects 

smolt 

spawning channel 

value-added 

Pit or nest that is excavated by a female salmonid where the eggs are laid, fertilized, 
buried, and iticubated 

Rebuild a stock or population offish that has been depressed 

Large numbers of hatchery-produced fish are transported to a location for 
imprinting and homing so returning adults can be harvested efficiently with little 
risk of overharvesting wild stocks 

Re-establishment of natural resources or service provided by the resources to their 
prespill conditions (EVOS Trustee Council, Nov~ber, 1993) 

Fishery that is designed to harvest Pacific herring to obtain the ovary of mature 
females for sale as a specialty dish for the Japanese market 

Member of the trout and salmon family offish 

Changes that may occur during the approximate timeframe required for completion 
of one life cycle or recruitment period of an injured resource or duringthe 
timeframe between impl~entation of an action and 1 to 3 years 

Juvenile migratory lifestage of an anadromous fish; smelts are transformed 
physiologically to survive and grow in saltwater after emigrating from freshwater 

New spawning habitat created by developing a source of upwelling groundwater 
and good, high-quality spawning gravel 

Costs added within the region to produce industry output composed of employee 
compensation and property income 
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Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cui- Subsis-

Benefit ... Snm. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal! bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Snm. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tion/ ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 
Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

AN 13,400 H M L M H H L H H H H H M H M H H L 
03 

EYA 9,100 H L L M M H H L H H H M L M H H M H H 
02 

CHE 12,100 H H M H L M L L M H M M H M M H H M H 
02 

TAT 8,800 L L L L H H H L M H H M H H" M M M H H 
01 

AKI 16,900 H H H H H L L H H H M H H L H M M H 
06 

CHE 7,900 M H H H L H M L M M M M L H M H M L H 
01 

AN 27,100 H L H H M H L H H H H H M H L H H L 
01 

AKI 34,300 H H M M H H H H H H H H L L H M M 
04 

EYA 7,100 H L H M M H M L M L M M L M H H H L H 
03 
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Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cui- Subsis-

Benefit ... Smn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tioDI ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 
Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

KIB 27,900 M L H M L M L M M H M H H H M H H L 
01 

AKl 15,600 L H H H H M L H M L L L H L M M H H 
08 

KON 9,900 H L H H H M H H H H H H H H L H H 
01 

KON 28,200 H H H H H L H H M H H 
04 

ENB 3,800 H L L M L H H L L H H H H H H M H L L 
06 

EYA 3,400 M L L L M H L L M H M M L H M M H M H 
01 

KON 7,000 L L M H M M H H H H H H H H H H H 
02 

PTG 11,500 H H M M L H L L H H H M H H M M L L 
05 

Total Acres Ranked as "High" in the Large! Parcel Evaluation Process= 244,000 
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Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cui- Subsis-

Benefit .... Smn. eye tbi-oat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tionl ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 

Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

3 



Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cul- Subs is-

Benefit ... Smn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tion/ ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 
Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

4 



Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cui- Subsis-

Benefit .... Smn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tion/ ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 

Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

Total Acres Ranked as "Moderate" in the Largel Parcel Evaluation Process= 309,100 
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Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cui- Subs is-

Benefit ... Srnn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Snm. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tionl ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 

Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

EYA 3,700 H L M M M H M L H L M M L M M H M M H 
04 

PTG 16,200 H L L M H H M L H L H M L M M L L M H 
08 

AKI 4,200 L L M M L L L M H M M M L L H H L 
02 

AKI 12,400 M L L .M M L M M M L M M L L H M M 
03 

CAC 1,600 L L L L L L M 'L H L H M L L H L H L H 
04 

CHE 1,700 L L L L L H M L H M L M M L L L H L H 
08 

ENB 1,400 L L L L M M L L L L M H M H L H H L L 
01 

ENB 7,600 L L L L M L M L L L M H L L L M H H L 
05 

ENB 8,900 L L L M M M L L M L M H L L L M M M L 
07 

.";::; 
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Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cui- Subsis-

Benefit 
Smn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor tee tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence ... Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tionf ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 

Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

EYA 7,600 L' L L L H H L L L L L M L M L L H L H 
05 

OLD 8,000 L L H M M L H M M L M M L L H M H 
02 

SEL 10,100 M L L M H L L L M H M L M L H M M H 
02 

EYA 3,300 M L M L L H L L M L" M M L L H H M L R 
07 

OLD 7,300 M L M H L L L H H L M M L M L M H 
03 

ENB 4,600 L L L M M M L M M M M M M L L H L L 
03 

CAC 3,200 M L L L L L L L L L M M H L L L H L H 
01 

CHE 5,400 M L L L L M L L L L L M L L L L H H H 
06 

EYA 4,000 L L L L L H L L M M M M L L H H M L H 
06 

7 



Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cul- Subsis-

Benefit ... Smn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tion/ ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 
Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

AKI 15,200 L L L L L M L M H M L M M L L L M H 
07 

PTG 12,400 L L L L M L L L M L L H H L M M M M L 
06 

SEL 18,600 M L L M L M L L M M M L M L H M H H 
01 

CAC 12,900 L L L L L H M L H L M M M L L L M L H 
03 

PTG 15,300 H L L L L H M L H L M M L M M L L H H 
09 

PTG 3,400 L L L L M L M L L H L H M L L L H L L 
03 

CHE 8,300 M L L L L H L L L L L M H L L L M H H 
05 

SEL 13,100 L L M M M L L L M L M L M L H L M H 
.03 

EYA 4,800 L H H H H L L H H L L H 
08 
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Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cul- Subsis-

Benefit ... Smn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tion/ ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 

Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

EYA 5,100 L H H H H L L L H L H L L H 
09 

ENB 14,700 M L L L M M L L L H M L L M L L M H 
09 

AN 2,100 L L L H H L L L M M M H M H L M L L 
02 

ENB 5,900 L L L L M L M L L M M M M [ L L H M L 
04 

EYA 3,800 L M M H H L L M L M L H L L H 
10 

EYA 4,600 L L L L L M L L L L H L L M H M L H 
13 

CHE 400 L L L L L L L L M L L L H L L L H L H 
11* 

CHE 3,700 L L L L L H L L L L M M L L L L L H H 
10 

CHE 1,500 L L L L L M L L L L L M M L L L H L M 
07 
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Table A-1. 

Summary of Data from large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking 

Potential for Pink Sock- Cut- Dolly Her- Bald Black Com- Har- Har- Inter- Mar- Pigeon Riv. Sea Rec- Wil- Cul- Subsis-

Benefit ... Srnn. eye throat Var- ring Eagle Oys- mon bor le- tidal/ bled Guil- Otter Otter rea- der- tural tence 
Smn. Trout den ter- Murre Seal quin Sub- Mur- lemot tion/ ness Re-

cat- Duck tidal relet Tour- sources 

Parcel cher Biota ism 

# Acres 

.PTG 2,300 L L L L M L M L L L L M M L L L H L L 
04 

EYA 6,900 M L L L L L M L M L H L L H L H 
12 

ENB 15,400 M M H L L L L L L L L L M L M L L H 
10 

PTG 28,400 M L L L L L L L L 'L L L L L L L H L H 
10 

Total Acres Ranked as "Low" in the Largel Parcel Evaluation Process = 310,000 

Grand Total All Parcels= 863,100 

* Listing says 400, parcel sheet says 422. 
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For comparison purposes, Figure A-1 displays the number of acres assumed protected for each of the action alternatives. 
The assumption made was that funds would be sufficient to protect all of the parcels shown in Chapter 2, Figures 2-1 
through 2-3 if land or easement prices are low. It is also assumed that since prices and rights negotiated will vary widely 
that a smaller portion of the parcels shown could still be protected. These ranges of parcels are shown in Figure A-1. 

The "Most" label represents the most acres assumed protected by each alternative if the unit price for the parcels is 
relatively low. The "Least" label represents the least acres protected assuming the unit price is higher. In Alternative 5 
the funds estimated available for Habitat Protection is a range of 45 to 50 percent. This range affects the assumed least 
acreage and is represented by a band between the most and least acres. 

Figure A-1 

Assumed Acres Protected by Alternative 

... 

800,000 

.·· 
'a 

~ 800,000 .. · 
s 
0 .·· .. 
ll. 
Cl) 

400,000 • e Least u 
4( .·· 

2 3 4 5 

Alternatives 
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Appendix B 
Common and Scientific Names 

Common Name ................... Sgientific Name 
Arctic fox ....................... Alopex lagopus 
Arctic tern ....................... Sterna paridisaea 
Arctic skua ...................... Catharacta skua 
bald eagle ....................... Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
barnacle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Chthamalus dalli 
black-legged kittiwake .............. Risso tridactyla 
black oystercatchers ................ Haematopus bachmani 
blennies ......................... Clinidae, Blennidae, or Stichaeidae 
Bonaparte's gull ................... Larus philadelphia 
brant ............................ Branta bernie/a 
brook trout ....................... Salve linus fontinalis 
Canada goose ..................... Branta canadensis 
chinook salmon (king salmon) ........ Onchorhynchus tschawytscha 
chum salmon (dog salmon) .......... Onchorhynchus keta 
clams ........................... Tellina sp., Spisula sp., Siliqua sp. 
coho salmon (silver salmon) ......... Onchorhynchus kisutch 
common raven .................... Corvus corax 
common murre . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Uri a aalge 
copper rockfish ................... Sebastes caurinus 
cormorant ........................ Phalacrocorax spp. 
cutthroat trout .................... Onchorhynchus clarki 
Dolly Varden ..................... Salve/inus malmo 
Dungeness crab ................... Cancer magister 
eider duck ....................... Somateria mol/isima 
eulachon (candlefish) ............... Thaleichthys pacificus 
flounder (starry) ................... Platichthys stellatus 
glaucous-winged gulls .............. Larus g/aucescens 
grebe ............................ Podiceps spp. 
harbor seal ....................... Phoca vitulina richardsi 
harlequin duck .................... Histrionicus histrionicus 
humpback whale .................. Megaptera novaengliae 
killer whale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Orcinus orca 
king crab ........................ Paralithodes spp. and Lithodes aquispina 
limpet ........................... Tectura persona 
loon ............................ Gavia spp. 
Lutz spruce ....................... Picea X Lutzii 
marbled murrelet .................. Brachyramphus marmotatum 
mink ............................ Mustela vison 
mussels .......................... Myti/us trossulus 
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Common Name ................... Scientific Name 
mysids .......................... mysidaceae "oppossum shrimp" 
northwestern crow ................. Corvus caurinus 
other ducks ....................... family Anatidae, subfamily Anatinae 
Pacific cod ....................... Gadus macrocephalus 
Pacific halibut .................... Hippoglossus s"tenolepis 
Pacific herring . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Clupea harengus pallasi 
Pacific Ocean perch ................ Sebastes alutus 
Pacific tomcod .................... Microgadus proximus 
Pacific hake ...................... Merluccius productus 
pandalid shrimp ................... family Pandalidae (genera Panda/us andPandalopsis) 
peregrine falcon .................. Falco peregrinus 
pigeon guillemot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cepphus columba 
pink salmon (humpy) .............. Onchorhynchus gorbuscha 
quillback rockfish ................. Sebastes maliger 
rainbow trout . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Onchorhynchus mykiss 
river otters ....................... Lutra canadensis 
rockfish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Scorpaenidae 
rockweed or popweed .............. Fucus gardneri 
sablefish ......................... Anoplopoma fimbria 
scallops ......................... Pecten caurinus, Chlamys rubida and Chlamys hastata hericia 
sea otter ......................... Enhydra lutris 
shrimp .......................... primarily Panda/us spp. 
Sitka spruce ...................... Picea sitchensis 
sockeye salmon (red salmon) ......... Onchorhynchus nerka 
sole (yellowfm) ................... Limanda asper(J 
spruce bark beetle ................. Dendroctonus rufipennis 
Steller sea lion .................... Eumetopias jubatus 
sticklebacks ...................... Gasterosteus aculeatus or Pungitius pungitius 
swan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cygnus spp. 
Tanner crab ...................... Chionoecetes bairdi and C. opilio 
thick-billed murre ................. Uri a lomvia 
tufted puffm ...................... Fratercula cirrhata 
walleye pollock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Theragra chalcogramma 
western hemlock .................. Tsuga heterophylla 
white spruce ...................... Picea glauca 
yelloweye rockfish ................. Sebastes ruberrimus 
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APPENDIX C 
FISH 

Section 1. Procedures for Project Planning and Permitting 

Any new fisheries project, regardless of the funding source, must undergo the scrutiny of one or more standard review 
processes before it can be implemented. A project that will entail any form of stock manipulation -- including a hatchery 
operation, stock introduction, egg incubation box, or eyed-egg"planting -- is required by regulation 5 AAC 41.005 to 
first have a Fish Transport Permit (FTP) (ADF&G, 1990). This regulation makes it unlawful to transport, possess, 
export from the State, or release into the waters of the State any live fish (or fish eggs) without an FTP, which is issued 
for a fixed term and authorizes only that operation specified in the permit. Any change of species, brood stock, or 
location requires a new permit. Each applicant for an FTP submits the following information to the Alaska Department 
ofFish and Game (ADF&G) (5 AAC 41.010): species and stock; incubation, rearing, and release site(s); number and 
life history stage; disease history of the stock and inspection and certification; isolation measures planned to control 
disease; source of water for rearing and means of effluent discharge; identification and status of native stocks involved; 
method and time of transport or release; purpose and expected benefits of the proposed project; evaluation plans; and 
other information. 

The ADF &G reviews each FTP application and issues an FTP only if it is determined that the proposed transport, 
possession, or release offish will not adversely affect the continued health and perpetuation of other native, wild, or 
hatchery stocks. Terms and conditions may be attached if necessary to protect the continued health and perpetuation of 
native, wild, or hatchery stocks offish (5 AAC 1.030). 

In addition to these regulations, certain Departmental policies also apply to fish-stocking programs in Alaska. The 
ADF &G Genetic Policy (Davis et al., 1985) addresses stock transports, protection of wild stocks, and maintenance of 
genetic variability. The ADF &G policy relating to fish health and disease control (Meyers et al., 1988) is intended to 
prevent dissemination of infectious finfish and shellfish diseases within or outside the borders of Alaska without 
introducing impractical constraints for aquaculture and necessary stock-renewal programs. These policies are reviewed 
as part of the FTP application process. Another policy, the (draft) Wild Stock Protection Policy, also influences sport 
fish stocking programs in Alaska. Accordingly, the Sport Fish.Division will not accept stocking hatchery fish in 
locations where wild stocks of sport fish presently occur unless: 

(a) the indigenous wild stock(s) is (are) incapable of supporting a recreational fishery; or (b) the indigenous 
wild stock( s) is (are) important to sport anglers and is (are) found to be depressed; or (c) adequate evaluation 
can be dedicated to the stocking project to maintain historical levels of natural production, run timing, and 
spawning distribution (Peltz, 11994). 

I 

Further, proposed projects that are intended to provide benefits for a sport fishery receive more detailed review. Each 
project is reviewed to ensure that hatchery production matches fish production demands according to fishery 
management plans. These management plans, which address fish stocking, are reviewed every 4 to 5 years and are 
incorporated into a Statewide Stocking Plan for Recreational Fisheries. This plan contains specific information about 
each stocking location; region of the State, Division of Sport Fish Management Area; and reference to a sport fishery 
management plan that covers the stocking location, release site, species to be released, whether the location is 
anadromous or landlocked; size offish to be stocked, and number offish to be stocked each year. Time is allowed for 
public viewing of the draft plan as part of a separate NEPA review process before it is approved by the Commissioner of 
ADF&G (Peltz, 1994). 

Any proposed project that may entail any form of aquatic habitat alteration (such as migration corridor improvements or 
stream habitat improvement) must be reviewed and approved through a multi-agency process. This process is 
coordinated by the State of Alaska Division of Governmental Coordination and called the "project consistency review" 
based on the Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) described in State of Alaska Regulations (Title 6, Chapter 
50). This review is designed to improve management of Alaska's coastal land and water uses. Project proposals are 
reviewed to identifY permits required by the State of Alaska Departments of Environmental Conservation, Fish and 



Game, and Natural Resources and to determine the project's consistency with the standards of the ACMP and 
enforceable policies of approved district coastal management programs. The purpose of this permitting and review 
process is to allow reasonable developmental activities while protecting the aquatic habitats. 

In addition, several Federal Agency permits may be required. Because these projects typically occur on wetlands, a 
permit from the U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers also is required. If the proposed project location is on federally owned 
lands (e.g., National Forest or National Wildlife Refuge), a special-use permit may also be required. Where an effluent 
will be discharged; e.g., with a hatchery operation, a U.S. Env\fonmental Protection Agency National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and approval by the State of Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation are required. 

Finally, Regional Planning Teams (RPT's) have been established by State of Alaska Statutes Title 16 within each of the 
commercial :fisheries management areas to develop coordinated plans for :fisheries rehabilitation, enhancement and 
development projects (AS 16.10375-470). Voting members of the RPT include three members from ADF&G, and 
three representatives from the appropriate Regional Aquaculture Association. These planning teams review proposals 
to assure that potential projects are compatible with the existing :fisheries and to confirm that the projects will provide 
the expected benefits to the intended :fishers. The RPT also reviews the Annual Hatchery Management Plan that is 
required from each :fish hatchery that may be located in that region. These annual plans include detailed information 
about the origin, numbers, and release strategy, evaluation plan, and short and long-range harvest management plan for 
each stock of :fish in the hatchery. 

Consequently, before any proposed :fisheries project can become operational, in addition to preimplementation 
biological monitoring, a substantial amount oftime and effort must be expended to assure that it will comply with all of 
the required permitting and planning. These requirements have been established to allow orderly development of new 
projects that are compatible with existing biological resources and :fisheries within each region. 

Section 2. Restoration Actions 

Background: This programmatic EIS evaluates various restoration actions that may be implemented to a8sist natural 
recovery of wild-stock pink and sockeye salmon stocks and th€1 services of commercial and sport :fishing that rely on 
these stocks. It is also assumed, however, that the responsible resource management agencies will maintain the historic 
levels of their activities. 

Restoration actions that may be implemented to assist or accelerate the natural recovery of wild-stock salmon 
populations or the services they provide may include: (1) habitat protection (2) migration corridor improvements, (3) 
egg incubation boxes, ( 4) net pen rearing, (5) hatchery rearing, (6) habitat improvement, (7) lake fertilization, (8) eyed
egg planting, (9) relocation of hatchery-produced runs, (1 0) develop or create new runs of salmon, and (11) establish 
new hatchery runs (EVOS Trustee Council, April, 1993; November, 1993). These actions may assist recovery directly 
by providing new habitat or new populations or indirectly by improving the survival rate of one or more lifestages of the 
fish. 

Fisheries restoration actions may be useful tools to restore wild stocks and fisheries, but before they are implemented, it 
is important to allow a sufficient amount of time for adequate planning and permitting procedures. At least 1 year (2 
years are better) is required for good preimplementation studies and design, and at least 1 year of minimal operational 
activities is needed before most projects can be considered fully operational. 

Finally, every :fisheries restoration, development, or enhancement program must be carefully planned and managed to 
avoid risks to wild stocks, and the fish-culture program must be carefully structured and controlled to avoid or minimize 
potential changes in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks that might be caused by the program. Although 
restoration, development, and enhancement of wild salmon stocks with fish-cultural techniques has been widely applied 
in the P aci:fic northwest, this strategy is not fully accepted within the fisheries profession (Hilborn, 1992; Meffe, 1992; 
Martin, Webster and Edwards, 1992). Cuenco (1994 ), however, does offer a conceptual model for hatchery 
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supplementation to rebuild wild stocks while maintaining the genetic diversity of the depressed populations. Hatchery
produced fish typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. Consequently, if wild stocks are 
harvested with hatchery-produced fish, there may be a danger that the wild stocks may be overharvested (Hilborn, 
1992). A good harvest-management strategy must be developed so the hatchery-produced stocks can be harvested in a 
separate time or place. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or 
minimize potential risks of change in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks (Hindar, Ryman and Utter, 1991; 
ADF&G, 1983; Hoiland-Bartels, Burger, and Klein, 1994; Meyers et al., 1988; Davis et al., 1985). Additional state and 
federal permits and a site-specific NEPA compliance review JI?,ay also be required before a project is implemented 
(Appendix C, Section 1 ). 

Actions: 

1. Habitat protection and acquisition provide maximal protection of strategic lands and habitats that are important for the 
long-term recovery of injured fishery resources and the services they provide. 

Description: The primacy means of recovery by this action is the protection. afforded by purchase, ownership 
and control of private land interests or changes in the management of currently-held public lands. Monitoring and 
research would be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of protective measures and to verify the recovery of damaged 
resources and services. Long-term productivity and stability will be assured by protection of the ecosystem in its natural 
state. 

Potential Applications: Protected habitat that is protected from human disturbance is a vital component that is 
needed to maintain the productivity of the natural ecosystem and preserve the natural genetic diversity of the wild fish 
stocks, the associated physical and biological parameters and the services these resources provide. Detailed information 
about the Comprehensive Habitat Protection Process, including the criteria and rating and the ranking, has been 
presented by the EVOS Restoration Team (November, 1993). 

Potential Benefits: Increased habitat protection will benefit the entire ecosystem by reducing incremental 
habitat degradation that may compound the effects of the oil spill. Although the habitat parcels that will be protected are 
upland habitats, water bodies, including spawning and rearing.habitats, and their riparian zones are included. Potential 
disturbances that may destroy or reduce fishery habitat (e.g., mining or logging) will be prevented and natural recovery 
of the injured resources will be allowed to occur. 

Potential Drawbacks: If the recovery of injured resources occurs only as a natural process, the recovery rate 
will take longer than if other restoration actions are employed. 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing, 

2. Migration corridor improvements entail mitigation of a barrier to fish migration that may prevent access to critical 
habitat for spawning or rearing and typically include installation of a fishpass or removal of a migration barrier. The 
construction of a fishpass (i.e., fish ladder or steep pass) is a permanent form of habitat modification to enable fish to 
access spawning and rearing habitat above an impassable barrier such as a waterfall. 

DesCijption: This technique can be applied either as a constructed fish ladder (i.e., made from concrete, steel, 
or aluminum) to bypass a barrier or as an alteration of the barrier itself (e.g., through explosives to provide a series of 
ascending resting pools); however, successful design, installation, and operation will depend on adequate 
preconstruction studies and evaluation, including estimates of high- and low-water flows and the geology of the area. 
Several agencies, including the USFS and ADF&G, have had experience throughout the EVOS area in these techniques 
over a broad range of conditions. Although these changes to the barrier are permanent, inspection and maintenance of 
the structures are required at regular intervals. 
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After a migration barrier that is located upstream from an established population of salmon is mitigated, the returning 
spawners may colonize the newly available habitat. However, it may require several generations before it is fully 
utilized. If there is no spawning population, a new spawning stock may be introduced by any of several methods that 
may include transplanting mature adult fish, eggs (e.g., in the gravel or in incubation boxes), or juvenile fish. 

For sockeye salmon, a fishpass to access new spawning habitat will be of no value unless rearing habitat that is presently 
underutilized will be available for the fry that will be produced. If a spawning population must be introduced to colonize 
a newly accessible spawning area, that brood stock must be carefully chosen for the proper size, run timing, and 
behavior. Blackett (1979, 1984) described the installation and operation of a fishpass to establish chinook and sockeye 
salmon runs into the Frazer Lake system on Kodiak Island. This system, which had been blocked to anadromous salmon 
runs by a 10-meter- high falls, required four 64-meter-long runs offishpass to maintain the new runs offish. 

Potential Applications: This technique to improve migration corridors has been applied throughout the EVOS 
area, especially in Prince William Sound and the Kodiak area, to increase populations of wild-stock pink salmon and to 
establish new populations by providing access to new or additional spawning habitat. It has been less widely applied 
for sockeye salmon because the juvenile sockeye salmon require the lake-rearing habitat, and it is more difficult to fmd a 
drainage system that both lacks access to spawning habitat and contains underutilized fry rearing habitat. Because this 
technique has been widely applied, in the EVOS area, many ideal locations already have been utilized (Willette et al., 
1993). 

Potential Benefits: Migration corridor improvements that create access to good quality spawning habitat is a 
proven technique to improve salmon populations; however, it will be effective for sockeye salmon only if the newly 
produced fry have access to rearing habitat that is presently underutilized. The potential benefit usually will be limited 
by the amount of available rearing habitat rather than the amount of new spawning habitat that is accessed. The 
installation usually is permanent, with a long lifespan. 

Potential Drawbacks: Installation costs may be high. Routine inspection and minor maintenance are required. 
If substantial new populations are created, a harvest-management plan must be developed to minimize interference with 
management of other nearby stocks. ·· 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

3. Egg incubation boxes have been used highly successfully in the Copper River drainage to develop a small wild-stock 
population of sockeye salmon into an estimated annual total return of approximately 200,000 adult fish with an estimated 
annual commercial harvest of over 100,000 fish (Roberson and Holder, 1993). Although early experimental efforts to 
incubate sockeye and chum salmon eggs in egg incubation boxes in Prince William Sound were less successful 
(Jackson, 1974), Pete Velsko (1993, oral comm.) has reported that egg incubation boxes have been used successfully in 
several drainages in the Nome area to incubate chum salmon eggs. These and other results demonstrate the importance 
of proper site selection, installation, and operational techniques. Egg incubation boxes have not been used widely to 
incubate pink salmon eggs; however, Terry Ellison (ADF &G, 1994, oral comm.) reports that egg incubation boxes were 
used effectively for several years to increase the numbers of pink salmon brood stock returning to Cannery Creek in 
Prince William Sound. 

Description. The technique of egg incubation boxes involves use of a large box (e.g., from 2x2x2 ft. to 4x4x8 
ft.) in which fertilized eggs and selected gravel or artificial substrate are placed in alternating layers. Cool, oxygen-rich 
water is fed by gravity from an intake box, through a plumbing system, and up through the gravel and eggs in the 
incubation box. When properly installed, these units control the water flow, substrate type, sedimentation, and predation 
to provide egg-to-fry survival rates of over 80 percent (Roberson and Holder, 1993). This compares quite favorably 
with an expected survival rate of 12 to 43 percent in redds of naturally spawned sockeye salmon (Drucker, 1968) or 4 to 
23 percent for pink salmon (Heard, 1991 ) . . 
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In-stream egg incubation boxes provide a low-cost restoration or enhancement technique that is ideally suited for small
scale, low-technology operations at remote sites. After the brood stock is spawned and the eggs are placed in the unit, 
minimal care is required. When they are used for enhancement of indigenous stocks, these units can minimize the 
genetic and pathology concerns associated with transport of eggs or fiy. 

To successfully apply this technique, the following prerequisites are necessary: (1) high-quality, free-flowing (i.e., 
throughout the winter) spring water source; (2) adequate hydraulic head differential to obtain sufficient gravity flow 
without installing an excessive length of piping; (3) suitable stream bottom; and ( 4) a protected area for the incubation 
units. 

This technique will be successful for sockeye salmon, however, only if the fiy that are produced can migrate into an 
underutilized lake rearing system with an adequate supply of zooplankton for forage. 

Potential Applications: The potential contribution of egg incubation boxes for the restoration or improvement 
of wild pink salmon stocks in the EVOS area will be very good in drainages which have reasonably accessible spring 
areas or free-flowing water in winter, appropriate physical features, good water quality and quantity, and potential 
capacity to achieve a satisfactory benefit: cost ratio. 

Extensive surveys to locate potential sites to implement this technique in the EVOS area have not been performed, 
however, large-scale potential sites have not been identified during routine surveys and monitoring for fisheries 
management activities or fish hatchery site identification. However, potential sites for application of this action are 
believed to exist in some drainages. 

Potential Benefits: Where an optimal location can be used, dramatic results can be attained (Roberson and 
Holder, 1993). Where suitable locations can be identified, this action may be applied to help restore or improve pink 
salmon populations without a major intrusion into the environment or the wild fish stocks. 

Potential Drawbacks: This method will require substantial development to achieve dramatic results with pink 
salmon. While it can be used to benefit individual stocks within individual drainages, logistical costs may constrain 
widespread small-scale development. The potential value ofthis action for sockeye salmon will be limited to those 
drainages with underutilized rearing capacity for the sockeye salmon fiy that are produced. 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

4. Net pen rearing is a practice that has been widely applied as a means to increase the survival rate of all salmon 
species. This technique, however, has been applied successfully only recently for sockeye salmon. This is because 
sockeye salmon are particularly susceptible to the disease "infectious hematopoietic necrosis virus" (IHNV). (Terry 
Ellison, 1993, oral comm.). 

The net pen rearing technique is usually applied in freshwater for sockeye salmon and in saltwater for pink salmon 
rearing because pink salmon cannot survive in freshwater and the early lifestages from only a few stocks of sockeye 
salmon can survive in saltwater. Burke (1993), however, described a highly successful program for rearing juvenile 
sockeye salmon to the smolt stage in saltwater net pens, but only after they first had been fed in freshwater hatchery 
raceways. Consequently, although net pen rearing of sockeye salmon in saltwater may have excellent potential for a 
hatchery-based application, it is oflimited value for protection and restoration of wild stocks except where it may be 
used to create an alternate opportunity for commercial fishermen. 

Juvenile sockeye salmon typically rear and grow in freshwater lakes for up to 3 years (Burgner, 1991 ). During this 
period, the mortality rate between the fiy and smolt stages may range from 86 to 99 percent (Roberson and Holder, 
1993), but fiy held in net pens are largely protected from predators and food is provided, so the mortality rate is low 
while they are in the pens. Net pen rearing of sockeye salmon fiy in freshwater lakes has not been widely applied; 
however, Schollenberger (1993) and Zadina and Haddix (1990) have reported good success with this strategy. 

5 



Description: Net pen rearing to improve the survival rate for juvenile wild-stock salmon first requires a source 
of captive fry. Fry may be captured as they emigrate from a spawning stream and placed in the rearing pen, or emergent 
fry may be collected from eggs incubated in a hatchery and transported to the rearing site. On-site personnel feed the fry, 
protect against predators and physical damage, and monitor the fish health. The objective of net pen rearing is to 
increase the survival rate of the fry by providing protection and food to increase their growth rates. With a faster growth 
rate, sockeye salmon fry are expected to achieve a threshold siZe for smoltillcation during their first year of life (Zadina 
and Haddix, 1990). The increased survival rate contributes to a larger smolt population and, consequently, an increased 
return of adult fish. After the fry attain sufficient size, they are released--usually in the fall so they can overwinter 
naturally, smoltify, and emigrate to the ocean. 

Schellenberger (1992, 1993) reported encouraging results from a net pen rearing project to restore a sockeye salmon 
run in English Bay Lakes in lower Cook Inlet. The English Bay Lakes sockeye salmon run had fluctuated widely and 
had declined since the mid-1970's, and lake rearing conditions were poor. After the implementation of the net pen 
rearing projects, the estimated percentage of age-l smolts increased from 63 to 97 percent and the average size of age-l 
smolts increased 10 percent in length and 31 percent in weight. 

Zadina and Haddix (1990) reported that growth rates of pen-reared sockeye salmon fry were two to three times greater 
than those of free-ranging fry, and the estimated survival rate of the pen-reared fry was 92 percent compared with 34 
percent for the :free-ranging fry. 

Potential Applications: Net pen rearing of wild-stock salmon fry to increase their survival rate potentially may 
be employed in many systems throughout the EVOS area. Only two key ingredients are necessary: a source of fry and a 
suitable site to anchor and service the net pens. The wild-stock fry may be captured as they emigrate from a spawning 
stream, or they may be transferred through a hatchery operation. Although this action has not been widely applied for 
wild-stock pink salmon, the techniques of capturing emigrating fry and net pen rearing are standard practices. 
Successful application will depend primarily upon appropriate site selection, and Willette et al. (1993) already have 
identified a number of candidate locations in the EVOS area. 

Potential Benefits: Careful application of the net pen rearing technique can be expected to increase 
the surviva1·rate of juvenile pink salmon by SO to over ISO percent and, consequently, returning adults (Martin, Heard 
and Wertheimer, 1981; Leon, 1987). This action will also increase the numbers of emigrating sockeye salmon smolts 
and returning adults with minimal undesirable effects on the population or the lake rearing system. The magnitude of the 
benefit will depend on the numbers of captive fry that can be accommodated. 

Potential Drawbacks: Whenever any organisms are held captive in high density, they become more susceptible 
to disease or other catastrophic loss; however, this risk can be reduced by adjusting the loading density and application 
of good fish-cultural practices (ADF&G, 1983; Meyers et al., 1988; Schellenberger, 1993). Any fish-cultural activity 
may have Some genetic consequence on the natural population (e.g., selective egg-take practices), but this introgression 
is reduced by using the indigenous stock and minimal manipulation activities (Davis et al., 1985). 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

5. Hatchety rearing of salmon fry to increase the survival rate to the adult stage has had a long history in Alaska. 
Typically, these operations have been based on a large, established hatchery brood stock that was derived from a donor 
wild stock; however, eggs may be taken annually from individual wild stocks to supply the eggs. As the fry emerge, 
sockeye salmon fry are reared in the hatchery before they are transported for release, but pink salmon fry must be 
transported to an estuarine rearing site at a stream mouth where they can be held until they become imprinted to this 
stream and until the environmental conditions are satisfactory. 

Cultured juvenile sockeye salmon have been released as fed :fry, presmolts, and smolts (Ellison, 1992). Each lifestage 
has its own particular logistical, biological, and fish-cultural constraints and advantages. Fry are comparatively 
inexpensive to rear, transport; and release, but they require at least 1 year of rearing in a natural lake system before they 
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smoltify, and they do not survive to the adult stage as well as presmolts or smolts. Fry that are retained and fed in 
hatchery raceways may be released in late fall as presmolts. These young fish require few resources from the lake 
system during the winter and emigrate as smolts in the spring. Smolts are more expensive to rear and transport, but they 
survive to the adult stage at a higher rate, and they can be released as migrants without reliance on freshwater rearing. 

Description: Eggs are taken from the appropriate brood stock and incubated. As fry emerge from the 
incubators, they are transferred to raceways in the hatchery or floating net pens that are anchored in a sheltered location 
in the estuary where the young fish are fed. The release timing is determined by either the appropriate growth and size 
of the fry or when the natural rearing conditions in nearshore nursery areas are optimal. The release location must be 
carefully selected to achieve proper imprinting and homing. 

Sockeye salmon fry are held and fed in freshwater raceways until they are ready to release as fry, presmolts, or smolts 
(Burke, 1993 ). Emergent fry or short -term-reared fry may be released into a nursery lake if that the naturally-spawning 
population cannot fully stock the system. Fry that are released as presmolts are reared longer, nearly to the size of a 
smolt. 

If the carrying capacity for sockeye salmon in nursery lakes is achieved by natural spawning, additional production 
cannot be achieved by releasing additional fry, but more adult fish can be produced by rearing and releasing sockeye 
salmon at the presmolt or smolt stages. Fish released as presmolts late in the growing season (immediately before 
freeze-up) have a low metabolism, and they place little demand on the rearing environment in the lake (Carpenter, 
1991). In spring, the fish feed and grow only slightly before they emigrate .as smolts. Carpenter (1991) reported that 
sockeye salmon stocked as fry into Prince William Sound lakes had survival rates to age-l smolts of 8.5 and 12.2 
percent and that presmolts survived to age-l smolts at a rate of 63.3 percent. 

Sockeye salmon can be reared successfully to the smolt stage in hatcheries in approximately 1 year after they are hatched 
(Burke, 1993). Smolts are released at a larger size than presmolts, so they are more difficult and expensive to transport. 
They begin their migration immediately, however, so they will not compete with fry that may be in the nursery system. 
Care must be taken, in all cases, to ensure that the smolts are p.roperly imprinted for good homing of returning adults. 

Potential Applications: Hatchery rearing for pink salmon fry may be a useful technique to restore pink salmon 
populations in many drainages in the EVOS area; however, the wild stocks must be selected for egg takes, and the fry 
rearing pens must be operated at the mouth of the systems that are selected. Candidate locations must have enough 
spawners to supply the eggs, and the physical features of the stream mouths must accommodate the net pens. Willette et 
al. (1993) may serve as a guide for site selection. Hatchery rearing sockeye salmon fry may be a useful technique to 
restore sockeye salmon populations in those systems that presently are underutilized by juvenile sockeye salmon. 

Potential Benefits: Damaged wild stocks may be helped directly by a rearing and release program for that 
stock, or the wild stocks may be helped indirectly by creating an alternate opportunity--spatially or temporally--for the 
cortunercial fishers to divert fishing pressure away from the damaged stocks. For direct restoration, pink salmon fry
rearing programs will be limited to those drainages that can provide brood stock and accommodate a rearing program 

· and sockeye salmon fry-rearing programs will be limited to those drainages where the forage is underutilized by 
naturally produced fry. Sockeye salmon presmolt- and smolt-rearing programs, however, can provide direct restoration 
with little or no effect on freshwater plankton populations. 

Potential Drawbacks: Whenever any organism is held captive in high density, it becomes more susceptible to 
disease or other catastrophic loss; however, this risk can be reduced by adjusting the loading density (Schollenberger, 
1993) and application of good fish-cultural techniques (ADF &G, 1983). Any fish-cultural activity may have some 
genetic consequence on the natural population (e.g., selective egg-take practices), but this introgression is reduced by 
using the indigenous stock and minimal manipulation activities (Davis et al., 1985). 

The success of this action depends on a combination of biological, physical, logistical, and technological factors; and no 
project application can be expected to become fully operational without appropriate site selection, testing, and 
evaluation. 
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Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

6. Habitat improvement techniques are employed to overcome a factor in the fishes environment that may limit the full 
potential production for that species from that system (Zemke, ,Casipit, and Richel, 1987). Consequently, it is important 
to determine which aspect of the life history is the limiting factor and what must be done to improve conditions for 
increased production. Because pink salmon use the freshwater environment only for spawning, habitat improvement 
opportunities are limited primarily to improving migration corridors and creating new spawning habitat. 

Description: Before any habitat improvement method should be applied, at least 1 year of monitoring and 
evaluation with a systematic approach should be scheduled. Seasonal visits will be most critical during low-flow 
periods and the coldest season. The most important parameters to evaluate include water temperature, water volume 
and velocity, and dissolved oxygen. If a fish population is not present, other water quality parameters also must be 
evaluated. A map of existing and improved habitat should be drawn, and engineering plans may be necessary to design 
a fishpass or spawning channel. If new spawning areas are to be developed, it is crucial to know the amount of water 
and to verify that the water is well oxygenated and that it does not freeze in winter. In addition, after habitat 
improvement has been completed, it must be monitored on a regular basis both to assure that it is operating as designed 
and to perform periodic maintenance. 

If migration corridor habitat is poor, a fishpass may be installed to mitigate a migration barrier to provide access for pink 
salmon spawning habitat. Migration corridors also may be improved with techniques such as stabilizing stream banks 
or installing structures (e. g., boulders or wood debris) to maintain ri:ffies and pools in a stream to create resting areas for 
spawning adults, but these factors rarely substantially limit pink salmon production. Selective removal of a portion of a 
barrier sufficient to allow passage offish upstream without substantially altering the flow of water or downstream 
conditions may also improve access to spawning habitat. 

If lack of adequate spawning habitat limits production, a spawning channel may be designed to increase and enhance 
natural spawning habitat thorough control of such factors as water flow, substrate, sedimentation, and predation to 
increase the egg-to-:fry survival rates. While the average egg-to-fiy survival rates in a natural stream average between 4 
and 23 percent, spawning channels can increase those survival rates to nearly 60 percent (Heard, 1991 ). 
Implementation of this action requires a stable source of high- quality water (usually from groundwater) that is protected 
from surface runoff, proper terrain, and sufficient brood stock to use the spawning channels. Although numerous 
spawning channels have been constructed in other parts of the United States for various species of salmon (Bell, 1986; 
Bonnell, 1991; Marshall, 1985), few have been installed in Alaska, and these usually have not been designed to 
intentionally benefit pink salmon (Mattson, 1980; Garrison, 1993, oral comm.). 

Potential Applications: Surveys have been performed to identify potential locations for habitat improvement 
projects in the EVOS area, and several potential sites have been discovered (Willette et al., 1993). 

Potential Benefits: Pink salmon will benefit directly from access or development of any new good-quality 
spawning habitat because they rely on the freshwater environment only for spawning. 

Potential Drawbacks: Wherever fish stocks are created or increased, there may be an interference with other 
stocks tl1at already are present. There may be a risk of overharvesting the existing stocks. Returning adult fish may stray 
into adjacent drainages, interbreed with naturally reproducing populations, and disturb the genetic makeup of those 
populations. 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

7. Lake fertilization is a potential action that may be taken to ifuprove the rearing success of juvenile sockeye salmon 
during their 1 to 3 years in the lake environment and to increase their survival to the smolt stage. The ADF &G began a 
lake limnology and lake fertilization program that has included 16 lakes since 1979 and, since 197 4, 43 lake systems 
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have been stocked with nearly 600 million juvenile sockeye salmon to improve production (Kyle, Koenings, and 
Edmundson, 1994). 

Description: ADF &G has an established Lake Limnology and Lake Enrichment Policy (Koenings et al., 1979) 
that presently is being revised and updated (Kyle, 1994, oral <J9mtn. ). According to this policy, a candidate lake system 
requires at least 2 years of study and evaluation before a project can be implemented. Because each lake system has 
unique characteristics, these research studies are designed to evaluate the status of the sockeye salmon :fry populations, 
to determine if these populations will benefit from nutrient enrichment and to prescribe the appropriate mixture and 
amount of chemicals that are needed to stimulate the food chain. Some systems, such as Leisure Lake, on the lower 
Kenai Peninsula, have barrier falls on their outlet streams that prevent immigration of adult salmon but allow successful 
emigration of smolts. Fry must be stocked annually to replace the spawning adults and fertilizer must be added annually 
to replace the nutrients usually provided by the carcasses of spawners (Bechtol and Dudiak, 1988). 

Potential Applications: The technology oflake nutrient enrichment to fertilize lakes to improve the rearing, 
growth, and survival of wild stocks of sockeye salmon has been developed in Alaskan waters and in other areas. Within 
the EVOS area, good success already has been achieved in the present lake enrichment program (Kyle, Koenings, and 
Edmundson, 1994 ); and where new opportunities exist, this action can be expected to improve the rearing habitat and 
produce additional sockeye salmon. 

Potential Benefits: Lake nutrient enrichment has been used successfully in Canada and the United States to 
improve the :freshwater survival rates of juvenile sockeye salmon and to produce more adult fish. Within the EVOS 
area, the magnitude of potential benefits from this action will depend primarily on the ability to identify new candidate 
lake systems in areas where returning adult fish may be harvested without risk of overharvesting existing wild stocks. 

Potential Drawbacks: Wherever fish stocks are created or increased, there may be an interference with stocks 
that already are present. There may be a risk of overharvesting the existing stocks. Returning adult fish may stray into 
adjacent drainages, interbreed with naturally reproducing populations, and disturb the genetic makeup of those 
populations. Proper planning will reduce these risks (Appendix C, Section 1). 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

8. Eyed-egg planting (i.e., burying salmon eggs in a stream bed after they have been incubated to the eyed stage) has 
been used successfully in Alaska to rehabilitate the early-tun population of sockeye salmon in the Karluk River drainage 
(White, 1988). Historically, the Karluk River sockeye salmon run ranged from 1,000,000 to 5,000,000 fish, but from 
1978 and 1987, escapements declined to an average of323,000 fish. During recent years, however, sockeye salmon 
escapements into the Karluk River drainage have ranged from 440,000 to 996,000 fish after a total of85,000,000 eyed 
sockeye salmon eggs were planted between 1978 and 1987 (White, 1988). This program, became the largest eyed-egg 
planting project ever conducted in the north Pacific (White, 1988), and it demonstrates the effectiveness of this 
technique. 

The principle for this strategy is to improve the survival rate of the eggs that are delivered by the spawning female 
salmon. Fertilized sockeye salmon eggs, spawned and buried naturally in the stream bed, survive to the eyed stage at a 
rate of about 14 percent (Drucker, 1970), compared with a survival rate of 84 percent, for those that are incubated in a 
controlled system (White, 1988). Eggs survived from the eyed stage to emergent :fry at an average rate of 42 percent 
after planting by hand compared with 30 percent of those spawned naturally (White, 1988). A higher survival rate from 
the egg to :fry stage can be achieved by hatchery-rearing methods; however, the technique of eyed-egg planting is a more 
natural method, and it avoids the need for costly transport of the young fish :froin the hatchery to the stocking site. 

Description: The technique of planting eyed salmon eggs in an acceptable stream substrate involves two steps. 
First, eggs are collected from the brood stock and incubated to the eyed stage. Second, the eyed eggs are introduced into 
a good-quality stream-gravel substrate after the gravel has been cleaned offme materials. Barns (1985) and 
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Harshbarger and Porter (1982) discuss several methods, including the most conventional method of digging with a 
shovel, but White (1980) described a simple but highly effective device to plant large numbers of eyed eggs quickly and 
efficiently with a high survival rate. This device injects a jet of water into the substrate to cleanse the gravel before the 
eggs are delivered. 

Eyed-egg planting of salmon eggs may be a simple, low-cost restoration or enhancement technique that is ideally suited 
for small-scale operations at remote sites. After the brood stock is spawned and the eyed eggs are delivered, no other 
care is required. When it is used with indigenous stocks, this technique can minimize the genetic and pathology 
concerns associated with transport of eggs or fry. To successfully apply this technique for sockeye salmon, however, 
underutilized rearing habitat must be available for the fry that will be produced. 

Potential Aru>lications: The potential contribution of eyed-egg planting for the restoration or improvement of 
wild sockeye salmon stocks in the EVOS area will be very good in drainages that have spawning-type habitat that is 
reasonably accessible for egg planting and, for sockeye salmon, rearing habitat for the fry that are produced. 

Although extensive surveys to locate potential sites to operate this technique have not been performed, potential sites are 
believed to exist in some drainages for the application of this technique for pink or sockeye salmon. 

Potential Benefits: Where an optimal location can be utilized, dramatic results can be attained and, where 
suitable locations can be identified, this action may be applied to help restore or improve pink or sockeye salmon 
populations without a major intrusion into the environment or the wild-fish stocks. Within the EVOS area, there may 
be a number drainages where this technique may be applied to benefit individual stocks. 

Potential Drawbacks: This method will require a substantial program to achieve dramatic, cost-effective 
results with sockeye salmon; and it cannot be successful for sockeye salmon unless the fry that are produced have access 
to underutilized rearing habitat. 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink IUld sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

9. Relocation ofhatchety runs will provide a benefit for wild"stock pink salmon by providing an alternate location, 
timing, or stock for commercial fishing activities. If the locations to establish these new runs are carefully selected, there 
will be little or no interception of the wild stocks. Combined with good fishery management practices and a 
redistribution of the commercial-fishing fleet, fishing pressure can be diverted away from the wild stocks that need 
additional protection and refocused on the relocated hatchery runs that will allow the wild stocks to recover. This type of 
action has been employed already in portions of the EVOS area by ADF &G and PNP programs (Ellison, 1992; 
ADF &G, 1994). Fish hatcheries provide a valuable tool to relocate or establish fish runs; however, as with any tool, it 
must be used properly. First, the release location must be selected carefully. Juvenile fish must be transferred from the 
hatchery to the release site and, at the time of release, provisions must be made to assure that the young fish are 
imprinted properly to the release site to minimize straying by returning adult fish. After the adult fish return, the site for 
the terminal harvest must contain the fish (and the fishers) until the fish have been harvested with little or no impact on 
the wild stocks. Second, the donor brood stock must be appropriate for the need (i.e., species, stock, size, age, run 
timing, etc.), and the escapement of that stock must be sufficient to provide enough eggs for the new project. Third, 
guidelines established in the ADF&G Genetics Policy (Davis et al., 1985) and the Fish Health and Disease Control 
Policy (Meyers et al., 1988) must be followed. Finally, any proposed action must be consistent with permitting, 
planning, and review procedures for all fishery projects (Appendix C, Section 1 ). These procedures assure that new 
fishery projects will not interfere with wild-stock management practices and that a fishery management plan is 
established before the first fishery is allowed. 

Potential Applications: The ADF &G and PNP aquaculture organizations have established a modem fisheries 
enhancement program that began in the mid-1970's. This program has included the establishment of salmon runs in new 
areas by relocating hatchery runs; however, some locations are available that will provide good opportunities for 
juvenile fish imprinting and adult fish terminal harvest areas that are readily accessible to the fishing fleets. 
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Potential Benefits: Fish hatcheries have been used in Alaska to relocate runs or establish runs of salmon for 
harvest by commercial fishers. Excellent success has been achieved with transplanting pink salmon into new locations, 
and other new runs at new locations can be developed as well. 

Potential Drawbacks: Hatchery-produced fish typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. 
Consequently, the release site must be chosen carefully to minimize the potential mixture of wild and hatchery-produced 
fish in the harvest area. Where commercial fishing effort can be concentrated on the hatchery-produced stocks, 
however, the impacts of harvests of wild stocks can be reduced. Every fish-culture program must be carefully 
structured and controlled to avoid or minimize potential changes in the genetics makeup and health of the wild stocks 
that may be caused by the fish- cultural program (Martin, Webster, and Edwards, 1992; Hoiland-Bartels, Burger, and 
Klein, 1994; Hilborn, 1992. Seeb, 1993). 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

10. Development of new runs of hatchery-produced salmon will provide a benefit for commercial fisheries by providing 
an alternate location, species, timing, or stock of salmon for harvest. If the brood stock selection for these new runs and 
the release site are carefully selected, there also will be minimal risk of interception of damaged wild stocks. Combined 
with good fishery management practices and a redistribution of the fishing fleet, an intensive commercial fishery can 
harvest these new runs. 

This type of action has been employed already in the EVOS area (Ellison, 1992; ADF &G, 1994). Fish hatcheries may 
provide a tool to establish new fish runs; however, as with any tool, it must be used properly. First, the release location 
must be selected carefully. Juvenile fish must be transferred from the hatchery to the release site and, at the time of 
release, provisions must be made to assure that the young fish are imprinted properly to the release site to minimize 
straying by returning adult fish. After the adult fish return, the site for the terminal harvest must contain the fish (and the 
fishers) until the fish have been harvested. Second, the donor brood stock must be appropriate for the need (i.e., species, 
size, age, run timing, etc.), and.the escapement of that stock miist be sufficient to provide enough eggs for the new 
project. Third, guidelines established in the ADF&G Genetics Policy (Davis et al., 1985) and the Fish Health and 
Disease Control Policy (Meyers et al., 1988) must be followed. Finally, any proposed action must be consistent with 
permitting, planning, and review procedures for all fishery projects (Appendix C, Section 1). These procedures assure 
that new fishery projects will not interfere with wild-stock-management practices and that a fishery management plan is 
established before the first fishery is allowed. 

· Potential Applications: Potential new opportunities to relocate or establish hat~,:hery runs in the EVOS area 
may be limited because ADF&G and PNP aquaculture organizations have established a modem fisheries enhancement 
program that began in the mid-1970's that has included the establishment of new runs. Few locations remain that 
provide ideal opportunities for large-scale juvenile fish imprinting and adult fish terminal-harvest areas that are readily 
accessible to the fishing fleets. Similarly, many systems that may have underutilized rearing lakes for potential sockeye 
salmon production already have been incorporated into an enhancement program (Kyle, 1994). 

Potential Benefits: Fish hatcheries have been used successfully in Alaska to rehabilitate, enhance, or establish 
runs of salmon for harvest by commercial fishers. Excellent success has been achieved with sockeye (Ellison, 1992 ), 
pink, and chum salmon, although survival of the small pink and chum salmon :fry is dependent on annual differences in 
nearshore water temperatures, food availability, and predator abundance (Heard, 1991; Salo, 1991 ). Other new runs at 
new locations or additional fish production at existing facilitie$ or locations can be developed as well. 

Potential Drawbacks: Hatchery-produced fish typically can be harvested at a higher rate than most wild stocks. 
Consequently, if wild stocks are mixed with hatchery-produced fish, there is a danger that the wild stocks may be 
overharvested (Hilborn, 1992; Seeb, 1993) unless a good harvest-management strategy is developed. The wild stocks 
may become depleted unless the hatchery-produced stocks caribe harvested in a time or place that is separated from the 
wild stocks. Every fish-culture program must be carefully structured, planned, and controlled to avoid or minimize 
potential changes in the genetic makeup and health of the wild stocks that may be caused by the fish-cultural program 
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(Hindar, Ryman, and Utter, 1991;,Hilbom, 1992; Martin, Webster, and Edwards, 1992; Seeb, 1993; Hoiland-Bartels, 
Burger, and Klein, 1994; Appendix C, Section 1). 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; commercial and sport fishing. 

11. Establishment of hatchezy runs will provide some benefit for all fishers by providing new opportunities with new 
locations, stocks, or timing; however, the greatest benefits to sport fishermen will accrue from new fisheries that are 
designed specifically for anglers. Typically, a run of a few thousand fish will provide tens of thousands of angler/days of 
recreation (Mills, 1993 ), compared with a commercial fishery, which often requires hundreds of thousands of salmon for 
a successful fishery. Sport :fisheries, however, will be successful only if they are located where they can be accessible by 
anglers. 

This type of action has been employed already by ADF&G to improve sport fishing opportunities for trout and salmon in 
the EVOS area. Hatchery-produced salmon and trout are released in locations with public access that are selected to 
minimize or avoid interactions with wild stocks. New anadromous salmon runs typically depend on releases of coho or 
chinook salmon smolts. Land-locked lakes usually are stocked with fiy or catchable-sized rainbow trout, but coho and 
chinook salmon, Arctic char, Arctic grayling, and lake trout also are stocked to provide recreational angling. 

Fish hatcheries may provide an excellent tool to establish new runs offish; however, as with any tool, it must be used 
properly. First, the release location must be selected carefully. Juvenile fish must be transferred from the hatchery to the 
release site and, at the time of release, provisions must be made to assure that the young fish are imprinted properly to 
the release site to minimize straying by returning adult fish. After the adult fish return, the harvest site must contain the 
fish and accommodate the fishers with little or no impact on the wild stocks. Second, the donor brood stock must be 
appropriate for the need (i.e., species, stock, size, age, run timing, etc.), and the escapement of that stock must be 
sufficient to provide enough eggs for the new project. Third, guidelines established in the ADF &G Genetics Policy, 
Wild-Stock Policy, and the Fish Health and Disease Control Policy must be followed; and any proposed action must be 
consistent with permitting, planning, and review procedures for all fishery projects (Appendix C, Section I). These 
policies and procedures assure that new fishery projects will not interfere with wild-stock management practices and that 
a fishery management plan is established before the first fishery is allowed. 

Potential Applications: The existing sport fisheries enhancement program already has incorporated many good 
locations. Some barren lakes (e. g., in Prince William Sound) may be candidates for establishment of new sport 
fisheries, but, these also would require simultaneous development of an access trail from tidewater and an educational 
program to alert anglers about the new opportunities. The hatchery program can be expanded, and the production of 
catchable-sized fish can be increased to supply more fish and recreation in lakes that already are included in the existing 
ADF&G sport fishery enhancement program. 

Potential Benefits: A small number offish in a good location can provide angling to accommodate a 
substantial number of angler-days of recreation. 

Potential Drawbacks: Wherever large number of fishers concentrate to harvest a concentrated population of 
fish, the riparian zone habitat may be damaged by the heavy foot traffic, and access trails will become established. 
Pristine areas may become disturbed by increased numbers of people. It is also unlikely that the lost sport fishing 
opportunities will be replaced directly by new opportunities. New sport fisheries will create new opportunities, but most 
likely for different species in new locations. A number of years will be required to expand hatchery production and 
refme transport, release, and management strategies; and several years also may be required for anglers to learn about 
and take advantage of the new opportunities provided by the establishment of new runs. 

Injured Resource or Service that may Benefit: Pink and sockeye salmon; sport fishing. 
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Appendix D 
Economics Methodology 

The Forest Service's IMPLAN (Impact PLANning) econoic computer model was used in the quantitative 
analysis of the economic impacts of the proposed Restoration Plan alternatives. In preparing data for use as 
input in the IMPLAN economic model, several factors that are unique to the EVOS area have been 
considered. The first factor involves Section 7(i) of ANCSA that requires the sharing of proceeds from timber 
sales by one Native Corporation with the other Native Corporations. Accordingly, spending the proceeds of 
timber sale monies within the EVOS area would be less than the amount spent from monies received from 
habitat purchase (i.e., some of the money from the proceeds of timber sales would be distributed and spent by 
Native Corporations outside the oil spill area). Another factor considered involves an assumption that most 
habitat purchases are from stocks of commercial timberland. This assumption is based on the criteria used 
for determining potential parcels available for acquisition under the habitat protection option presented in the 
Draft Restoration Plan. Timberland purchases reduce economic activity more than purchases of 
non-commercialland because timberland provides regional employment, non-commercial land does not. On 
the other hand, proceeds front non-contmercialland are not shared and are more likely to remain in the 
regional economy, thus creating jobs within the region. With regard to the funds received from the sale of 
timber, the sharing requirements of ANCSA represent a significant expenditure outside the regional economy, 
or as economists describe this phenomenon, there is a "strong leakage" from the regional economy. 

By inputing the various allocation of expenditures into the IMPLAN model, different measures of economic 
perfonnance (output) are produced. For the purposes of this economic impact analysis, six measures of 
economic performance are used in the economic analysis. These measures are presented numerically in tables 
of economic analysis for each of the alternatives. 

The dollar value change is determined by: the lump sum amount of the remaining funds; the percent 
allocation each category receives of the remaining funds;.,a deflator to turn the settlement's 1993 dollars into 
IMPLAN's 1990 dollars; and a factor that turns the lump sum amount into an annual amount. For the 
purpose of this analysis, spending occurs over the ten year period during which restoration funds are being 
received. 

The results of the IMPLAN economic impact analysis for allocating (spending) the remaining $620 million of 
the civil settlement funds in five alternatives spending scenarios were analyzed. The spending represents 
annual average amounts continuing for ten years. The results are given for the six economic indicators 
described previously, and by sector. 

Table 3-3 in Chapter 3 depicts the regional economy as it currently exists with no consideration of restoration 
fund spending. Analysis of the spending alternatives identify absolute change from the baseline year of 1990. 

In recent decades in the EVOS area the timber industry has shown cyclical fluctuations while the recreation 
industry has shown a relatively steady increase. The economic analysis of alternatives is of annual averages 
over a ten-year period. These different trends for the timber and recreation industries are averaged out also. 

The analysis considers direct, indirect and induced spending for each alternative. Direct spending is spending 
for the demand change. Indirect spending is spending in the industries linked to the direct spending. Induced 
spending is caused by the changes in income that were generated by the direct and indirect spending. For 
example, the purchase of commercial timberland for habitat decreases output and employment in the forest 



product industry (direct effect) and in the industries that supply the forest product industry (indirect effects). 
These decreases cause regional income and employment to fall and further reduce spending in the economy 
(induced effects) .. However, habitat purchases increase the income of landowners. The spending of this 
income increases demand for the products they buy (direct effects) and for the industries that supply the 
directly affected industries (indirect effects). The increase in demand increases employment and income and 
stimulates the economy (induced effects). The impact analysis models these spending flows and reports the 
results in total and by sector. 

IMPLAN's data is from the 1990 U.S. Census, the U.S. Department of Labor and the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis of the U.S. Department of Commerce. Although the data comes from sampling, the results 
approximate the characteristics of the population. Probability theory shows that the results of the repeated 
sampling vary around the population value in a normal distribution. For example, under a normal 
distribution, 95 percent of the sampled estimates are within (plus or minus) 1.96 standard deviations of the 
population characteristic. In other words, a value greater than plus or minus 1.96 standard deviations is not 
the result of a random event. 

These considerations suggest assessing the significance of the modeling results by reference to the standard 
deviation of the underlying data. The impact procedure: first, samples baseline regional employment; then, 
spends the civil settlement; then, calculates regional employment. A statistically significant change occurs if, 
for example, two employment estimates differ by roughly two standard deviations. Alternatively, assume 
employment changes are assessed by sampling employment before and after the spending of the civil 
settlement. The two estimates do not differ significantly if they are within two standard deviations. Any 
change in sampled employment could be attributed to a random factor such as sampling error. 

For comparison purposes, the standard deviation for 1990 employment in the boroughs of Anchorage, Kenai, 
Kodiak and Valdez-Cordova is 684. A significant change in regional employment is an increase or decrease 
of 1368. Any change between zero and 1368 could be the result of sampling and not attributable to 
settlement spending a~cording to this statistical analysis. 

For the regional economy as a whole, each alternative leaves the baseline unchanged. The employment 
changes are not more than twice the standard error for the underlying employment data. 

Since total employment changes are insignificant and since employment changes are the largest relative 
changes, then, a first conclusion is that the performance of the regional economy is left unchanged by each of 
the five spending alternatives. 

There are sector changes that may be statistically significant. However, information is unavailable to assess 
quantitatively the statistical significance of these results. The sectoral changes, however, are larger in relative 
terms than the total changes. Accordingly, it is likely that the sectoral shifts cannot be attributed to chance. 
The sectoral changes reflect (1) the purchase of commercial timberland for habitat preservation, (2) the 
spending of the sale proceeds, and (3) the spending of the remainder of the settlement for other goods and 
services. Thus, a second conclusion is that the spending alternatives may change the economy's reliance on 
specific sectors. 
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A limitation of these results and those from any economic analysis is that only market commodities are 
included and they are valued at market prices. Non-market activities such as barter, subsistence 
fishing/hunting, experiences whose price is essentially zero, or the willingness-to-pay for the simple existence 
of wilderness, are not addressed. The implication of this is simply that economic analysis should be 
supplemented with other, non-market analyses. 

The category "Respending of Habitat Protection" is part of the modeling exercise but does not appear in the 
tables for the Alternatives. However it should be noted that habitat purchases put dollars in the hands of 
resource owners. This category specifies a spending pattern for these funds that saves/invests part 
(securities, construction) and consumes part (social services). 
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Endangered 
Species 

Endangered 
Species 
Consultation 

Consultation 

The documents contained in this appendix represent the record of the consultation with the 
National Marine Fisheries Service and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding their 
responsibilities under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

Biological Assessment 

The specific biological assessments are also contained in Chapter 1 of this :final 
environmental impact statement. 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Mr. Steven Pennoyer 

Forest 
Service 

Regional Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 21668 
Juneau, AK 99802 

Dear Mr. Pennoyer: 

Alaskfi Region P.O. Box 21628 
Juneau, AK 99802-1628 

Reply to: 1590 

Date: '"' _ G :·:J4 

As you are probably aware, the Trustee Council published the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan on June 17. Enclosed you will find copies of the DEIS and 
the draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan. We request that your staff 
review this EIS for compliance with the Endangered Species Act. Please submit 
your reply to this office by August 15, 1994, if possible for inclusion in the 
final EIS. 

If you or your staff need any additional information, please contact the EIS 
Project Manager, Rod Kuhn, at 278-8012. Thank you for your assistance in this 
matter. 

/S/ (N2d ;1)~ 
J.f5\ PHIL JANIK 
~- Regional Forester 

Enclosures 2 

940719 1255 eam 1590 dg 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28b(3/92) 



Mr. Phil Janik 
Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
Alaska Region 
P.O. Box 21628 
Juneau, AK 99802 

Dear Mr. Janik: 

Vl•l I .. ...,. ""'I,..,. I._.._, ....,.._ • .----..•• • •••-•• • -• 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 21668 
Juneau, Alaska 99'802-1668 

August 12, 1994 

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan (DEIS) for possible 

fects on endangered and threatened species under the purview of 
the National Marine Fisheries Service. Of Alaskan marine species 
listed under the Endangered Species Act, only the endangered 
humpback whale (Megaptera novaengliae) and the threatened Steller 
sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus) are likely to occur within the 
project vicinity. 

Since the DEIS is programmatic in nature, site-specific 
restoration proposals are not discussed in the document. 
However, the scope of activities considered for restoration under 
each alternative appear unlikely to adversely affect ther of 
these protected species. Therefore, further consultation 
pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is not 
necessary prior to adoption of the Restoration Plan. When site
specific plans are developed to implement the Restoration 
Project, consultation with NMFS should be re-initiated to ensure 
no adverse effects to protected species. 

Sincerely, 

k . ~Vf-8-L,fL._, 
;;~oyer 6""' 
Director, Alaska Region 



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Mr. Walt Stieglitz 

Forest 
Service 

Regional Director, Alaska Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tutor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Dear Mr. Stieglitz: 

Alaska 'R.egion P.O. Box 21628 
Juneau, AK 99802-1628 

Reply to: 1590 

Date: JUL 2 0 1994 

As you are probably aware, the Trustee Council published the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan on June 17. Enclosed you will find copies of the DEIS and 
the draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan. We request that your sta.;ff 
review this EIS for compliance with the Endangered Species Act. Please submit 
your reply to this office by August 15, 1994, if possible for inclusion in the 
final EIS. 

If you or your staff need any additional information, please contact the EIS 
Project Manager, Rod Kuhn, at 278-8012. Thank you for your assistance in this 
matter. 

151 (.N-81 N~ 
Jl5t..-PHIL JANIK 
·o- Regional Forester 

Enclosures 2 

940719 1235 earn 1590 dg 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28b(3/92) 



United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

DHC/DES 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
lOll E. Tudor Rd. 

Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199 

Mr. Phil Janik, Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
Alaska Region 
P.O. Box 21628 
Juneau, Alaska 99802-1628 

Dear Mr. Janik: 

In response to your July 20, 1994, letter (Re:l590), the U.S. Fisli and 
Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for. the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan for compliance with 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. According to 
internal Department of the Interior correspondence procedures, we have 
forwarded our comments to Mr. Sandy Rabinowitch, Coastal Program Chief, at the 
National Park Service. If you have any questions, please contact 
Mr. Rabinowitch at (907) 257-2653 or Everett Robinson-Wilson, the Service's 
Environmental Contaminants Chief at (907) 786-3493. 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1 9 1994 
FOREST SERVI~..t~: 
R-10, E&AM, RO 



United States Department of the Interior 

l•'ISH AND WILDLIF.E SE.RVI<.:E. 
I 0 II E. Tuclor Rd. 

IN RErl.VREFER TO: 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199 

DES/DHC 

Memorandwn 

To: Regional Director, ~ational Park Service 
Attention: Sandy Rabin. owitch, .Ac~in Chief, Coastal 

ACt\ not 
From: Regional Director R (\. "" f'l ~ .· 

Region 7 .~~ · . 

Programs Division 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill Restoration Plan for Endangered Species Act Compliance 

At the request of Mr. Phil Janik (July 20, 1994, letter (Re: 1590)), the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 
for compliance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as 
amended. According to established procedures we are transmitting the 
following comments to Mr. Janik, through your office. 

The Service has no previous record of section 7 consultation on the proposed 
restoration actions discussed in the Draft EIS. We recognize that there are 
many parties to the Draft EIS (including the Service); however, for the 
purposes of this letter we are considering the U.S. Forest Service as the lead 
"action agency." 

Under 50 CFR 402.12, the first step in section 7 consultation is for the 
action agency to request a list of threatened and endangered species from the 
Service. The following list of species occurring within the Exxon Valdez 
Spill restoration project area is provided for your consideration. 

Species 

Short-tailed albatross 
(Diomedea albatrus) 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 

Arctic peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregri.nus tundrius) 

Aleutian Canada goose 
(Branta canadensis leucopareia) 

Steller's eider 
(Polysticta stelleri) 

Status 

Endangered - rare, pelagic, non-breeding 

Endangered - migrant 

Threatened - migrant 
(proposed for delisting) 

Threatened - migrant 

Proposed Threatened - winter restdent 



Through section 7 consultation, the action agency is required to determine 
whether tho actions they fund, conduct, or permit may affect listed species. 
In the case of Steller's eider, section 7 conferencing is required if the 
action agency determines that the proposed restoration activities are likely 
to jeopardize the continued existence of this proposed species. Typically, 
these determinations are documented in an Endangered and Threatened Species 
Biological Assessment section within the Environmental Consequences chapter of 
the Draft EIS. We recommend that you prepare a biological assessment to 
document the expected impact of the proposed restoration actions on the listed 
and proposed species occurring within the action area. 

If during the preparation of the biological assessment, the action agency 
determines that the proposed restoration activities are not likely to 
adversely affect listed species, concurrence from the Service may be 
requested, and upon receiving concurrence consultation may be concluded. In 
the event that site-specific actions would adversely affect a listed species, 
the action agency shouldcontinu~ informal consultation with the Service to 
determine if adverse effects can be eliminated. If it is determined that 
adverse affects to a listed species cannot be avoided or that incidental take 
of listed species would occur, then formal consultation would be required. 
Based on general descriptions of proposed actions within the Draft EIS, we do 
not anticipate that the proposed restoration activities would result in 
adverse effects to these species. 

In addition to the listed and proposed species, the Service is also monitoring 
the status of the following candidate species: 

-Marb-t~e-d-murra-1-~t----~------(}andidate-2---res-ident:! 

(Brachyramphus marmoratus) 

kittlitz's rnurrelet 
(Brachyramphus brevirostris) 

Harlequin duck 
(Histrionicus histrionicus) 

Northern goshawk 
(Accipiter gentilis) 

Olive-sided flycatcher 
(Contopus borealis) 

Candidate 2 - resident 

Candidate 2 - resident 

Candidate 2 - resident 

Candidate 2 - summer resident 

The Draft EIS discusses impacts to marbled murrelets and harlequin ducks. 

Category 2 candidate species are designated when the best available 
scientific and commercial information indicates the species might qualify 
for protection under. the Act, but the Service needs further status survey 
information, evaluation of threats, or taxonomic clarification before the 
need for listing can be determined. Candidate species ar,e not afforded 
legal protection under the Act, but we encourage the action agency to 
carefully consider the needs of candidate species in your project design. 

2 



It is possible that listed species within the jurisdiction of the National 
Marina Fishorios Sorvice (NMFS) may be affected by the proposed restoration 
activities, We recomrnend.that the action agency contact NMFS for their 
comments. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft EIS for compliance with 
the Act. If you have further questions or need clarification of the 
consultation process, please contact Jon Nickles, Chief, Division of 
Endangered Species, (907) 786-3605, 

3 



United States forest Alaska Region P.O. Box 21628 
~ Department of Service juneau, AK 99802·1628 
'VJ Agriculture 

Mr. David Allen, Acting Director Region 7 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Dear Dave: 

Reply to: 1590 

Date: August 31, 1994 

!n response to your memorandum of August 12, 1994, we have enclosed for ~our review and 
concurrence, our determinations regarding the biological assessments for the threatened and 
endangered species that are in the area of consideration or which use the area. Based on the 
analysis by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration interdisciplinary team, there would be no actions 
that would result In any adverse impacts to any of these species. 

The species assessed were: 

Specie§ 
Short-tailed albatross 
(Diomedes albatrus) 
American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrlnus anatum) 
Arctic peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrlnus tundrlus) 
Aleutian Canada go<;>se 
(Branta canadensis leuoopllreia) 
Stellers eider 
(Polysticta stel/en) 

Determination 
No adverse effects 

No adverse effects {may benefit) 

No adverse effects 

No adverse effects 

No adverse effects (may benefit) 

If possible; we request that this consultation be expedited. If there remains any specific questions 
regarding compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, please contact Rod Kuhn the 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan EIS Team Leader directly or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service EIS team member, Gerry Sanger, at 278-8012. 

Sin~rely, 

~ 
Regional Forester 
G't; D '( 31 I C. J G £P f? 
Enclosure 

cc: 
Rod Kuhn 

t'09o o~ 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28b(3/92) 



Biological Assessment of the Proposed Action on Endangered and Threatened Species 

Following is a biological assessment of the effects of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 5) on 
Threatened and Endangered Species known to occur within the EVOS area. The Office of 
Endangered Species, Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 7, determined the occurrence of the 
species considered. As Restoration actions are proposed, each will be re-evaluated for compliance 
regarding its effects on rare and endangered species. 

Current Endangered and Threatened Specjes jn EVOS Area 

Short-tailed Albatross (Diomedes slbatrus) - Status: Endangered 
A remnant population of short .. talled albatrosses breeds on a small island off Japan (AOU 1983). 
The species is considered a rare summer and fall visitant to oceanic and continental shelf waters 
of the Gulf of Alaska (DeGange and Sanger 1986). None were sighted anywhere in Alaskan 
waters during surveys of the Alaskan Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Assessment Program 
in the 1970's, and there have been few sightings in the Gulf of Alaska in the past 1 0 years. 
Alternative 5 will not affect the short-tailed albatross because the chances of this species occurring 
in the EVOS area are extremely small. 

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregnnus anatum) - Status: Endangered 
Actions proposed under Alternative 5 will not affect American peregrine falcons that may migrate 
through the EVOS area. Through habitat acquisition, Alternative 5 would provide more habitat for 
avian prey of this sub-species than would likely occur under the No Action Alternative in the long 
term. 

'' 

Arctic peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrlus) - Status: Threatened 
This race of peregrine falcon has been proposed for de-listing, and will not be affected by 
Alternative 5 because the chances of it occurring in the EVOS area are extremely small. There is 
some doubt whether there are any records for this race within the EVOS zone. However, any 
habitat acquisition will provide added protection to any Arctic peregrine falcons and their avian 
prey that may occur In the EVOS area. 

Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia) - Status: Threatened 
This endangered race of Canada goose breeds on a few islands in the Aleutians, and on one of 
the Semldi Islands, just within the southem limits of the EVOS region. This sub-species is 
believed to migrate directly between breeding islands and their wintering grounds in the Pacific 
Northwest. There are no records of this race within the EVOS zone other than at the Semidi 
Islands. Therefore, Alternative 5 should have no adverse affect on the Aleutian Canada goose, 
although any habitat acquisition will provide added protection to any Aleutian Canada geese that 
may happen to occur in the EVOS area. 

Steller's ejder (Polysticta stellen)- Status: Proposed Threatened 
This species was considered a rare winter visitant to the EVOS area in the early 1970's (lslieb ~nd 
Kessel, 1973), and none have been seen since the EVOS during intensive marine bird surveys of 
PWS in March or July (Agler, Seiser, Kendall and Irons, written comm., 1994). Actions proposed 
under the Preferred Alternative will not affect this species adversely. Cleaning remaining oil from 
beneath mussel beds, a proposed summer restoration action, would benefit intertidal foraging 
habitat by decreasing the chances for oil contaminating the eider's food supply. 



United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPI.YREFER TO: 

DES 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
1011 E. Tudor Rd. 

Anchorage, Alaska 99503:-6199 

SEP ! 8 1994 
Mr. Phil Janik, Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
Alaska Region 
P.O. Box 21628 
Juneau, Alaska 99802-1628 

Dear Mr. Janik:· 

We have reviewed your August 31, 1994, biological assessment (enclosure), 
along with the preliminary information presented in the draft Exxon Valdez Oil 
Spill Restoration Plan Environmental Impact Statement. The information 
presented in the source documents regarding the proposed restoration 
activities is not project specific. Although the information is general, it 
is unlikely that any listed species under our jurisdiction occur within the 
.;~.ction area. Therefore, the Fish itnd Wildlife Service concurs that the 
proposed activities will not likely adversely affect the endangered or 
threatened species under our jurisdiction addressed in your biological 
assessment. It will be important, however, to reevaluate this determination 
on a case-by-case basis as more detailed project descriptions are developed, 
or if new information reveals that listed species will be impacted in a manner 
not previously addressed. 

The above comments are provided in accordance·with the Endangered Species Act 
(87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.s.c. 1531 et seq.). If you have comments or 
questions, please contact Jon Nickles at (907) 786-3605 .. 

Enclosure 

*U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1994 - 592-944 / 01915 REGION NO. 10 



The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service is a diverse organization committed to equal 
opportunity in employment and program delivery. USDA prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, national 
origin, sex, religion, age, disability, political affiliation and faniil.ial status. Persons believing they have been 
discriminated against sho~ld contact the Secretary, United States Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250, or 
call202-720~7327 (voice), or 202-720-1127 (TDD). 
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