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Dear Trustee Council:
- The following are my comments and input on the "1993 DRAFT WORK PLAN"

1. HARITAT ACQUISTTION is my #1 priority for fund expenditure. The $20 million figure you
inserted as your tentative flguz ¢ s far to little. Irecommend that up to 80% of the 1993 Exxon
payment (after talmg care of pre-agreed paybacks) be used for HABITAT ACQUISITION,

2. Do not pay the state funds up front, rather negotiate to pay the state back toward the end of
the-annual Exxon payments. Negotiate to pay the state in small payments the last two or three
years..

3, Save money by putting projects out te competitive bid when ever possible. Also, reduce
costs by putting many of 1993 projects in part into AGENCY on-going budgets, Do not dip into
EVOS Civil Penalty money as a sole source for funding projects these agencies already had
planned to do but couldn't find internal funds for in the past. If these projects need to be done, -

agencies should put up at least 1/2 as a cost share.

4. Use the $13 million left over from 1992 funds plus $4 to $3 million of excess from
the 1993 budget to purchase all in holdings in Kachemak Bay State Park,

3. Delete the moneys earmarked for the Ft. Richardson Fish Hatchery. This is not closely
enough tied to spill impacted arsas.

6. Delete or reduce project # 93009, Tt is too late For this.
7. Delete project #93029. Uss money acquiring & preserving old gr thh forests.
8. Isupport projects #93039, 93060, and 93064

. Istrongly believe that your mandate is to use the vast majority of civil funds for habitat acquisition. 1993
should be the year to begin these acquisitions with XK. Bay be the [irst followed by as many other impacted
or adjacent habitats as is possible. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Ri chard DeBusman

If needed, use the space on the back or sttach additional sheets. Please '
fold, staple, and add a postage stamp. Thank you for your interest and participation.
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Homer, Alaska

Navember 19, 1982

Dear Trustees, s,

,.:f.

UEC 0 8 gg
On the 17th I was given a copy of the 1993 Oraft Work PTan
and told if I wanted to comment, I had to make comm@@ﬁgg@f(ﬁb%)ZDthi
TRUSTEE CoOUMOIL
I want to comment, but it's hard to comment AMSTRAYom RES. >
when one is rushed, Decisions you make are important to Alaskans,
especially those impacted by the oil spill. Quite frankly, I have
no reason to think this exercise will do much good. The BExon Valdez
left trails of oil everywhere in our part of Alaska, but our state
government and the oil companies have left trails of subterfuge
continually since the spill, We read about it in the papers, hear
about it on radio, see it on TV, and one is left with the pessimistic
impression that nothing we say will do much good.

I wish it weren't that way. As a "nature-lover,” I am angry
as hell gver the damage that was dome in Prince William Sound, and
1 perceive our use of o0il and the companies that produce it as a
threat to what I love. As a biologist, 1 have a special interest
in "good science," Hiding data for political advantage may ber
good politics, but it's lousy science; in fact, it isn't science-.
at alll I've spent a lot of years teaching science, and’ that means
explaining what science is. Withholding information, avoiding
scrutiny, and rushing commentary are far from scientific method.
and don't contribute to the body of knowledge we know as science.

That said, I can tell you I°ve looked through your work plan
and have sogme impressions. They certainly aren't all scientific,
but they do reflect my values and concerns., First, I want to seg’
more money for habitat protection and acquisition. That's your
#93064, 1In particular, Kachemak Bay was touched by the spill and
affected in a number of ways, This once pristine body of water
is losing its productivity, yet it is still under threat. Plans-
For timber harvest and gravel extraction, if followed, will doom
this region's marine resources for the balance of my lifetimes The
~ beauty of the region, and its value as a tourist attraction will
be damaged for the balance of my lifetime. The State of Alaska's
failure to protect Kachemak Bay will prove to people all over
America that ALASKA IS UNABLE TO FROTECT AND MANAGE HER RESOURCES!

I would also like to say that the administration of these
programs seems to require an awful lot of money. I1°'m glad ADF&G
is involved in so many of these projects, but I have to ask if
there might by less expensive approaches to getting some of this
work done without the loss of quality. There are a hell of a lot
of hungry biologists in this state who know how to do gaad science,
Too bad I'm retired.

Sincerely,

S

Dan Levinson
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RUH VALD2Z oIl grns
TAUSTEE counci,

) g
I see the projects in the 0il Spill Trustees Draft Wé%lsgﬁ% y%ﬁﬂs&ﬁ 2
highly variable in quality, especially in degree of relationship to
0il spill damage and cost effectiveness. The Trustees seem all too
willing to dispense large quantities of money for small or ques-
tionable gains.

Some projects seem definitely relevant and worthwhile: . 93003, 93022,
93030, 93033, 93036, 93038, 93039, 93045, 93047, 93050, and 93059-62
all promote restoration and/or pravide data that will be useful in
the future,

But as far as I can tell, projects 93011, 93014, 93018-20, 93024-26,
93028-29, 93032, 93034-35, 93042 and 93063 all seem to have only

a marginal relation to the oil spill or else lack effectiveness.

For example, I fail to see how establishing a new mariculture facility
can be called restoration. Other projects, such as 93028, 93029

and 93034 are not likely to be cost effective. '"Ma Nature" can do

a better job at much lower cost. Also, while prejects 93006 and

93007 (archeologlcal) are certainly needed and valuable, I question
whether projects 93008 and 93009 add very much, except cost.

It seems to me that the Trustees have given far teo little atten-
tion and MUCH TOO LOW funding to Project 93064, Habitat Protection.
I note that the public has been overwhelmingly in favor of habitat
acquisition and protection, as even the Trustees admit. 1 hope

the Trustees will be responsible and responsive teo the people whom
they are supposed to serve and act more fully on their desires.

I trust that work has proceeded under Project 93059 and I urge the
Trustees to drop or cut back their many marginal projects and put
the money into protecting habitat so that Nature can restore itself.

Nanéy Levinson
184 W. Bayview Ave.: '
Homer, Alaska 99603

If needed, use the space on the back or attach gdditional sheets. Please
fold, staple, and add a postage stamp. Thank you for your interest and partncspatuon
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Box 42, Torrey Hill Road
Turner, ME 04282

Novemb D ]fE IQ%HVE
Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council ' DEC 08 i?}?g
645 G Street -
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 TMON VALDEZ OIL griiy
TRUSTEE COUNC!L
Dear Council Members: : ' LIMINISTRATIVE RESCTD

I am writing with comments on Exxon Valdez '0il Spill
project number 93009 entitled Public Information Education
and Interpretation.

Although the people of Southcentral Alaska were most
directly affected by the spill, I am disappointed to note
that the public information outreach appears to target only
them and others fortunate enough to visit this area.

In September, 1989, I participated in the volunteer
beach cleanup at Mars Cove on the Kenai Peninsula. This
experience made a tremendous impression on me and when T
returned to Maine I put together a slide show with pictures
I had taken, along with some I had bought, which showed
events of the early days of the spill.

In the last three years, I have presented this show
to nearly 5000 people most of whom were school chlldren
of all ages.

In the question. and answer period following each
presentation, one of the questions most often asked is about
the long range effects of the o0il on the environment.

Pecple seem moved and concerned about this aspect and from
this sampling I believe this question is common to many
Americans. '

To date, there appears to have been little information
given the public through national media to answer this
question.

I suggest that a well thought-out media plan for
keeping America and the rest of the world informed on the
nature and progress of these many worthwhile projects,
listed in the 1993 Draft Plan, would be an excellent way
-to spend a comparatively small amount of the money gained
in the settlement with Exxon.

In addition, if key parts of representative projects
were filmed professionally as those projects developed,
a documentary suitable for television could be put together.



~ Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council
Page 2
November 16, 1992

An informed public can be a tremendous resource to
draw on to support cleaner, safer and more efficient ways
to handle and use this dwindling resource in the future.

People cannot do so if they are left in the dark.

I urge the council to give serious consideration to
these suggestions and wish you the best in your tasks

ahead.

Sincerely,

ach B

ck Biscoe
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VALDEZ NATIVE ASSOCIATION

P.O. BOX 1108

G VALDEZ OlL o7,
TRUSTEE QQUNG”

November ﬂ%§TRq335 RECL.2D

Exxon Valdez 0Oil Spill Trustee Council
645 G Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Attention: 1993 Draft Work Plan

Gentleman:

This letter is in response to your request to the public
for participation in the work being done by your 0il Spill
Restoration Planning Work Group.

We are an organized Non-Profit Native Association with a
membership of 250 persons who live in the Valdez area.

Our people have been impacted greatly by the oil spill,
as documented by many published studies and the media. Yet, we
seem to have been left out of your work-plan, your mailings and
have had to find out about organizations like yours second hand.

Please put us on your mailing list and/or calling list
when you have meetings. We feel that we can be an effective voice

ior our membership, and for input from this area. We want tc take
an active part in any work-plans that affect our area.

Sincerly,

//’/4&, //L D

Helmer Olson, President



VALDEZ NATIVE ASSOCIATION

P.O.BOX 1108
VALDEZ, ALASKA 99686

PHONE: 835-4951

November 19, 1992

0il Spill Restoration Planning Officer
437 E Street, Suite 301
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Gentleman:

This letter is in response to your request to the public
for participation in the work being done by your O0il Spill
Restoration Planning Work Group.

We are an organized Non-Profit Native Association with a
membership of 250 persons who live in the Valdez area.

Our people have been impacted greatly by the oil spill,
as documented by many published studies and the media. Yet, we
seem to have been left out of your work-plan, your mailings and
have had to find out about organizations like yours second hand.

Please put us on your mailing list and/or calling list
when you have meetings. We feel that we can be an effective voice
for our membership, and for input from this area. We want to take
an active part in any work-plans that affect our area.

Sincerly,
%ZZ N

Helmer Olson, President:
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X2 United States Department of the Interior «
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Wrangell-81. Elias National Park / Preserve
P.Q. Box 29

'";;;;;;;;nz | Glennallen, Alaska 99588 ‘
ennailen, RSK3
RE@EWE |

November 20 1992

EIAON VALDEZ Ol @il
TRUSTEE COUNCIL
: L INISTRATIVE REGCD
Draft 1993 Work Plan Comments

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council
645 G Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Trustee Council;

Resource management would like to urge your support of project
#93052, "Identification and Protection of Important Bald Eagle
Habitats". Wrangell-St Elias National Park and Preserve (WRST) is
supportive of this project since bald eagles which nest in the Park
probably use Prince William Sound on a seasonal basis and may
therefore be affected by events that occur in that area. Eagles do
not breed until they are 4 years of age. Prince William Sound may
also be an important area for immature eagles which will later
breed in interior areas. Additionally, WRST has coastal bald eagle
habitat which may be affected by future oil spills or other
impacts. Information collected in this study has potential
application for WRST as well as other Parks and coastal areas.

1) It is important that all habitats and nests are identified in
order to be able to measure impacts of current and future oil
spills or other disasters. We cannot measure impact unless we have
an inventory of what exists. The proposed project will identify
habitat/nests in areas not previously surveyed during damage
assessment studies. Bald eagles suffered direct and indirect
mortality during the 1989 oil spill and afterwards. Cooperative
work with private land owners and governmental agencies to identify
and protect remaining habitat will help this species recover and
will benefit other species which utilize similar habitat (e.g
marbled murrelets) as well.

2) Long term effects of environmental contamination are not always
detected with short-term studies. Bald eagles, as top level
predators, are generaly good indicators of environmental
contamination. Embryos are often more vulnerable to the effects
of contaminants than adults, resulting in productivity being a
sensitive indicator of environmental contamination. However,
decreases in producitivity or other sub-lethal effects

of contaminants often may take many years to detect. Productivity
surveys should be continued to determine subtle changes in



population levels and should include information on non-breeding
eagles.

3) Several hundred thousand dollars have been invested in radio-
tagging bald eagles in Prince William Sound. With many of these
radioes still operating, at the very least, these birds should
continue to be monitored. Monitoring radioed eagles will provide
information on seasonal habitat use, identify important feeding
areas (this is especially important for non-breeding, immature
eagles for which there is very 1little known and which are very
difficult to monitor without radioes) and breeding areas, survival,
and obtaining unbiased productivity and population estimates (e.g.
radioed birds can be used to correct for error in population and
productivity estimates).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

;CM(/O KQ{,}\_/

Karin Kozie
Resource Management Specialist
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11/19/92

The following are my comments and input on the "1993 DRAFT WORK PLAN":

1. HABITAT ACQUISITION is my #1 priority for fund expenditure. The $20 million figure you

inesrtad ne umr tantatiue F!mw‘cs 18 ‘Frar- tn little T rasammend that 1n ba RO04, af the 1002 Revan
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paymerx {aner 1aking care of pre-agreed paybacks) be used for HABTTAT ACQUISITION.

2. Do not pay the state funds up front, rather negotiate to pay the state back toward the end of
the annual Exxon payments. Negotiate to pay the state in small payments the last two or three
" years.

3. Save money by putting projects out to competitive bid when ever possible. Also, reduce _
costs by putting many of 1993 projects in part into AGENCY on-going budgets. Do not dip into
EVOS Civil Penalty money as a sole source for funding projects these agencies already had
planned to do but couldn't find internal funds. for in the past. If these projects need to be done,
agencies should put up at least 1/2 as a cost share.

4., Use the $18 million left over from 1992 funds plus $4 to $5 miliion of excess from
the 1993 budget to purchase all in holdings in Kachemak Bay State Park.

5. Delete the moneys earmarked for the Ft. Richardson Fish Hatchery. This is not closely
enough tied to spill impacted areas,

6. Delete projects # 93009, 93026, and 93029,
7. Isupport projects #93059, 93060, and 93064

Thank you for the opportunity for public comment. I can not emphasize enough my strong feeling that land
acquisition is the priority with the remamder of these civil funds. All other projects are secondary to land
acquisition.

Sincerely,

- MW C[)cma@(llsz

Naney Donaldson

G20 Lanark SH.
< Alesd.,
7765y
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'  TRUSTEE COUNCIL
¢ OMIMISTRATIVE REGCID

My comments refer to one specific shortcoming: the bias toward research at the expense of
habitat protection and purchase.

I appreciate the effort put forward by the Trustees, however, I do not see that their interests
reflect those held by the spill victims. The plan directs millions of dollars into the land and
~ ‘resource departments of the Federal and State governments and none toward habitat
protection and purchase. I see this as a serious breach of the trust relationship that exists
between the Trustees and the victims of the spill. The 1993 Draft Work Plan looks more
like a jobs program for researchers and bureaucrats than a restoration plan.

I hope that 80-90% of availablé furids be directed to habitat purchase and acquisition. This
is drastically different from the 1993 Draft Work Plan but it better reflects the interests of

the spill victims.
Sincerely,
Steve Posgate :

L . 14549 Don Circle
I ... . Eagle River, AK 99577

ALY

" 1f needed, use the space on tha. back or attach additional sheets. Pleass
fold, staple, and add a postage stamp. Thank you for your interest and participation.

-~
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Dear Sir,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 1993 Draft Work
Plan.

I would first like to address the general direction of restoration
efforts represented by the projects included for consideration in
the 1993 Draft Work Plan. Many of the projects listed are not
directly connected to spill damage and should be funded with the
government agencies own budgets. It seems clear that many of the
agency sponsored projects fall wunder the category of ongoing
research and or resource management and should not be funded from
civil or criminal settlement monies.

The severe damage which was done by EVOS to recreational and
wilderness values has been completely overlooked in the Draft Work
Plan. Lost services in this category are best compensated by the
acquisition of equivalent resources 1in the form of substantial
tracts of forested wildlife habitat. Entire watersheds should be
purchased and protected; land management plans which seek to
provide only buffer strips are completely inappropriate and would
not be compatible with public opinion which has favored substantial
acquisition proposals such as those included in House Bill 411

(passed by both bodies of the state legislature in 1992).



Specific Project Comments

# 93029 Prince William Sound Second Growth Management

This project should not be adopted, it is a waste of settlement
funds, it is experimental in nature and will provide little or no
return. USFS should fund their ongoing resource management projects
out of their own budget. ADF&G Technical Report 85-3 documents the
lack of success in managing second growth for wildlife. Poor
understory forage value, lack of mature trees, and lack of winter
cover characterize the extremely poor habitat values associated

with second growth.

# 93009 Public Info., Education and Interpretation

It seems unlikely that government agencies (USFS lead agency)
reporting on their own activities will provide "balanced and
accurate information om the o0il spill". In 1989 the USFS under
Tongass Regional Forester Mike Barton released a public relations
informational document "TLMP, Designing the future". The TLMP
document was heavily criticized for blatant misrepresentation of
resource information and became the subject of a congressional
committee inquiry. Among the problems associated with the document
was a fabricated quote attached to a picture of a Southeast Alaska
conservationist, P C e ) A O

Project # 93009 should not be adopted.

Project # 93005, # 93006, # 93007, Archeology -

Education, Restoratidn, Site Stewardship, Patrol

Every effort should be made to employ local expertise in these
undertakings. This is particularly important in the kodiak area
where Kodiak Area Native Association staff have a good record for
cost efficiency and possess a great deal of local knowledge. I am
concerned that the sponsoring agencies will absorb the bulk of. the~
funds and pass much of the contracting work to outside interests

who are only moderately qualified.

1T FOv L oTToT oo i ) s 3 Y R o ]



Project # 93006, # 93007, # 93008, Archeology -

Restoration, Site Stewardship, Patrol

All of these projects should be reviewed to see if it is more
practical, effective and cost efficient to survey and remove
artifacts to protect archeological resources. These projects may

just further expose sites to the public and result in more damage.

Project # 93025 Montague Island Chum Salmon Restoration

USFS stream habitat manipulation work is still in it's infancy in
Southeast Alaskan projects. The agencies predicted prospects for
success in the project description are questionable. This project
falls under the category of ongoing agency research and resource
management and should be funded with the Forest Services' own
budget.

Project # 93026 Fort Richardson Hatchery Water Pipeline

This project is only remotely connected to the o0il spill and is in
no way shape or form a priority. It should not be adopted with
civil or federal criminal settlement monies. It may warrant

consideration for state criminal settlement funds.

Project # 93028 Restoration and Mitigation of Wetland Habitats
Should not be adopted. This project would be of very limited value
to species injured by the spill and it would not be cost effective.
It makes far more sense to protect other undesturbed mnatural
wetlands. This project is experimental in nature and is part of
ongoing agency resource management; it should only be funded out of
the USFS own budget.

Any proposed large scale habitat alteration proposal should be
rejected if it alters natural succession and further harms

wilderness values injured by the EVO0S,



Project # 93052 1Identification and Protection of Important Bald
Eagle Habitats. ,

This project should be funded. Studies completed to date are
insufficient to make a determination of population stability.
Nesting sites must be surveyed and a determination made of the
status and placement of mature breeding birds. Eagle populations
which appear to be stabilized should not be reinjured through

logging operations. This project should be a priority.

Project # 93064 Imminent Threat Habitat Protection
This project is a priority and should be adopted. Funding should be
increased by $10 million to be consistent with public opinion which

has stressed imminent threat habitat protection.

Project # 93034, # 93035, # 93036, # 93038, # 93042, # 93043
All of these projects are damage assessment projects and give no -
clear indication of what if anything practical could be done to
restore the injured area or species to mnormal conditions. No
projects which have ambiguous impractical goals should be fundedy

all of these projects fall into this category.

All fisheries project should be reviewed for direct conection to
the spill. Projects which are a Dbasic agency management
responsibility should be funded from another source.

Introduction of disease to wild stocks is a very important factor

to review in many proposed projects

Thank you very much for the hard work which the restoration team
has put into the 1993 Draft Work Plan.

Sincerely, .

Grég Petrich
Conservation Chair,
Kodiak Audubon

N ions
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Draft 1993 Work Plan Comments
Exxon Valdez Trustee Council
645 G Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: 1993 Draft Work Plan

Dear Trustees:

Kachemak Heritage Land Trust (KHLT) is a non-profit organization located in Homer
dedicated to preserving the natural heritage of the Kachemak region for public benefit.
KHLT. protects wildlife habitat, community greenbelts, and open space through the
acquisition of land and conservation easements. We are pleased to offer the following
comments on the draft 1993 Work Plan.

- GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The Trustee Council should focus its restoration actions on those projects which
are time critical and/or would otherwise be a lost opportunity prior to the completion of the
.Restoration Plan. Restoration Projects in 1993 must capitalize on available opportunities to
provide protection for habitats linked to natural resources injured by the oil spill. The 1993
focus must be on protecting land facing imminent threat and/or where the lack of action
. could foreclose restoration opportunities.

2. Project number 93064 (Habitat Protection £ Lmd) is the top priority. Project
Numbers 93059 (Habitat !dentitication Workshop) and 93060 (Accelerated Data Acquisition)
are necessary components of habitat protectlon

' 3. The cost of many of these projects is quite high. Furthermore, it appears that state
and federal agencies are suggesting projects that are not spill-related. Many projects are
appropriately funded from existing agency budgets. The civil settlement monies should not
be considered the sole source for funding these exiraneous projects. We urge the Trustee
Council to stretch its dollars as far as possible to achieve maximum restoration. Wherever
possible, costs could be reduced by asking for "Requests for Proposals” for certain project
services. This could lower costs and offer some economic return to the spill-affected
communities. For example, Homer's Pratt Museum has already undertaken a project very
similar to Project Number 93009. Pertial funding from this project to the Pratt Museum could
extend the reach of their excellent public education effort.

Qgg; printed on recycled paper



SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Project Number 93064:

This is the highest priority project . The public comment to date is squarely and
overwhelmingly in favor of habitat protection. The amount of money recommended for this
project is wholly inadequate. A major portion of the Trustee Council's resources should be
aflocated to this project.

Protection of whole ecosystems is the single-best tool for insuring the viability of
species injured by the oil spill. Project 93064 offers the Trustees the opportunity to purchase
private holdings within Kachemak Bay State Park ("Park”) and other spill-affected areas.

State park land is the highest protection the state offers its lands. The Park contains
anadromous streams and other habitats for species injured by the spill (for example, bald
eagles, marbled murrelets). Private lands within the Park should be acquired because the
land is highly qualified to serve as replacement for lost recreation and wilderness services
as well as habitat for injured species. Seldovia Native Association, Timber Trading
Company and Cook Inlet Region, Inc. had reached agreement with the State of Alask to sell
their holdings. Due to a gubernatorial veto of monies for park acquisition, this deal is no
lenger extant and needs to be renewed. The heart of Kachemak Bay State Park is slated for
clear-cut logging in 1993. Kachemak Bay State Park is unquestionably “imminently
threatened” and deserves immediate action to protect it.

The criteria for habitat acquisition, however, must not be restricted to those lands
under immediate threat . There are many instances where lands are available now, but not
slated for development. If the Trustee Council waits for the threat to develop, the cost of
acquisition will undoubtedly be higher as the landowner's investment will be greater. The
crite!r_i;t' for acquisition should recognize special opportunities and be drawn as broadly as
possible.

Project Number 93059:

This is clearly a worthy project directly related to the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. We are
concerned, however, that the public is being asked to comment on a project that is already
well underway. We urge the study utilize both scientific and local expertise in identifying
habitats. Many long-term residents and visitors to the spill-affected areas have unique on-
the-ground experience which is often overlooked.

Project Number 93060:

We support this project, with only one exception. The inclusion of information on the
spruce bark beetle infestation is completely unrelated to the oil spill and should not be
included in the data-gathering. The presence or absence of spruce beetles is an
inappropriate criteria for determining restoration projects. Furthermore, the Alaska
Department of Natural Resources and U.S. Forest Service are capable of gathering this
information using existing agency resources.



Kachemak Heritage Land Trust appreciates this opportunity to comment. We look
forward to working with the Trustee Council to achieve restoration for Kachemak Bay and the
outer coast of the Kenai Peninsula.

Thank you.
Respectfully submitted,

Baydoina_Sout Soaman]sic

Barbara Sax Seaman
President
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The following are my comments and input on the "1993 DRAFT WORK PLAN":

11/18/92

1. HARITAT ACQUISITION is my #1 priority for fund expenditure, The $20 million figure you
inserted as your tentative figure is far to little. I recommend that up to 80% of the 1993 Exxon
payment (after taking care of pre-agreed paybacks) be used for HABITAT ACQUISITION,

2. Do not pay the state funds up front, rather negotiate to pay the state back toward the end of
the annual Exxon payments. Negotiate to pay the state in small payments the last two or three
years.

3. Save money by putting projects out to competitive bid when ever possible. Also, reduce
costs by putting many of 1993 projects in part into AGENCY on-going budgets. Do not dip into
EVOS Civil Penalty money as a sole source for funding projects these agencies already had
planned to do but couldn't find internal funds for in the past, If these projects need to be done,
agencies should put up at least 1/2 as a cost share,

4, Use the $18 million left over from 1992 funds plus $4 to $35 million of excess from
the 1993 budget to purchase all in holdings in Kachemak Bay State Park.

5. Delete the moneys earmarked for the Ft. Richardson Fish Hatchery. This is not closely
enough tied to spill impacted areas.

6. Delete or reduce project # 93009. It is too late for this.
7. Delete project #93029. Use money acquiring & preserving old growth forests.
8. Isupport projects #93059, 93060, and 93064

I strongly believe that your mandate is to use the vast majority of civil funds for habitat acquisition. 1993
should be the year to begin these acquisitions with K. Bay be the first followed by as many other impacted
or adjacent habitats as is possible. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Singerely,

DéanDe usiian
830 Lanark St.
Wasilla, AK 99654



: b A fdry, prians s o e : st &
-/( L L g W/a/ (7 TRUSTEE COUNGIL
achema ay tiaerness O0GGRISTRATIVE RECLID
EVOS Trustee Council Nov 19, 1992
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Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Members of the Council
Ref. 1993 Draft Work Plan

I regret the short time allowed for the public to be
involved in this process. Case in point, Dr Spies letter
concerning the workplan at the end of the book is dated as
recently as Sept 22. I only became aware of this doccument a
few days ago and believe that greater public participation
can and should be achieved in the future.

I was the founder of the Center for Alaskan Coastal Studies
and have remained on the Board since its inception. The
Center has been a2 501-¢c~-3 non profit since 1981. Our goals
of research, education and land conservancy, and our strong
track record of environmental activism in these areas gives
this organization an interest and desire to be involved in
this process. We appreciate the opportunity to be involved
in this review.

I am writing this letter as a private citizen and business
owner who has lived and operated a business on the coast of
Kachemak Bay continually since 1969. I did clean up oil on
the beaches directly below our lodge 1living room windows
after the spill. T housed cleanup crews at our Chenik Brown
Bear Photography Camp in Kamishak Bay when the o0il went
ashore there. I have been actively involved, in many ways
with EVOS since it happened. Most recently I testified as
one of the "Experts" responding the the guestionaire process
overseen by Nature Conservancy.

Regarding Dr Spies letter: I think that his 4 points at the
outset are in exactly reverse order. Many things can be done
in the water and on the watershed to mitigate some of the
damage. Much of it needs to be addressed QUICKLY for
example, the clearcutting of slopes above the EV0OS
shoreline. In many places along the oiled coast, and
especially in Kachemak Bay., there are values in place,

Diane and Michael McBride ® China Poot Bay ® P.O. Box 956 ® Homer, Alaska 99603  USA ¢ (907) 235-8910

Nationally and Internationally Honored Accommodations and Services



recreation, tourism, wilderness which will be completely
lost if clearcuting of the Kachemak Bay State Park takes
place. The injured species are found in this area and
others like it in healthy abundance and the Council should
put much more emphasis on habitat acquisition or protection
than I see currently being proposed in the Draft Plan.

Taken in reverse order, Dr. Spies comments are well taken
and I approve of them in concept.

As a layman I am not in fovor of "studying the issue to
death" and using up a great deal of money and resources
that way. It will be a great tragedy if we study the heck
out of the barn while the door is left open and the horse
walks out. As a scientist it is natural that he and others
like him think that "further defining damage" should be #1.
Naturally there is the need for ongoing studies but your
view of this need as suggested by scientists should be
tempered by a look at the immediacy of the threats. I would
like for you to work to lessen the continuing negative
effects on not only the threatened species but the ecosystem
as a whole.

Paragraph 3 of Dr Spies letter continues the line of
reasoning which I think is flawed, "study and clarify injury
and doccument recovery. Again I want to point out that the
people on the shore of EVOS want the watershed protected and
spending so much more on studies isn't what the people want.

Later in that paragraph he suggests an endowment. There may
be a time and place for an endowment in some form, but the
Trustees should be reminded that the Alaskan House and
Senate suggested to the Governor how settlement monies
should be spent. This was a large grassroots effort from the
peope in the effected communities on the oiled shorlines. It
is clear that the Governors plan for an endowment went
against the mainstream of what the people want. This was
unfortunate to say the least for all of us. A very numerous
and diverse group, unified in this effort primarily aimed at
habitat protection. The voices of hundreds and thousands of people who
worked for this concern should be heard in my letter. I
would hope to cal attention to their concerns even though
you are not hearing from them in this comment opportunity on
the Draft Plan.

I have carefully studied Craig Matkins review of the Draft

Work Plan and would like to add my voice to his. I hope you

will give his comments careful and serious consideration. I

believe that he has a better view of plan and its individuwal parts. I saw
instances in Dr Spies comments where it seemed his reach

exceeded his grasp and his advice was ill informed.



Scientists living and working on the EVOS shore should be
listened to carefully.

'izggégééééézzéé;;;?j
<
Michael McBride
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Draft 1993 Work Plan Comments
Exxon Valdez Trustee Council
645 G Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Members of the Trustee Council,

I am writing on behalf of the National Parks and Conservation
Association (NPCA) , the only mnational non-profit citizens
organization that focuses on park concerns. Our 330,000 members
nationally, including over 2,300 Alaskans, promote the protection,
preservation and public understanding of our nation's national park
system through wvarious ac¢tivities. We have followed closely the
aftermath of this o0il spill and have participated in nearly alil
public opportunities to advocate for the assessment and restoration
of nationally and internationally significant resources,
particularly those of Kenai Fjords National Park, Katmai National
Park and Preserve and Aniakchak National Monument and Preserve.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment. Before addressing
specific proposed projects, we offer the following:

The criminal plea agreement specifically allows for "“long-term
environmental monitoring"”. The consent decree and the Memorandum
of Agreement (the funds to be spent by this work plan) do not. The
MOA defines restoration to mean that all injury assessment is to be
directed through returning resources or services to their pre-spill
conditions. Monitoring and injury assessment contribute nothing to
recovery of injured resources and services. Many proposed projects
fall into the monitoring category and could be seen as an illegal
use of civil funds.

The theory behind the division of settlement money has been shown
to be no longer valid. Restitution (sometimes referred to as the
criminal) funds were for emergency uses while the civil funds were
for planning. Apparently no emergencies were identified and a
restoration plan remains unfinished,

The Trustees as defined by the MOA, and implicit in the law, are to
act as "trustees of natural resources injured, lost or destroyed as
a raesult of the spill"”. A cursory review of the proposed projects

1776 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036
Telephone (202) 223-NPCA(6722)~° Fax (202) 659-0650
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show the Trustees acting on behalf of their own agencies and/or
political agendas, not the resources. Funding studies conducted by
the same agencies represented by members of the Trustee Council is
a de facto conflict of interest. The continuing complete lack of
attention to those legislatively designated conservation units
further illiustrates this point. The designation of state parks,
national parks and national forests does not happen in a vacuum:
elected legislative bodies debated and studied for years before
setting into law protections-  for those areas important to all of
us. The Trustee Council has consistently ignored this legislated
recognition of our natural and cultural resource values.

The big picture remains unclear. This draft does not provide
complete information. Detailed budgets, although listed as
available for public viewing, are not available. The fate of each
idea submitted could have easily been included in the draft. On
page 25, twice it is stated that the Trustee Council has deleted
projects from consideration. What are those projects and what
criteria was used for deletion? Where is the list of "considered
but rejected"? Project numbers are not sequential; numbers are
missing. Why? The draft's repeated assurances that public opinion
is very important seem hollow. For example, no specific habitat
acquisition projects proposed by the public were included in this
draft. : :

What has been accomplished thus far? The Framework Document and
Supplement and the 1992 Project Work Plan are in place. Where are
the progress reports? How can the public judge projects within
context without the context? It appears the Appendix A: Summary of
Injury is the same information presented in the Framework Document.
Can we assume we have learned nothing new for the $18 million
spent? : ' '

It is unclear to us how compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act is being met. For exanmple, originally the National Park
Service decided that 93006, Site-Specific Archeological
Restoration, was categorically excluded. Further review, however,
convinced NPS that preparation of an Environmental Assessment was
required. What other projects are underway without appropriate
compliance? ‘

The statement on page 12, "Although there are sufficient funds
available to restore resources and services injured by the ‘spill,
there are not sufficient funds availabls to conduct all of the
studies and projects which have been suggested and to acqguire all
of the habitat already proposed, and thus there must be a
prioritization of restoration activities to be conducted in 1993,"
puzzles us. The injury assessment is not done; the final injury
report is not done; there is no restoration plan; there is no
implementation plan for restoration: so how exactly do we know
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there are sufficient funds available to restore resources and
services injured by the spill?

The 1993 Administrative and Restoration Team Support Budgets (page
24) offer no way to understand or compare data. FTEs would help.
It is our understanding the REST. TEAM figures are for one person
per agency. Why does it cost over three times as much for ADEC as
for USDI? It is our understanding that USDA (USFS) has a ongoing
GIS system program and that ADF&G does not; ADF&G figures are over
three times those of USDA. Are the costs for ADF&G to begin a
system? If so, why are those costs appropriate for settlement
funds? RPWG figures reflect staff. Why are USDI costs so low?

The peer review process needs to be expanded and to be mnore
rigorous. One reviewer is not sufficient. Without rigorous review
and adherence to the highest possible scientific standards, the
public c¢an be handed sloppy, casual "drive-by" science that can
happen when administrators need science done quickly to meet policy
or budget needs. The National Research Council of the HNational
Academy of Sciences could be asked for .a workable structure.

Further, scientific studies should not be conducted by agencies or
contractors selected by agencies and/or Trustees without a
competitive bid process and adequate peer review. Funding studies
conducted by the same agencies represented by the members of the
Trustee Council who vote to fund those studies can be viewed as a
breach of public trust.

There is still no,proposéd project that addresses lost services.
Yet, the trust responsibility clearly includes restoring services
~injured by the spill.

The resources management agencies represented by the Trustee
Council have statutorily defined mandates to manage and protect
those natural and cultural resources on behalf of the public.
Attempts by these same agencies to fund ongoing programs with
settlement funds are not appropriate. Information is needed
regarding how proposed projects differ from ongoing statutorily
mandated programs.

While we continue to support projects focused on restoration of
park resources, including archeological (cultural) resources, we
think the above reasons compelling to warrant the Trustee Council
setting aside all projects until the completgon of the restoration
"plan. The settlement funds are being nickel-and~dimed away before
the big picture is in full view.

The overriding priority for restoration needs to be habitat
acquisition and protection to protect the ecosystem from further
damage, thereby maximizing the opportunity for injured resources
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and services to be restored. It is a basic tenet of modern
resources management that resources need to be managed at the
ecosystem level. Checkerboard ownership patterns seriously

compromise effective management and frustrate private owners and

development. Acquisition of extended buffers or conservation
easements seldom prevent detrimental changes in hydrology., erosion,

wildlife migration corridors and breeding areas, viewsheds and-
remote wilderness wvalues.

Finally, it is unclear when. the comment deadline is. One statement
"Written comments ... must be received by November 20, 1992, at the
following address" conflicts with "Comments must be postmarked by
November 20, 1992". We think it unreasonable for the Trustee
Council to have analyzed all comments and made documents available
within sufficient time for public and Council member rev1ew prior
to the December 11th public meeting.

Concerning specific projects, we offer the following:

93005: While we support this c¢ultural resource information,
education and interpretation program, we think Native organizations
need more active involvenment.

93006: We support this project only if it is to be continued. This
project is an example long-term restoration efforts. Short-term
funding will provide useful information but will not be productlve
for resource protection and restoration.

93007: We support this project but do not support ADNR as the lead
agency because staff are not in place for this project. Again,
Native organizations need active participation.

93008: We support adding agency presence to protect these
resources. Increased vandalism and looting at over 24 sites has
been traced to the nearly 10,000 clean-up workers who were
throughout the cil spill area. Since the presence of police deters
criminal and anti~social activities, more uniformed presence during
the summer will deter looting and vandalisn.

93009: We do not support this project as listed. Providing the
public with information about existing conditions, eco-tourism
recreation opportunities and interpretation of the Sound are
already ongoing responsibilities of the US Forest Service. NPS
proposed a similar project, more clearly focused on oil spill
education that the USDI Trustee member voted to kill.

"There continues an excessive emphasis on commercial fishery
projects. Over $8.6 million is proposed for management actions and
studie for pink, chum and sockeye salmon for which spill-related
injury is not documented. The scientific reviewer found that 11 of
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the 15 projects related to commercial fish had no 1linkage with
spill injury. Most of the proposed projects are clearly ongoing
statutorily mandated responsibilities of ADF&G. Consequently we do
not support 93012, 93014, 93024, 93026, 93030, 93031, 930630.

While we are supportive of projects that monitor and survey species.
and systems, we remain concerned about collecting information on
the short-term that will not be productive for restoration. We
tentatively support 93010, 93033, 93034, 93035, 93036, 93038,
93043, 93041, 93042, 93045, 93046, 93047, 93051, 93052 and 93053
with many unanswered questions about exactly how each project fits
into overall restoration of resources and services.

- The process implemented by the Nature Conservancy remains limited
to "experts" and ignores local common knowledge and expertise found
in spilli-impacted communities. Thus far, no members of the public
have been invited to contribute their expertise. 93059 and 93060
need to include this needed expertise.

93064: We support this project since it is the only‘one that begins
to address habitat acquisition. Funding should not be limited to
an arbitrary figure nor should it be tied to an imminent threat.

In closing, we remind the Trustee Council of their 1legal
responsibilities for our resources injured, lost or destroyed as a
result of the Exxon Valdez o0il spill. We ask for the completion of
a restoration plan, the big picture, before more settlement funds
are spent. We continue to support habitat acguisition and
protection as the priority for restoration. We continue to ask for
recognition of the importance and the restoration of legislatively
designated resources values. We ask that comment period be
extended to December 1lth so testimony presented at that meeting
bhe adequately analyzed.

questions, please let me know.

Alaska Regional Director
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Dear Trustee Council;

As an impacted citizen of the EXXON spill, | am disgusted with
the 1993 workplan! There are ‘3 spending guideline areas, yet
the workplan heavily emphasizes restoration/enhancement
projects (many questionable. . .check your Chief Scientist's
report more closely) while ignoring prevention, response, and
monitoring. As a punctuation to this loaded emphasis | find
almost the entire plan administered by the very state and
federal agencies which make up the council and restoration
team! Is this fair? Surely, there are other entities which merit
not only consideration, but the awarding of a portion of these
settlement funds.

In order to avoid more "incidents" and their tumultuous
aftermath, | would suggest these funds be appropriated towards
prevention, better response, and monitoring. Strategically
placed response equipment, a tug assist/escort vessel or two,
and a bona fide hydrocarbon monitoring program could be
placed in Cook Inlet. For the money that is being tossed out on
the 7 projects that have a "low probability of contributing to
recovery" as described by your Chief Scientist, these 3 items
would be thriving! Spending in these areas makes sense. Much
of the 1993 workplan does not! ~ '



It appears the agencies entrusted with these funds have merely
decided how to fit the dollars into their own pockets. | am
‘thoroughly disgusted! Imagine if you will these funds were set
aside for cancer sufferers. Your way of spending has us looking
into how some cancer patients have been fairing, and how some
non-cancer patients can improve. Your proposed studies will
look into gravesites of former victims and check possible spots
for the future. Your way of spending collects data on the number
of hospital beds available, and ways to increase that number.
Your spending plan does not address how to help prevent the
disease, how better to respond, or how to keep track of the
spread of it. It's obvious you have ignored perhaps the most
important spending area! Let's see some ethical responsiveness
from your council. . .throw out these marginal projects and put in
proposals from the public, that will protect the people and gain
their trust in this process. These are the Alaskan people's
settlement funds, let's use them for the greatest good, not to
feather overseeing agencies' nests!

e CHa

Karl Pulliam
PO Box 31
Seldovia, Alaska 99663

ph. 234-7641
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November 20, 1992

Exxon VAldez 0il Spill Trustee Council
645 B Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Sirs:

Alaskan Wilderness Sailing safaris supports the testimony submit-
‘ted by the Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism Assnciation.

We wish to drawfspecial attention to our support of the following
projects: -

1) All habitat identification and acquisition projects

2) All projects that will or may restore wildlife that do not
include intrusive or lethal measures.

3) All projects that will or may restore beach communities with-
out destroying existing ecosystems. We are opposed to the de—
struction of mussel beds.

We would like to see the following projects added:

1) Rewards for information leading to the arrest and conv1ctlon
of persons harassing marine mammals or wildlife.

2) Survey of beaches important to tourism industry for remaining
oil and development of a plan to remove it during the 1993 work-
ing season. 0il remaining on the beaches has an adverse effect on
our charter guests and limits our ability to return to using the
areas we visited prior to 1989. The loss of the scenic and wild-
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