DRAFT Timeline: Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan EIS

Alternatives

RPWG 5/5.

Final draft to RPWG and
TC for review 5/21.

Chapter March April May June
Chapter 1: Draft to K. Rice 3/31. Comments back from DEIS and
Purpose RPWG 5/5. Restoration Plan
and Need released for public

Final draft to RPWG and comment.
TC for review 5/21.
Chapter 2: Draft to K. Rice 3/31. Comments back from DEIS and

Restoration Plan
released for public
comment.

Chapter 3:
Affected
Environment

in-process draft to K. Rice by 4/9.

Comments from K. Rice and

RPWG by 4/23?

Comments back from
RPWG 5/5.

Final draft io RPWG and
TC for review 5/21.

DEIS and
Resioration Plan
released for public
comment.

Chapter 4: Analysis begins. Analysis continues. To RPWG for comments DEIS and
impacts 5/5. Restoration Plan
released for public
Group discussion with comment.
RPWG on 5/17.
Final draft to RPWG and
TC for review 5/21.
List of To RPWG 4/9. Final draft to RPWG and DEIS and
Preparers TC for review 5/21. Restoration Plan

released for public
comment.

Revised: April 5, 1993




Chapter

Pubilic
Comment and
Coordination

March

Available information to RPWG

n/a (applies only to FEIS)

April

¢

4/9.

[N

May
see note

Final draft to RPWG and
TC for review 5/21.

June
DEIS and
Restoration Plan

released for public
comment.

agencies/persons sent DEIS),
BB (lists of TC, RT, PAG
members), CC (glossary of
terms & acronyms), and DD
(species list) to RPWG 4/12.

TC for review 5/21.

References To editor, with additions Final draft to RPWG and DEIS and
continuing. TC for review 5/21. Restoration Plan
released for public
comment.
index Investigate available indexing Final draft to RPWG and DEIS and
resources. TC for review 5/21. Restoration Plan
released for public
To editor, with additions comment.
continuing.
Appendices Appendlices AA (list of Finai draft to RPWG and DEIS and

Restoration Plan
released for public
comment.

Revised: April 5, 1993
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March 23, 1993

T0: Carol Pacguette & Matt MeMillan
FROM: M. Kavanaugh

SUBJECT: revised 1590 IMPLAN results

s e ST Y P T 447 4 el L Y e S YR i

Pleace discard the tablee that were zent on Mar., ¢ or
Alt. 1 and Mar. 18 for Alt. 2. T will send revised 1990 IMPLAN
recsulte very soon. The revieions will reflect the latest
correctionsa to the model.

Although the revisions are complete, I am holding them to
allow time for refleation and to espare you from having to look at
rezultz that may be revised again., The latest changes corroot a
dimensional proklem. Whil¢e the gquantitative results are biygoer,
the qgualitative conclusions remain the same. That is, the changes
in output and employment lie within the error margine of the data.
I have used the underlying census data te¢ calculate the errcr
marging for employment at 700 Jjobs.

I think the availlable timber righte are less than the $312
million budgeted for habitat purchase. All the reglon‘s 1290
cutput of timber could be bought for %57 milllon. Could it be
that (sume of) the habitat purchase is for land that does not
contain timber? If so what is the current use? 1Is it po=zsibkle
that the purchase is not for productive land? If so, how wuach of
the purchase Ll for land that is not part of the economy.

I have been agsuming that adwninistering, restvoring andg
monitoring is spread out over 10 years, Is this about right?

Please advise of the latest schedule and when T can expect
the final allocations of dollars by zpanding category.
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March 18, 1993

TO: Carol Pacquette & Matt McMillan
FROM: M. Kavanaugh

SUBJEQTt more 1960 IMPLAN ragsults

attached are results for Alternative 2. The panels showW whdo
total (direct, indirect and induced) changes to the economy. The
changes attributed to this alternative appear ineignificant and
within the marginas of error of the underlying data. The top parc’
shows the changea if the funds recceived from habitat purchasge axre
spent on gocial services, schools and hospitale. The bottom pene.
shows the changes if the funds from habitat purchase are epent on
sewers, alr transportation infrastructure and sccial services
There is not much difference between these possible coursges ot
action.

I continue to examine the model. It is not user-friendivy.
Modelling an alternative requires considerable patience.

Please advise of the latest schedule and when I can expecr,
with confidence, the final allocations of dollars by broad
gapending category.

FE2
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DYN MAC 2275 Research Blvd, Suite 500
CORPORATION | Rockville, MD 20850

Environmenlal Services

FAX TRANSMITTAL FORM

Please deliver this sheet with message.

COVER SHEET PLUS 4 PAGES

To; Carol Paquette From: Matt McMillen

Company: Walcoff & Associates Company: Dynamac - Rockville Office -
FAX:703-548-0426 FAX: (301) 417-9801

Telephone: Telephone: (301) 417-9800

| MESSAGE: Carol. 1

Attached, as promised, is a draft of the Impact Assessment Methodology for the Exxon Valdez
Restoration Plan EIS. I agonized over the specificity, but think the EIS team can use this basic
approach. It requires that the analysts fill in some blanks, i.e., criteria for determining the degree
of magnitude for the impact, but this lends some flexibility to the evaluation process that 1 believe
is necessary given RPW(@'s vague description of the restoration options.

We can discuss this and Ken Rice's comments on the annotated outline at the meeting tomuiiow.
See you then!

Date Sent: 3/24/93
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DRAFT

IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The following information describes general principals and specific aspects of the impact assessment
methodology that will be used for the analysis of the implementation of Exxon Valdez Oil Spill
Restoration Plan. The Restoration Plan includes five alternative implementation procedures. Each of the
alternatives will be encompassed by the impact assessment methodology described below.

The methodology presented here recognizes the dynamic nature of the Restoration Plan, and the generic
definition of the options to be included in the Restoration Pian alternatives. Consequently, for each of
the resources and services being evaluated, certain assumptions regarding the actual implementation of
options will be necessary. These assumptions will provide a basis for the impact assessment methodology,
and will be stated for each resource and service included in the analyses.

The economic impact analysis will be conducted differently than the impacts to physical, biological, and
cultural resources. The following discussion does not apply to the economic impact assessment. For the
economic impact assessment of Restoration Plan implentation the IMPLAN economic impact
assessment model will be used. A description of IMPLAN is presented in Section #3355 of the EIS,
Results of IMPLAN analyses will be presented for each alternative in the Restoration Plan. As with the
impact assessment methodology for other resources, any relevant assumptions that are required to frame
the economic impact analysis using IMPLAN will be stated.

Types of Impacts

When performing the impact analysis of the proposed action (implementing the Restoration Plan), the
analysts will employ a methodology that will account for the various impacts that affect the biological,
physical, and sociocultural environment. Impacts will be classified in five ways; direct, indirect, short-
term, long-term, and cumulative. These types of impacts are interdependent, in other words, there can
be long-term direct impacts, short-term cumulative impacts, etc. For each resource or service being
evaluated, analysts will identify what type of impact is being referred to in the analysis so that the
reviewer/decision maker is able to make sound, reasoned decisions for the short-term as well as for the
long-term.

Direct impacts are those that are the immediate result, or the initial reaction to the action being evaluated.
An example would be the loss of habitat caused by a construction project. Indirect impacts are those that
are the reaction to the direct impacts, or the second-tier impacts. In other words, indirect iinpacts are
the consequence of direct impacts, and are not in themselves a direct response to the action. In the
example of loss of habitat from a construction project, the indirect impacts may be a reduction in wildlife
populations that relied on the habitat for food or shelter. In this case, the construction did not kill or
harm the animals themselves during the construction operation, but following construction they were not
able to find food and shelter and were consequently displaced to other areas or perhaps killed by predators
that normally they could have hidden from in the habitat that was lost. Indirect impacts are often difficuit
to identify because they may or may not occur, making their definition very speculative, Quantifying
indirect impacts is usually not possible or warranted. Additionally, there is often little distinction between
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indirect impacts, particularly in the long-term, and cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts are a
summation of the impacts related to the action being evaluated and concurrent actions being taken that are
similar or are in ¢lose proximity to the action. Cumulative impacts often do not manifest themselves until
well after the action has been taken. As a result, cumulative impacts, similarly to indirect impacts, can
be very speculative and hard to define. However, curnulative impacts are the source of much controversy
and litigation, and the analysts will make every effort to account for cumulative impacts in the
environmental impact analyses.

Short-term impacts are those that occur for a relatively short time and then abate or attenuate to levels
that are not of concern. If the time frame is an important variable that should be considered by the
decision maker, it will be stated. An example of a short-term impact would be erogsion from a
construction site. Erosion may cease entirely after construction is completed, or be reduced to minimai
levels by appropriate mitigation so only temporary (short-term) impacts during construction occur. On
the other hand, the effects of sedimentation related to the short duration of erosion may have long-term
impacts on various resource areas, especiaily if the intensity or magnitude of the short-term erosion was
high. Long-term impacts are those whose duration or manifestation occurs for a relatively long time or
manifests itself at some future time. As with short-term impacts, the long-term time frame will be
specified if it may influence the decisions being made. To ensure that the full impact of the action being
considered is identified, the full complement of impact types will be considered in the environmental
impact analysis.

Evaluation Factors

As a basis for the analysts determination of impacts, and as a prelude to presenting conclusions regarding
the significance of those impacts, the analysts will use certain predetermined factors to arrive at impact
determinations, When performing the analysis of impacts on various resources, the action being analyzed
will be viewed in terms of these factors. For all resource areas being evaluated for impacts, the same
factors are applied, In this way the analyst can systematically approach the analysis, and document the
process used to reach their determinations and conclusions.

For determining the affects of proposed actions on the natural environment, there are four factors that will
be used. They are as follows:

1. Magnitude

2. Geographic Extent

3. Duration and Frequency
4, Likelihood

The magnitude of an impact reflects relative size or amount of an impact. The geographic extent of an
impact considers how widespread the impact might be. The duration and frequency of an impact refers
to whether the impact is a one-time event, intermittent, or chronic. The likelihood of an impact is simply
whether it is reasonable to expect that it is likely to occur. Where a quantitative evaluation is possible,
specific quantitative criteria for the magnitude, geographic extent, duration and frequency, and likelihood
of the impacts will be explicitly defined. '

The magnitude of an impact is an intensity factor that is also a reflection/summation of the other three
factors. It is for this reason that the magnitude of an impact will be analyzed and given particular
attention in the assessment of impacts. If the magnitude of an impact is large, the other factors become-
less important in determining whether the impact is significant. Additionally, if the magnitude is not large
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or high, there may not be any significance to the impacts occurrence regardless of how wide spread it is,
or how often it occurs., Consequently, in the methodology for determining significance of impacts, the
magnitude of the impact will be afforded more weight than the other factors, In most cases, only where
it can be shown that there is a high or large magnitude would the analysis indicate that there is 2
significant impact.

As a result of its elevated importance in the determination of significance, the criteria used to determine
magnitude of impact will be identified for those effects that have the greatest impact on the environment,
or the greatest impact on the decisions to be made by the decision maker. The most important element
of the entire impact assessment methodology is the criteria used to determine the magnitude of impacts,
The criteria may be either qualitative or quantitative depending on the availability and relevance of
existing data. For each resource area or service of concern (e.g., sockeye salmon, sea otters, marbied
murrelets, commercial fishing, etc.) the definition of impact magnitude will differ, and will be described
in terms of the unit of measure being applied. Based on the definition of impact magnitude, and using
the other impact evaluation factors as support, a determination of the significance of the impacts will be
presented.

Evaluation Process

The process to be followed by the EIS team analysts before employing the impact evaluation methodology
described previously, will be unique to the resource or service being evaluated. In general, however, the
development and presentation of minimum levels of evidence and analysis that satisfy the NEPA
requirement for a "hard look” at the actions being propose, will follow the same basic steps. The basi¢
premise of the approach is to provide the decision maker with sufficient information to make informed
decisions, while ascribing to the "rule of reason" implicit in the NEPA process.

The first step in the process involves the basic literature review that builds on the information reviewed
to prepare the baseline conditions described in the Affecied Environment section of the EIS. Because of
the generic nature of the programmatic EIS, the use of existing data is essential, no new research efforts
or analytical tools such as population dynamics modeling is necessary or warranted given the nature of

the decisions to be made regarding the Restoration Plan.

After obtaining the necessary understanding of the resources (species) and services included in Restoration
Plan alternatives, the most important aspect of the evaluation process is to define, to the degree possible,
what is included in the options being proposed for implementation in the various alternatives. In order
to do this, all information availabie describing the options must be reviewed. This would include all
option write-ups that currently exist, such as option short forms, project proposals, "Opportunities for
Habitat Protection/Acquisition”, Restoration Framework documents, etc. Each analyst will keep a listing
of all sources reviewed to identify information concerning options that affect the resource or service being
evaluated. Clearly, the specificity of the option descriptions will be the limiting factor in the identification
of impacts. All assumptions that must be made to account for the scope or nature of the option will be
identified (stated) by the analyst, along with the rationale for the assumption (e.g., without the assumption
some key element of option implementation could not be accounted for).

Based on the assumptions made concerning the specifics of the options proposed form implementation,
the analyst will restate what is included in the option that specifically affects the resource being evaluated.
This process of option evaluation will be performed for each option that has been identified (by RPWG)
as affecting the resource or service being evaluated by the analyst. The analyst will evaluate the impact
of each of the options individually using the impact evaluation methodology and terminology described
above, and then consider the options collectively (all options identified for the particular alternative in
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question that affect the resource or service being evaluated) to determine the magnitude and significance
of the impact to the resource or service. The analysts will compare the conclusions of their analysis with
the RPWG determination of option effectiveness to identify any inconsistencies in the conclusions of the
two independent processes (i.e., RPWG's determination of option effectiveness versus the EIS analyst's
determination of the magnitude and significance of impacts), Any inconsistencies will be addressed on
a case-by-case basis by the EIS team experts for the particular resource area in question.

Consistent with the concept noted previously concerning minimum levels of evidence and analysis, each
analyst will identify (reference) outside (not generated for the Restoration Plan development process)
sources of information to corroborate conclusions of impact as appropriate ("as appropriate” because of
the intuitive nature of certain generic conclusions of impact that are likely to be presented). The purpose
of the use of outside sources for supporting conclusions is to remove, as much as possible, the use of
professional judgement among the analytical staff in the determination of impact magnitude and
significance. However, because¢ much of the assessment process is speculative, owing to the generic
nature of the options bemg presented for analysis, and the use of experts (i.e., experts assisting the
Trustee Council TRERPWLY) to evaluate the effectiveness of proposed options, it is expected that the
qualitative EIS assessment process will involve some professional judgement by EIS team analysts,

supported by the conclusions of the Trustee Council's FHEREWCRS scientific experts.

B NS aesieng

For resources and services such as subtidal resources, air, water, sediment or designated wilderness areas
for which no restoration options were identified, the evaluation process will have to be left "open ended ,
and statements regarding the future submission of proposals affecting these resources will have to include
reference to additional environmental analyses (e.g., Environmental Assessments or Environmental Impact
Statements). In addition to those resources for which no restoration options were proposed, it may be
necessary to suggest additional environmental evaluation for resource or services affected by proposed and
poseible future options that specifically target an area, species population, or user group, and may have
significant impacts. Also, consistent with 40 CFR 1502.22 ("incomplete or unavailable information”),
where datz deficiencies exist that may be critical to the evaluation of adverse environmental impacts, this
will.be stated and the need for additional environmental analysis noted. The intent of this approach is to
ensure that future options that the Trustee Council may want to consider for funding are not precluded
from consideration under the Restoration Plan because they were not considered in the EIS.

TOTAL P.BS
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February 19, 1993

Memorandum
To: Restoration Team
From: Restoration Planning Working Group

Subject: Transmittal of 2/19/93 Map Depicting EVOS Area

Attached is a map showing the approximate boundaries of the spill
area as we discussed on 2/18/93. The boundaries have been expanded
from the previous version you reviewed to include shorelines and
watershed uplands as far south as Chignik and as far north as the
foreland: of Cook Inlet. The description of the mapped area is now
as follcuw.s:

1. The area enclosed by the maximum extent of oiled shorelines
(as defined by NOAA, Coast Guard and ADF&G maps) plus adjacent
uplands to the watershed divide, including all of Prince William
Scund, and

2. Areas of immediate human use for severely afifecied
communities on the edge of the spill area: Cordova, Valiez,
Whittier, Seward, Homer, and Chignik. Other communities, such
as Kodiak, Chenega Bay or Tatitlek, are entirely within the —
spill area and their important human use areas are included
under Criterion #1.

1d you have any gquestions concerning this information, please
act(Carol Gorbics or Bob Loefflerﬂ),! e ‘li g

:c RPWG
C_a.wo\ \

Tois te the botilaad versio~, Sonce i
\,(o . . (WY ' £
QinLAJL& Lc~43f; \iffb b«na¢~aﬁQ>4unw\ CQJwaLkﬁxi. ' ty*k
h¢1n4$_,~gp . o \Dci&ksm\,vf\={?5> cuuukk_ Cﬂc51)1£18>—8£n1L.
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TO: DATE: January 12, 1993

FROM:

Restoration Planning”Work Group

SUBJECT: Restoration Plan Schedule

By February 20, 1993, the Restoration Planning Work Group intends to complete the following
segments (Key Elements) of the Draft Restoration Plan. By March 1 we intend to complete a
draft of the Alternatives Information Package (referred to as a brochure in earlier
correspondence). These items will serve as the basis of public meetings which we intend to
conduct during April 1993. A schedule is attached.

By the end of January we will submit to the Public Participation Work Group a detailed request
for assistance in preparing for public meetings.

The following is an abbreviated outline of the Key Elements and Alternatives Information
Package. It is an except from the full outline which you have reviewed.

KEY ELEMENTS OF THE DRAFT RESTORATION PLAN
. Injured Resources and Services Rabinowitch/Loeffler
A. Background: Guidance, Definitions and Criteria

Explanation of settlement guidance for injury
Definitions of natural resources and services
Definition of injury to natural resources
Definition of injury to services

The criteria

A=

B. Conclusions Loeffler /Spies/Strand

Marine Mammals

Terrestrial Mammals

Birds

Fish

Shellfish (as described above)
Intertidal/Subtidal (as described above)
Services

NOO MWD~



V.

V.

Restoration Options

A.

Development of Restoration Options Klinge/Strand

1. Definition of restoration options
2. Development of restoration options

B. Evaluation Process

1. Settlement Guidance
2. Purpose and use of the criteria

C. Application of criteria

1. Development of alternatives

Restoration Plan Alternatives Loeffler

A.

Definition of an alternative? *

1. Description, policies, goals
2. Options
3. How options will change as we get more information

Why or why not a preferred alternative?

Overall Management goals (and, if appropriate, objectives) for the Spill Area

Alternatives Loeffler/Gorbics/Klinge/Gilbert

Alternative 1: (title)

apsLNn~

b
C.
d.
e
f.

Theme, including basic goals and objectives of the alternative.
Resources Addressed and options proposed that address each resource
Services Addressed

Monitoring Program

Evaluation

a.

Effect on recovery or service (time and extent)
Ecosystem effects

Geographic distribution

Cost

Certainty of the above factors

Timing and priority

Alternative 2 (same as above)

Alternative 3

same as above)

Alternative 4 (same as above)
Alternative 5 (same as above)



Alternative 6: No Action (same as above except for (3)

E. Comparison of alternatives Rabinowitch/Gilbert
VL. Implementation Process for Life of the Settlement
B. Funding mechanisms Brodersen/Loeffler
1. Current Mechanisms
2. Endowment
Appendices
A. Restoration options Various authors

Summary of options and suboptions

B. Habitat Acquisition Process Weiner/C. Gilbert

ALTERNATIVES INFORMATION PACKAGE - Loeffler

The Alternatives Information Package will accompany the Key Elements of the Draft Restoration
Plan. The intent is to provide the public with a more reader-friendly summary (4-page newspaper
insert) that can be read by those not inclined to read the entire document. The brochure will
also be printed in greater numbers to facilitate a wider public distribution than the intended
distribution of the Draft Restoration Plan. it also will have a tear-out, pre-addressed deiaiied
comment sheet. The objective is to increase opportunity for public comment.

Public Meetings -- Where & When
l. Introduction

A Background

1. The spill
2. Activities to date
B. The planning process
C. How you (the public) can be involved

D. Relationship to EIS



.

\/
V.

Vi

E. What the plan will not do

F. Summary of Implementation

The Settlements

A. Criminal & Civil

B. Spending Guidelines

Summary of Injury, Recovery, and What, if anything, can be done to help. For each
injured resource and service, a description of injury by the spill, status of recovery, and
what techniques are available, if any, to aid recovery, and the effectiveness of those

techniques. Land acquisition will be included in this description {as a technique to aid
recovery and avoid further degradation).

Alternatives
A. Introduction
1. Options
2. Evaluation, including cost and geographic distribution
B. Goals, objectives, and policies common to all alternatives
C. Description of alternatives (probably one newspaper page per alternative). One

of which will be the no-action alternative; another will be the preferred alternative.

PRy ¥ SRV & Sy
dilerfiauves

-

Ao o~
Oomparison o1

Implementation

A. Annual Work Plans

1. Implementation document

2. Annual solicitation of ideas

3. Annual public review of draft plans

4. Timing of annual plans
B. Operations /Administration

1. Settlement Guidance

2. Organization (including organization) chart
C. Funding Mechanisms

1. Current Mechanisms

2. Endowment



01/22/93
01/29/93
02/05/93

02/12/93

02/19/93
02/22/93

02/24/93

03/01/93
03/03/93
03/05/93

03/08/93
03/09/93
03/17/93
03/24/93

03/25/93
April

05/03/93
05/10/93
05/16/93

June
06/07/93

SCHEDULE

Chapter Il (Injury) draft due; in-house review' begins

Chapter IV (Methodology) and V (Alternatives) due; in-house review begins

Revised drafts of Appendix A (Options) and B (Habitat Protection) due; in-house
review begins

Close of In-House Review of Key Elements [Chapters I, IV, and V and

Appendices A and B]

Revised draft of Key Elements

Submit Key Elements to editor

Complete draft of Alternatives Information Package (brochure); in-house review
begins

Close of in-house review of Alternatives Information Package

Complete revision and submit Alternatives Information Package to editor

Edited drafts of the Key Elements and Alternatives Information Package
returned from editor

Revisions completed

Begin preparing camera-ready copy of both documents

Camera-ready copies to the printer

Release both documents to the public

Issue public notice of meetings and begin other preparations for public meetings
Public Meetings

Begin drafting Chapters |, ll, and VI.D-F.

Complete drafts of Chapters 1, il, and VIi.D-F.

Trustee Council approves Draft Restoration Plan and DEIS

Close of Public Comment Period on Key Elements and Alternatives Information
Package

Compile comments submitted during April and May
Release DEIS and Draft Restoration Plan

'In-house review of Key Elements and the Alternatives Information Package will consist of a
joint review by the RPWG member and RT member of each trustee agency. RPWG would resolve
the conflicts and elevate unresolved issues to the RT.
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RESTORATION PLANNING WORK GROUP
FEBRUARY 10, 1993
9:30 A.M.

ATTENDEES

Carol Gorbics

Bob Loeffler

Veronica Gilbert

Chris Swenson

Ray Thompson

John Strand (via teleconference)

DROP ALTERNATIVE

Bob stated during the RT teleconference on Monday, some RT stated
the TC was concerned about the complexity of the alternatives and
felt RPWG should be prepared to drop an alternative. Bob stated he
suggested dropping alternative 1 and that was viewed as not worth
pursuing by the RT. Veronica has a proposal relative to dropping
an alternative. She reviewed alternatives 3-5 to figure out if we
would be raising reasonable policy issues. She suggested the
possibility of dropping 3 and 4 as they exist now and substituting
an alternative that includes all effective actions for resources
affected at a population level. This focuses on two of the key
variables we have looked at: should we just do restoration actions
for populations affected at the population level or should we do
restoration for resources injured sublethally. Any dropping of
alternatives will result in losing some distinctions. We would
lose the distincticn between effective and highly effective.
Veronica recommended including all effective actions in both
alternatives. It simplifies the distinction of not having to
explain the difference between effective and highly effective.

Veronica stated she has an additional suggestion to add before

today is over. Carol stated she is convinced by Veronica’s
suggestion. Her only comment was that within this we need some
priority process. Bob stated he was originally skeptical. He

listed study options versus do something options and came up with
11 options total. Eight of those are study options which you don’t
know how effective they are until you do further study. Bob stated
he has a problem with reducing the confidence interval. Veronica
stated we have to work on simplifying everything including the
explanations. Carol suggested another option. She separated the
yes and nos by the most restrictive and least restrictive.

Carol diagramed the following:
pop. decline pop. decline and sub pop. decline

resources not recovered all resources
protect existing use protect, increase or new use

o



Veronica deleted effectiveness of restoration options and chose to
retain alternatives 3 and 5. It could be captured in terms of
priority or in the text. Chris stated if we keep effectiveness in
as some sort of criteria, it can be used to screen. Chris raised
the issue of the need for some guidance. Bob stated this guidance
might be budgetary. Veronica stated there is a need to define
effectiveness. Bob stated that alternative 5 needs some side
boards. Carol stated Chris raised a very important issue and feels
RPWG has the power to mold this alternative further by defining
effectiveness and budget categories. Bob asked where to put things
that are not as tightly linked to injury that are replacement or
acquisition out of the spill area. This is a fundamental question
which needs to be captured.

Bob developed the following phrases which can go into a table:

rename variable: link to injury
in alts. 2 and 3 - options targeted on spill area only
in alt. 5 - option linked to injury throughout Alaska

The key concept is it has to be linked to injury because of the
settlement. Carol stated the only unfortunate part to this idea is
its closeness to the geographic variable. Veronica proposed
allowing for fox eradication in both alts. 3 and 5 because of
policy decisions already made by the TC and RT. Bob stated it is
misleading to say everything will be considered and keep the budget

constraints the way they are. There would be a trade off.
Veronica stated her reservation is about the heading, 1link to
injury. Carol suggested using geographic areas. Ray stated the
geographic scope gives you further refinement. Bob recommended
forming a wording subgroup to develop wording. Chris stated we

need to get at populations injured and those that weren’t. People
will wonder if you are restoring what was injured. Veronica asked
if ¢Chris would 1imit all replacement to alternative 5. Chris
stated he would 1like to. Bob suggested setting up as a trial
balloon for tomorrow’s meeting with the RT options linked to injury
within the spill area and options linked to injury within Alaska.
John asked what themes will we use to distinguish between alterna-
tives 3 and 5. Carol stated themes would be: extent of recovery
and geographic area. John suggested preparing themes for tomorrow’s
meeting.

Veronica stated that based on popular and organized opinion, there
is the idea that the best thing to do is to prepare for the next
spill, such as improving baseline data. Veronica proposed incorpo-
rating into this alternative a fund ($100m) that would be set aside
to address research response and prevention, which could lend

itself to an endowment. A portion of the money (20% of the
settlement) would do whatever is appropriate or legal to prepare
ourselves for response or restoration. If we don’t deal with it

somewhere in the alternatives, we will be forced to address it
later. John stated the baseline ecological data that was talked
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about has been addressed as part of the monitoring program (third
component) . Veronica stated the significance is to incorporate
this issue into the alternatives as opposed to relegating it to
chapter 5. Carol suggested that RPWG considered adding this
alternative to the plan. Veronica stated we could demonstrate the
consequences of actions. John stated he agreed that spill
prevention and preparedness should be in here. Veronica stated she
is concerned about being backed into a corner and being made to
commit to things we don’t want to be. Bob stated he agrees spill
prevention is very useful and what the public wants. Bob suggested
preparing two versions of alternative 3 (one incorporating spill
prevention). Veronica stated she has a fundamental problem with
staff recommendations being squelched. She feels it is important
for staff recommendations to be a part of the record.

John will forward Veronica a copy of a report from an oil spill in
the Savannah estuary where settlement monies were used to enhance
spill preparedness.

Bob summarized RPWG’s alternative decisions as follows:

-drop all effective actions variable, if necessary

-drop alternative 4, if necessary (alt. 3 looks different
if the above actions are done)

~try geographic constraint variable (subgroup will work out
the language)

~-prepare two budget recommendations for alternative 3
(depending on resolution of spill prevention issues)

Chris stated if we emphasize too much of a mix and match approach,
we will get something less Lhau a plan. Veronica suggested Lﬁdt

she and Chris work on this more to crystalize ideas on alternatives
for the fall back position.

EDITING PROTOCOLS

Bob prepared and distributed written guidelines for editing
procedures. Veronica is the gatekeeper for cost; Sandy for chapter
3 (except resources injury table); Carol - injury. Carol asked for
some protocols on font. Bob stated that Steve Levy will work on
this. Gatekeepers will tell what changes to make and in what for-
mat.

MISCELLANEOUS

The Public Participation Working Group liaison is Sandy. Ray will
assist Sandy. Bob stated he will begin getting the graphic artist
to work on formatting and graphics. Chris will assist Bob.
SCHEDULE

Bob stated RPWG is one and a half weeks behind in writing the key
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elements. Sandy will get all his edits to Steve Levy by tomorrow.
Steve will get his edits done by Tuesday. Veronica suggested that
Steve confer with the authors. Chris requested that RPWG have an
opportunity to review another version. By Monday, 2/22, we will
have a new chapter 3 ready for RPWG and the RT to review.
Veronica suggested having Dave appoint an RT member to work with
the gatekeeper on each chapter.

Veronica stated that it is important to interact with the Public
Participation Work Group to determine the window for public
meetings. Bob stated an introduction is needed which is the
skeleton of chapters 1 and 2. Discussion is needed on how to
simplify chapter 5.

RPWG assignments:

chapter 1 - (skeleton)

chapter 2 - (skeleton)

chapter 3 - RPWG review 2/22

chapter 4 - can be integrated into skeleton version of chap-

ters 1 and 2 (John and Karen will work on)
chapter 5 - discussion on how to collapse (2/17 at 8:30) bring
ideas; needs to address habitat protection
Carol will be gatekeeper; Chris will assist; has
to integrate cost and geographic distribution

appendix A

elements of

chapter 6 - Veronica will work on spill prevention

habitat

protection - Art is working on; Chris assigned to coordinate
with Art; need a short form

brochure - Bob will write a draft

Ray suggested extracting from the cost background information.
Veronica also suggested review of habitat protection information
which Art is working on. John stated that Karen has a master list
of authors and responsibilities. Bob suggested explaining annual
work plan in chapter 1 in the skeleton version. The purpose of the
introduction is to provide context that is missing. Chris will
make sure that the habitat protection information is targeted.
Effectiveness will be defined somewhere in the plan (possibly
chapter 4) for services, habitat and resources. The threshold
criteria will be explained in chapter 4. Chris will work with John
on the history of RPWG’s methodology. Chapter 4 is a historical
chapter. Veronica stated considering the review process she is
concerned with introducing a lot of new information.

John asked who will lead the discussion at the TC meeting. The
package to the TC included the injury table and chapter 5. John
suggested Carol could discuss the injury table for resources and
Sandy could do services. Bob or Veronica could lead the discussion
on chapter 5. Veronica stated it is important to stress to the TC
that this 1s a 1living, organic product which will change with
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different iterations. Bob stated there will be brief peer review
of the brochure. Spies will be consulted regarding peer review.

Ray stated that Forest Service will be making a brief statement
that the public meetings may not be necessary.

Meeting adjourned at 12:35.



RESTORATION PLANNING WORK GROUP
February 17, 1993
1:15 P.M.
Attendees:

John Strand

Steve Levy

Karen Klinge

Ray Thompson
Carol Gorbics
Chris Swenson
Sandy Rabinowitch
Bob Loeffler
Veronica Gilbert

AGENDA

1. Transmittal of Alternatives to Walcoff and Associates
2. March "Alternatives Information Package!

3. Approach/Format of April Public Meetings

4. Revision of Chapter V, Draft Restoration Plan

5. Integrating Habitat Acquisition into Alternatives

6. Pacific Sea Bird Conference

7. Monitoring Planning Workshop, April 13-15, CACI

The following items were distributed:
Alternative 6: No Action (same as above except for (3)

John asked for any additional agenda items. Chris suggested adding
whether RPWG needs to meet with the RT. Jchn stated the RT has a
couple of items they would like to discuss (i.e., the alternatives
information package and its scheduling, public meetings approach
and format, the geography of the spill-affected area, and the
restoration plan outline). John stated he would like to go to them
with some concrete recommendations and specific topics. He will
get back to the RT this afternoon with the need to meet and the
topics. Veronica stated it would be useful to get input from the
RT on what to do once a response is received from the attorneys
regarding spill preparedness. RPWG will take a better vision of
the alternatives package to the RT.

John spoke with Dave and RPWG will be scheduled from 8:30-11:30
tomorrow. The RT would also like to discuss the injury tables.
Sandy stated that contractually the table has to go through Spies.

Carol stated that she thought the Public Participation Work Group
would be disbanded by March 1. Sandy suggested finding out who
will set up the public meetings if the PPWG has been sunsetted.



Carol diagramed the following geographic issues:
Geographic Element

-spill affected area
~geographic locations to implement options} revisiting an
—-inside/outside spill area - suitability?} o0ld issue

Consequences of not using geography as a variable

-doesn’t limit

—-diffuses effectiveness of $

~doesn’t provide annual guidance

-doesn’t provide consideration of alternate views during
public review

RPWG decided to present this geographic concept to the RT. Some
closure is needed on the map changes so that the RT can see what
the consequences are. Bob and Carol will lead the discussion on
geographic elements. The March alternatives package will also be
discussed tomorrow.

WALCOFF

John stated that Ken would like to transmit the alternatives to
Walcoff and Associates. Veronica stated that we should include the
caveats that the alternatives may shrink to 4, and geographic
scope, an effectiveness policy, and spill preparedness might be
added. John stated Ken felt the text in Chapter V might be

appropriate to provide to Walcoff; the tables would not stand

. \ \
alone. Bobk stated that there is a problem with the effectiveness

information.
APRIL PUBLIC MEETINGS

Sandy stated his sense is to go to large communities; however, we
would go to whatever communities requested it. At a minimum there
should be one RPWG and RT member with one or two support staff.
The public could be walked through the brochure, and comments could
be taken. Veronica suggested having a three-month comment period
to reduce confusion. Karen agreed and thought this would be ade-
quate from an organization’s stand point. Bob suggested giving a
deadline for comments. Sandy stated Mark had some good suggestions
for what to do with comments. Sandy also suggested doing a good
job of advertising so that people know we are coming.

Veronica asked what are the legal requirements with respect to the

EIS for meetings. Ray stated that the lead agency makes the
decision to meet the legal requirements and give a reasonable
opportunity for public comment. Otherwise, the public might

perceive they have been left out. Ray stated that Walcoff will
make a recommendation to the RT. Sandy suggested saying that the



subject has not been visited yet but when it is, RPWG will take
their role. Carol suggested telling Ken that RPWG would like a
schedule of the public meetings this summer so that RPWG can
announce them at their public meetings in April. John stated we
must let the RT know they will be expected to play a part in the
public meetings.

BROCHURE
Bob will arrange for peer review of the brochure questions. Ray
cautioned we have to be careful the questions are not construed as

a part of the draft EIS plan.

Sandy suggested doing show and tell with examples of what the

brochure will look 1like. Bob provided some examples for RPWG.
Karen asked how much text is included in a page such as in Bob’s
example. Steve stated it depends who you are trying to reach

whether you emphasize the graph or the text. Bob stated one of his
examples is conceptual in its simplicity; however, the options are
varied. ZKaren asked how the brochure would be mailed. Bob stated
he would be more aggressive by starting out with a mailing list and
finding other ways such as announcements and distribution points.
Veronica stated it is cheaper to use news print. Steve suggested
having a map on one side and the information on the other. Steve
also suggested passing i1t out with state paychecks. Bob stated
this might be biasing it too much. Veronica asked if the brochure

would be good for a subcommittee to work on. John stated we have
to talk to the RT about this conceptually, and Bob could provide an
example. The subcommittee could coordinate with Steve regarding

scheduling.

Steve stated the traditional way to develop a brochure is to go to
the writer and say what you want and ask for a format. RPWG stated
5,000 copies is the target. John stated that funding for the draft
plan is $25,000. It is important to give Steve some boundaries.
Steve stated he will come back with three proposals as far as
length and then take comments. Steve will get back to RPWG by
Monday at 8:30. Steve also stated if you provide something people
want to keep, they will respond. He also stressed the time factor
involved.

Bob stated that the location of private lands on the map are too
small.

Karen stated there has been no conceptual thinking about the annual
work plan. John stated he has already prepared a few paragraphs
that might fulfill the requirement.

TRUSTEE COUNCIL MEETING

Bob stated he had the following observations from the Trustee
Council on yesterday:



March/April brochure/meetings

- yes
No agreement among TC

- no majer change in direction
Alternatives

- 5 but TC are open to see changes
Option List {Bob - move into categories}

- too much like projects

- too specific; not specific enough

- options as examples only? (debatable)
Compartmentalized ecosystem approach

Injury - "possibly" may be problem
Other restoration vs. other restoration reserve - combine (yes)
RPWG "backed into" allocation amounts (consider ?) (change has

allocation lower)
Note: bold items represent RPWG’s position.

Sandy stated he found our titles are very weak and could be more
explicit. The public needs to have some tangible sense of what is
being done and also there needs to be some spin-off benefit to the
EIS. Veronica questioned if the core of the information is there.
John stated it is.

John stated that Spies will be convening a group of peer reviewers
to discuss the forage fish issue.

The fundamental problem is the TC doesn’t understand the difference
between an option and a project. Karen s"f*gestefq having a tree

A1

I
+ ~
ram which arrocw down into OpL.lOu titles as an e

ilagram wniln narro Xa uple. This
might be helpful in showing how we arrived at the options and the
variety involved. Veronica stated we are not sure we have a full
list of options; others can be added.

S

Veronica stated there might be some information which if included,
would mean losing your audience. We have to be responsive to the
Trustees and their concerns have been that we were too specific.
Chris stated that people will want to know how their favorite
species is being dealt with. Carol stated that some of the titles
are not communicative. Sandy stated Steve might be able to help us
communicate some of the terms. Karen stated we need a 1list of
options and which alternatives go under them. Bob stated we should
work on formatting and feels it 1is not worthwhile to do it
comprehensively until we get something back from the attorneys.

John stated that a letter went out to the attorneys for guidance on
use of civil settlement funds for spill preparedness. Veronica
stated if a response is not received by the deadline, RPWG will
have to do something anyway. John suggested prompting them to try
to get something back by the 26th.



Steve stated it is necessary to move fast on the brochure to meet
the deadline. Three mock-ups will be provided on Monday at 8:30.
Veronica stated RPWG would be responsible for the following that
would not be influenced by the mock up: 1) changes in alternatives
(variables, number or content), 2) what questions to ask the
public, and 3) line up the peer review. Steve stated that what you
ask the public will determine how the send-back card will look.

Veronica will work with Bob on simplifying the options list.
INTEGRATING HABITAT ACQUISITION INTO ALTERNATIVES

Chris took a cut at how habitat acquisition would vary across
alternatives. To be consistent we need to have habitat acquisition
target different types of land. Once you get your pool of lands,
the same process would apply. Chris stated to tie things together
we need to: 1) make sure RPWG agrees things should vary across
alternatives, 2) make sure HPWG agrees, and 3) after Jjoint
consensus, look at evaluation criteria for lands. It needs to be
presented graphically that habitat protection varies. Chris stated
RPWG needs to work with HPWG on a final list of criteria. Veronica
stated RPWG needs a brainstorming session with the HPWG staff
emphasizing the comprehensive process.

Steve stated the problem overall is that there are not just five
alternatives because you can mix and match. You have to be careful
you are not telegraphing to the public that there are only five
choices. Veronica stated most people can look at a pie chart and
see more flexibility.

Chris stated we need to go through the criteria to ensure that they
address services. Bob stated you will have to address services in
the April meetings.

RPWG agreed on item #1 above regarding alternatives. Bob stated he
would like to be involved in the brainstorming session with HPWG.
Chris suggested initiating item #3 above at the brainstorming
session.

PACIFIC SEA BIRD CONFERENCE

Karen stated that the information she received at the conference
has changed her thinking on sea birds. She will address this issue
later when there is more time.

MONITORING PLANNING WORKSHOP

John requested that he not be scheduled to attend a public meeting

during the week of the workshop (April 13-15th). He is in the
process of putting together a list of people who might attend the
workshop. There will be a separate and larger 1list of key

informants who also will be contacted for their input.
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RESTORATION PLANNING WORKING GROUP
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL OFFICE
645 "G" STREET
ANCHGORAGE, ALASKA 99501
PHONE:

(907) 278-8012 FAX: (907) 276-7178

TO: Ms. Carol Paquette
Walcoff & Associates
635 Staters Lane, Suite 102

Alexandria, VA 22314

Kggzﬁléé

Restoration Team

February 19, 1993

THRU:

FROM: Ray Thompso

Restorationj Planning Work Group
SUBJECT: Draft Alternatives for Draft EVOS Restoration Plan and Injury
Table

The enclosed text and tables are the most recent work done by the
Restoration Planning Work Group (RPWG). They are DRAFT documents which,
revised edition, will be part of the Draft Restoration Plan. The Draft
Restoration Plan is evolving quickly, with a proposed release date of June
07, 1993. Changes to the text and tables may be made as RPWG receives and
incorporates more information, or as decisions on content are made by the
Trustee Council.

in

The range and theme of the draft alternatives were approved by the Trustee
Council, Feb. 16. The policy variables were also tentatively approved as
they are described under alternatives 1 through 5, pending the addition of
a variable describing the geographic scope.

You should consider these caveats during review of the draft alternatives.

1) The Trustee Council (TC) has asked us to develop a policy variable
for geographic scope. The RPWG and Restoration Team (RT) has done
this but the TC has not reviewed nor approved the variable language.
Therefore, consider the language as subject to change. _An enclosed

_map, reflecting the joint RT and RPWG
0il Spill Area, will be useful as you
relates to alternative descriptions.
the RT next week. The RPWG will have
map will be approved by the TC before
Restoration Plan.

description of the Exxon Valdez
study how geographic scope

This draft product will go to
their comment by Feb. 26. The
its inclusion in the Draft



Draft Alternatives 2

2) The TC has also asked RPWG to develop criteria for integration of
the habitat protection/acquisition process (Option 37) into the draft
restoration alternatives. This has not been completely analyzed and
displayed in the summary of alternatives table. When text and tabular
information is completed it will be forwarded to you.

3) The RT has requested a solicitor's opinion on the efficacy of
including language on oil spill prevention planning in the draft
restoration plan. A response is expected by Feb. 26. You will be
advised of changes. Should this element be added, changes in the cost
allocation by alternative would occur. The magnitude and significance
of potential changes, if any, are yet to be decided.

L4} The use of several endowment types is currently being discussed.
Should we conclude that an endowment proposal will be part of the
alternative display you will be advised.

5) The current explanation of the policy variable for effectiveness
of restoration actions by alternative will be strengthened. Please be
cautious of using percent improvement expected similarly for all
resources. Your questions on changes and the use of effectiveness
percentages can be directed to RPWG staff, Karen Klinge.

Also enclosed are TABLE X: Natural Resources Injury Summary, TABLE XX: Services
Summary of Injury, and TABLE XXX: Other Natural Resources and Archaecology
Summary of Injury. Table X has received peer review and been adjusted
accordingly while other tables are in earlier drafts and peer review is
pending.

Debate on the details of the cost information continues in the Restoration
Team. The spread between alternatives for the elements of habitat protection
and restoration may be adjusted. The current range is based upon agreement
between the RT and RPWG on Feb. 18.

Since you have recently assumed responsibility for the environmental impact
statement (EIS) portion of this process, I want to inform you af a couple
events pending for March and April. On March 24 an Information Brochure on the
content of the Draft Restoration Plan will be sent to the public. Comments on
the Brochure will be requested and due the same date as those for the Draft
Restoration Plan and EIS. Public meetings will be held between April 12th and
30th in major state communities and other locations throughout the spill area.
Should significant public comment request changes to the draft information,
including alternatives, revisions would be made prior to public distribution of
the Draft Restoration Plan and EIS. Changes would have to be made quickly
since the Trustee Council is adamant about not lengthening the current
schedule.

Please contact Ken Rice or me about your concerns and questions. We are
available at the above numbers. Ken may also be reached at (907) 271-2751.

Enclosures: 1) Draft Chapter V: Restoration Plan Alternatives
2) Partial Draft Chapter III: Summary Injury Tables

*
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

645 G Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

Lo hscussiom Oh//

January 19, 1993
MEMORANDUM:

TO: RestoratioyTeam

FROM: Kén Rice, Chairman Environmental Compliance Work Group
SUBJECT: Restoration Plan Issues

The Environmental Compliance Work Group met on January 15, 1893 and
reviewed the list of issues developed by Walcoff and Associates. The list was
developed from a review of public comments on the Framework Document and
results of public meetings held in May of 1992. While most of the issues identified
(see enclosure) are items to be addressed in the Restoration Plan, some are unique
to the EIS.

The Environmental Compliance Work Group rewrote those issues that it feels
should be addressed in the EIS and provided a unit'of measure for each issue. The
unit of measure is one of the ways the issue will be addressed in the EIS. In other

words when the first issue, How will restoration activities affect local econormies

and communities, is addressed in the EIS it will, among other things, show the
change in jobs that could be expected from implementing the different alternatives.

The number(s) in parenthesis after the number of the issue relates to the Walcoff
and Associates document. Please give this list a critical review and come prepared
to discuss it at the January 27, 1993 Restoration Team meeting. | would like to
get this list to Walcoff immediately after the 27th meeting, assuming we can reach
closure on the list. Walcoff will need it to write the effects section of the EIS
which will be started once they receive the alternatives from the Restoration
Planning Work Group.

RESTORATION PLAN EIS ISSUES

1. (socio economic 3, 13) How will restoration activities affect local
economies and communities?

Unit of Measure: Change in number and kinds of jobs

v State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, Natural Resources, and Environmenital Conservation
‘ United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture and Interior
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Change in infrastructure of communities

2. How will restoration activities contribute to restoring injured resources and
services?

Unit of Measure: Chance in rate and degree of species/service recovery.
Per cent change in population

U:\l/t sl Number of animals produced

Y, ) P(V \&” Amount of habitat restored/enhanced

\/\)"L’ | \ (Pu‘j .

\/ M 8 Change in number of years to full recovery
\

Change in structure of population demographics
Change in recreation user days.

3. {Biological 2, socio economic 13) How will restoration activities affect land
uses?

Unit of Measure: Acres removed from private ownership
Acres of public land receiving more protective

management
M volume of timber irretrievably lost from timber
production (timber not available for harvest)

mineral resources irretrievably lost (value of
minerals not available for development)

4. (Biological 5, programmatic 14) What are the impacts to non-target
biological resources from restoration activities directed at injured resources?

Unit of Measure: Change in population of non-target species
UQ\)D\({ gQ/ Change in population structure of non-target
)\ \ species
\;Ef& Acreage change in habitat to non-target species
) 5. (Biological 7) How will the genetic diversity of wild salmon stocks be
protected?

Unit of Measure: Change in genetic diversity of wild stocks

6. {Biological 8) What changes to the ecalogical structure of the spill area will
occur from restoration activities? ' ?/
C’i\ Unit of Measure: Change in species diversity —

Acres of habitat structurally changed ~ %%

7. (socio economic 3, 12) What changes to subsistence uses would occur
from restoration activities?



Unit of Measure: Change in amount and kinds of subsisterice
resources harvested
Change in accessibility and availability of
subsistence rasources

8. (socio economic b, 12) What effects will restoration actions have on huvv%fm &d/

sk Yo, ST ol e 43 Ve &1

X V oy S Uhit of Measure:  Change to Rydrocarbon levels in‘harvested r@sources

A
M I[ssue number 5 may not be a significant issue that needs to be tracked through

L the EIS. It may be addressed through a statement that shows how genetic
5 . diversity is handled when manipulating wild stocks. The other issues should
ot be addressed in depth in the EIS and the effects of each alternative on each

issue should be discussed.

CC  Henry Gerke ~ Z4ZL
Ken Chalk

o) §ates ~ Jo I fr0ERT
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Major Issues ldentified by the Public

The USFS policy is to formalize lists of important issues to be addressed in the EIS.
The identification of relevant isaues is 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" (FSH 1909.15 (11.5)). The following lists of issues were identified
through these activities and through the EIS scoping process, during which public
participation was encouraged, with both written comments and oral responses at
public meetings invited. Public meetings were held to discuss the proposed
Restoration Plan and the EIS. The issues identified during the scoping process have
been divided into four categories:

. Issues concerning the biological environment.

. Issues concerning the physical environment,

. Issues concerning the sociceconotnic environment,
. Programmatic issues,

Maoy of the issues identified by the public fit in more than one of the above
Corerrew. The issues relate to the Restoration Plan, the EIS, and the various

¢ v owosurrounding preparation of each. The majority of 1ssues identified relas. w
prGg:ocnmatic issues, e, issues concerning the Restoration Flan and the
imphomentation of restoration achvities.

The lists provided below frame most of the issues in question form, to assist
decisionmakers in considering them in context as they develop the Restoration Pia-
and the EIS.

tssues Affecting the Blological Environment

Issues in this category relate to terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and resources.

1.**  What level and duration of monitoring or research is appropriate to detwin

and services?

2. How will habitat protection mechanisms (such as special management
designations, land acquisition, and others) for public and private land and
water be integrated into an overall restoration program?

S Is habitat protection appropriate as a direct means of restoration?

DRAFT ElS/Restoration {ssues ] December 4, 1992
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How important are other actions, such as additional cleanup work, in t_h.e‘
recovery of a resource targeted by a restoration option, and what mechanism
can be used to ensure that the concurrent or sequential actions to maximize the
restoration optien’s impact on recovery are undertaken?

Does the implementation of any given restoration option have the potential to
result in additional injury to targeted or nontargeted resources or services?
Can this potential be weighed in terms of net environmental benefit?

What mechanism will be used to ensure that all affected species (e.g., sea
otters, bald eagles, seabirds, sea lions, Dall’s porpoises, deer) are included in
proposed projects?

How will the genetic diversity of wild salmon stocks be protected if restoration
options that could threaten diversity are implemented?

To what extent can the spill area be addressed as an ecological unit, with
consideration given to escapement requirements of salmon, food chain impacts,
migration routes, an impacts to species that are not commercially important?

To what degree can natural processes be relied upon to ensure the recovery of
injured natural resources and services?

Issues Affecling the Physlcal Environment

Issues in this category relate to the earth’s physical resources such as air, water, sotl,
and other geological resources.

1*#

*4

&%)

4'*1‘

What is the potential for using restoration funds to remove sources of
contamination other than Exxon Valdez oil from the affected area as a means of
aiding restoration?

How do the Food and Drug Administration and the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill
Health Task Force findings (indicating that hydrocarbons are not harmiful to
wildlife living in the spill area) affect restoration options regarding the
restoration of water and soil resources?

More money should be spent on pollution prevention and cleanup activities
and mechanisms, including sewage treatment, storm-drain improvements,
harbor pollution, oil and grease separators, recycling support, contingency
planning, industry oversight capabilities, and pre-staging of response
equipment for future spills.

How will the jurisdictional (i.e, State versus Federal) issues be handled for

DRAFT EIS/Resteration lssues 2 Decamhber 4, 1992
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restoration activities being conducted on lands that were created by
earthquakes (evulsive lands)? What status will evulsive lands have for
receiving restorative actions?

Issues Affecting the Socloeconomic Environment

Issues in this category relate to the sociceconomic and cultural resources of the
human environment, such as jobs, communities, and historical and archeological
resQuUICes.

215{-)#

3

4.0

6|5H'

5%

o

9"4—5(-

Affected resources need to be better understood, and the means to help those
resources recover should be openly communicated amoeng the affected
communities, their leaders, and those who will make decisions about
restoration efforts.

What information should be distributed to the public, and how should it be
disseminated?

What are the effects of restoration activities on local economies and
subsistence, and how do these effects differ inside and outside the spill area?

What level of restoration funding is appropriate to support educational efforts
that assist the general public in understanding what happened during the zpiil
and what they can do to help with the restoration?

What measures can be taken to ensure that the potential effects of restoraticn
activities do not affect human health and safety? What will be done to inform
residents in the area of the restoration effort whether potential hazards to
humans, or adverse impacts on humans, are associated with implementation of
the restoration options?

What methods will be used to ensure that the restoration option achieves the
desired objective at the least cost, in terms of both economic/financial costs
and social/human costs? The social and human costs of implementing a
restoration option should be considered as important as the financial costs.

What is being done to ensure that all the interests of all affected parties are
considered?

How can a balance be achieved between the availability of recreational
opportunities and the need for natural resource enhancement?

What can be done to increase the level of involvement of the National Park

DRAFT El5/Restoralion lssues 3 December 4, 1952
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Service to ensure that an appropriate level of attention is given to restoring the
affected National Parks?

What can be done to ensure that injury to services is adequately evaluated?

Would it be appropriate or feasible to use restoration funds for educational
uses such as a Sea Life Center in Seward, a museum in Kodiak, or a spill
display in the Valdez museum?

What mechanisms will be used to ensure that the subsistence concerns of
Native Alaskans’ villages and corporations are adequately and appropriately
addressed, considering that these groups were the ones most affected by the
spill?

What consideration will be given to the concerns over economic losses,
especially to logging companies, from large land acquisition restoration
programs?

Is the acquisition of timber rights for a period longer than the time needed for
Iesource recovery appropriate?

Can restoration funds be spent on artwork (such as sculptures or murals on
buildings) that would be a visual reminder to Alaskan residents and tourists of
the spill and that would be tangible demonstrations of the use of restoration
funds?

Programmatic Issues

Programmatic issues are those that concern the nature, scope, and ability to
implement the Restoration Plan.

1'**

Zﬁw

3'**

4}*

Injured resources and services vary in level of injury, rate of recovery, location,
and value to the ecosystem and to humans. What priority or weight should be
given to these different factors in determining priorities for restoration opticons?

What criteria should be used to determine the appropriate restoration
strategies for restoring or erthancing both injured and non-injured resources
and services?

Should restoration activities be evaluated concurrently or hierarchically?
What level of information, from either new or continuing damage assessment

studies, including sociceconomic studies, is necessary to evaluafe the need for
and effectiveness of present and future restoration?

DRAFT El$/Restoration Issues 4 December 4, 1992
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If there is a need for scientific, recreational, or other facilities, where, how, and
when should they be constructed?

What are the opportunities for, and what is the appropriateness of, long-term
funding of programs through endowments?

What administrative structure will be used to ensure that the management and
allocation of funds maximizes the amount spent on effective restoration?

What is a reasonable range of alternatives for restoration options, and how
should priorities be established for use of settlement funds?

What restoration options exist for using restoration monies to prevent future
spills as well as restoring what has already been damaged?

How will it be determined what cleanup activities are still necessary and
should be continued?

What method will be used to determine a resteration option’s potential for
successfully restoring an injured resource or service?

How will it be determined whether technology and management skills are
available to successfully implement a restoration option in the environment ¢f
the oil spill area?

Heaow will ]ctn'ﬂ and admini

[ESESPRE ¥ ALY 5 ¥ k- 1
restoration optmm and the directives and policies with
Agencies must comply?

i A by o
AIneG perween

which the Trustee

T4 To what degree should restoration options be geared toward benefiting

16.5&#&

1ifs™*

18.%%

multiple resources and services, including both injured target resources and
services as well as secondary resources and services?

What effect does delaying the implementation of a restoration option have on
further injury to a resource or service? Would delay mean foregoing a
restoration opportunity?

What methods are available to ensure that decisiorunakers adequately consider
all resources and services needing restoration or enhancement?

The restoration decisionmaking process should be an open process to ensure
that the reasoning of decisions is known by the public.

The public should be allowed to review the restoration proposals that are
rejected,

DRAFT ElS/Restoration lssues 5 December 4, 1992
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, more proaciive approach should be taken by the Trustee Council to speed
up the restoration effort,

Data from resource damage assessments should be made available for pubtis
review to facilitate relevant public comment. This is especially true for
economic studies. No long-term research and monitoring program should be
funded before this data has been released for peer review.

The restoration planning process should make provisions for the use of
matching funds to increase the size of grants ir the spill area.

Cost-bepefit analyses should be prepared for all projects being considere:
however, budgetary concerns should not be the major factor fnr Tejecting
testoration project.

Is it appropriate for money earmarked for the restoration process to be spe
on construction projects having little or no cornection to the spili?

To what degree should existing agency funds be used for injury asseseric.

Should these agency funds be the only funds used for future imury
assessments?

Should the acquisition of land or habitat, including timber, be a prioriiy 1.
restoration mendes? What acquisition methods (e g., fee simple, timoe: righ
only, conservation easements, ar others) are the mor-,t appropriate meass F

dkklul":i f1on?

DRAFT EI5/Restoralion lssues é Pecember 4, 1992
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council
Restoration Office
645 "G" Street, Anchorage, AK 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

July 2, 1992

TO: Z%g;on Saari
FROM: en Rice

Subject: EIS Contract

Here are some marked up comments on the proposal you sent me.
More important than any specific changes in the proposal, other
than the need for a more detailed time line, is the need to
incorporate the specific Forest Service needs for document format
into either your contract with Justice or Justice's agreement
with the Forest Service. I have enclosed a copy of a contract to
write an EIS that outlines the specific requirements we have for
the deliverables. I have tried to cross off most of the sections
in the contract that would not apply to the EIS you are going to
do. This contract was for a write only and did not include
analysis of effects, the FS did that for the contractor. I gave
a copy of this contract to Lisa before she left on Wednesday.

The Restoration Plan EIS will need to estimate effects of the
alternatives, the most difficult being economic and/or social
effects. We are trying to set up a meeting with Lew Queirolo,
NOAA economist, and Daniel McCollum, FS economist, here in
Anchorage the first week in August. I don't have a specific date
yet. John Strand is working with Lew. His phone number is 206
562-6364. Daniel's phone number is 303 498-1877. If we can get
them together it would be good if you could attend the meeting.

I think rather than have Walcoff conduct public hearings after
the Draft EIS we will plan on the Public Participation Work Group
_handling all public input. This will include receiving comment
from the Public Advisory Group. You should plan on summarizing
the comments but I am not sure we need a Walcoff recorder at the
meetings. For one thing I assume we will have to go to most of

the towns in the spill area.

We have a requirement to analyze the effect r actions may have
on subsistence resources under Section 810 of the Alaska National
w;pterest Land Conservatlon Act. While I don't think the T
Restoration Plan will restrict use of subsistence resources the

EIS will have to discuss it. The FS subsistence handbook is
being rewritten now. I should be able to get you some info on

requirements in several weeks.

I think it may be advantageous if we could communicate through E
mail. Are you on an E mail system that I could access?

(hen) M) )og- FLASKS 3

State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, Natural Resources, and Environmental Conservation
United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture, and Interior



I will be at 414 743-3237 (Wisconsin) until July 15 after which I
will be at 510 934-1262 (Calif). Call if you need me for
anything.
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Restoration Environmental Impact Statement
Technical Task Statement

Introduction \

)
In March 1989, in the Nation’s largest oil spill, the Exxon Valdez releasé 11 million
gallons of crude oil into Prince William Sound, Alaska. Almost immediately, State
and federal scientists were in the field sampling, collecting, and monitoring the
effects of that oil spill in the ecosystem. QOil Years 1, 2, and 3 preliminary NRDA
results were reported each December to the Management Team in closed sessions
due to pending litigation. In October 1991, the State and federal governments settled
with Exxon Corporation. However, scientific studies continued and data held
confidential. In April 1992, all parties agreed to release data and the results of the
government’s ongoing science research program. This proposed effort would be to
assist the Trustee Council, with the U.S. Forest Service as the lead agency, in the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and would serve as the
background for impacts of the various restoration proposals.

Walcoff & Associates (Walcoff), under an existing support contract to the Department
of Justice, proposes to provide technical and administrative support to the agencies
on the Trustee Council. The contractor would provide assistance in planning,
coordinating, organizing and writing the Draft and Final EIS, as well as assisting the
Public Advisory Group with scoping and public hearings and notices for public
distribution. The following tasks are proposed:

Task 1.0 Gather Data

The three senior authors on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would go to
Anchorage for approximately two weeks to meet with the Restoration Team (RT)

staff to discuss the Restoration Plan and proposed alternative actions for restoration.

The EIS team would be divided into natural resources specialist, socioeconomic
specialist and environmental impact specialist. Following those special interest topics,
the team would review the available data, both from the Natural Resources Damage
Assessment (NRDA) process and the documents available from the Oil Spill Public oy
Information Center (OSPIC). The environmental impact specialist would also read \ a3
the restoration proposals submitted up to this point for consideration of funding from

the settlement money. Any report or data which would be useful to the EIS would

be copied to become a part of the EIS, by reference only. In order to avoid an

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 1 Walcoff & Associates
Environmental Impact Statement June 15, 1992
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inordinately long EIS, these studies would be incorporated by reference, and only
results summarized as necessary.

The EIS team would also review published Alaska environmental impact documents
and restoration literature to become familiar with the potential impacts of proposed
restoration actions. The EIS would not cover the impacts of the clean-up effort or the
response actions which followed the spill. Experts, i.e. those peer reviewers hired by
the State Department of Law and the U.S. Department of Justice, and the principal
investigators for the NRDA studies would also be contacted by the EIS team.
Authors who submitted the restoration proposals may also be contacted for 7] 4%
clarification of their plans. R 1

N
/

il

Task 2.0 Write EIS

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) general process is shown on Figure 1 as
outlined by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines developed under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The RT has already completed the
first step, which is filing the Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the
Restoration Plan. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Forest Service would be the
lead agency on this document, and their regulations would be followed @ —
(Environmental Policy and Procedures 1909.15, as revised, June 24, 1985).

Socioeconomic methods recommended by George Peterson (U.S. Forest Range
Experiment Station, Ft. Collins, Colorado) would be used for appropriate sections of
the impact analysis. Authors would also review the potential application of the
input-output model IMPLAN, which resides on computer at the University of Alaska
and uses Alaskan data as a tool for impact analysis, particularly on the local
economy. The use of these methods would be dependent upon the issues brought up
by the public scoping process.

As shown in the EIS process, following the development of the basic outline and
review of the restoration proposals, the project manager would work with the RT to
identify the classes of restoration proposals, to be called the alternatives. For
example, many of the proposed actions would fall under the class of monitoring
which means to follow-up the research begun as part of the NRDA process and to
continue to measure the natural recovery of certain ecosystems and populations. This
may result in minor annual sampling plans up to more intrusive methods such as
placement of radios on live animals. Another class of called manipulations of
resources actions may, for example, include fishery bio-engineering techniques which
may include structures, e.g. fish ladders or bypasses, or channeling to improve access,

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 2 Walcoff & Associates
Environmental Impact Statement June 15, 1992
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or snag removal or shallow stone dams to improve salmon instream habitats.

Another class of actions may include habitat protection and acquisition, which could

have sub-elements such as conservation easements, obtaining timber rights, or

outright land purchase, with landowner’s cooperation. A final example of class of
actions may be management of human uses, such as redirecting public use to other

areas, establishing marine preserves or educahngiomboat -operators. Once these {, o,
actions (alternatives) are descnbed(then the public scoping process would begin begin. _'LL

This proposal assumes the lead in public participation would be taken by the Public

Advisory Group (PAG), which is concurrently being formed by authorization from — |
the Trustee Council. One of the PAG’s first charges would be to help identify the | Whel
primary issues of concern to the local public in the affected communities. Since this | 7
PAG is holding regional public hearings, these hearings could assume the role of the ! =

Public Scoping Meeting as shown on the Figure 1. \> Qond., /‘ja oﬂ o e i

In addition, the contractor would draft the required letters to the agencies, those on"—‘r i-u@
the Trustee Council, as well as the Environmental Protection Agency, Coast Guard Pt
and other agencies who may wish to suggest issues the team shall include in the EIS. @éﬁ lowst

fﬂuq
Once the alternatives are defined, others added from the public and the agencies, and *‘rfgn
the major issues are identified, then the EIS outline would be revised to reflect those v
changes. This method eliminates the need to analyze the impacts, for example of air | .,«mwf:ﬁ/,
pollution, when it is not an issue of concern in the region. Then the project leader Ly RPus
would assign the various sections of the EIS to experts in those areas, with target

_dates for drafts listed. While the time-line shown on Figure 2 "Proposed Schedule"

ﬁdﬂt

jves review due dates, it is possible to send selected chapters ahead of schedule to

RT for review. For example, a chapter which describes Prince iam Soun
efore and after the Exxon spill would be written early, as escription of 20
the various restoration alternatives. These would be sent in for review prior to the
description of the environmental impacts. Tﬁé Y

Environmental impact sections of the EIS would describe the impacts of each
alternative action with equal weighting; that is no alternative would be shown as the
"preferred” alternative, but all those alternatives listed in the Restoration Plan would
be analyzed with the same level of detail. Since there are a great number of
alternative actions, the level of detail would be kept general, with mostly qualitative
descriptions. Some impacts, for example noise and aesthetics, may not be projected in
quantified terms but would also be mentioned, if they were identified as a potential
issues to the public.

Where data are available, for example from the input-output model, or for engineered
structures, these would be quantified in the EIS. It is assumed the U.S. Fish and

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 3 Walcoff & Associates
Environmental Impact Statement June 15, 1992
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~Wildlife Service would write their own biological opinions where any endangered or
threatened species may be affected. In the case of marine mammals or marine

sanctuaries, NOAA would be asked to issue that biological opinion. /oA A

All impact sections would address the potential impacts on the natural resources (e.g.
forests, birds, fish etc.) as well as the socioeconomic or human resources (e.g. local
economy, recreation, commercial harvesting etc.). The EIS would also attempt to

state whether those predicted impacts would be short term or have long term ~3)
impacts on Prince William Sound. The input to these predictions would have to \
come from the best available opinions of the scientists working on these research

projects. Where models have predlcted how long it would take a population to (Can w/ L

recover, those probabilities would be given. Uncertainties would also be stated. \% y oot
c,J .

zé’ﬂ/f/-oﬁf SPcHIon G/ O ectliaa’lon reels ro Le LOur7
Tcsf.?a 0 DEIS Public Review and Revision

As shown on the schedule (Figure 2), the RT and the Trustee Council would be
provided with several advance review copies of the Draft and Final EIS before it is
officially released to the public for review. It is anticipated with a document of up to
300 pages, the staff of the RT would be more involved with the review than the
Trustee Council, and the EIS team would work closely in the review process with the
RT.

The first Draft EIS would go to the RT about mid-November, dependent upon the
timeliness of the Restoration Plan. The DEIS would be revised to reflect the RT
comments and resubmitted to the Trustee Council. Assuming Council approval
about mid-January 1993, then a DEIS can be released mid-February for public review.
The U.S. Forest Service would handle the notice of availability for that review, and
the contractor would make sure copies of the EIS are made available to the local
community and OSPIC libraries, as well as to the members of the PAG.

The pubhc would have approxnnately 45 days to review and comment on the DEIS

20,-hut—t-hat——decrsron-and-rmm ose meetmgs would deperd o

achions Aoercy C ?&ffaf%ﬁ TeGn) tey ) CPiat e A “6/ ks
A EEF S5
This EIS proposal assum ould supply three technical staff present \

at the hearings for answeri estions, one secretary for registration of members of \
the public who wis court reporter for two days of meetings in \
Anchorage a ! ipts of comments made would be delivered )
to the il withi ings.

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 4 Walcoff & Associates
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Following the public hearings, the EIS team would go through the comments Q\(u /

received, both from the hearings and in written formats. Comments would be coded /
2

and sorted along three lines: (1) Technical questions and correcti

Task 4.0 Answer Comments and Prepare FEIS

restoration policy questions would be sent on to nswer. (3) General 444«’” 2
government policy, more controversial issues, a about the agencies 4 / o7
would be sent on to the Administrator for conside y the Trustee Council itself.” - ¢ w
Some comments are to be expected which are not related in any way to the spill or to 7_4,(9,
restoration, and these would be filed. Following resolution of these relevant
comments, the Final EIS would be written and comments in summary format would
be appended to the document. GH=e.
. Res7
The contractor would revise the DEIS in accordance with the RT’s direction. The R’Ifo a2
would be responsible for preparing the revised Restoration Plan and for advising the/v/ <
EIS team on parallel changes to the EIS. Assuming there are no major changes, no /Ac.v/%;z
policy changes, no legal challenges on adequacy for the DEIS, then the EIS would be’ neee
revised in April 1993, and a draft FEIS sent on to the RT for review by April 30. The
Final EIS and Record of Decision made by the Trustee Council should be anticipated
about the end of May 1993. The U.S. Forest Service would be responsible for t
Notice about the FEIS availability and publish the Record of Decision. Th ‘
would copy and distribute the FEIS,up-te-the-Himit-of law-era-maximumyof 25000

iMpressions———— Aplnc~y oy t) Prvyrs 7 Som \Cer />

1/

Alternative Approaches to EIS Preparation

A.  The above approach to preparing an EIS is assumed for an outside contractor
which is hired to actually write the DEIS and FEIS, with input from the RT.
Using this approach, Walcoff & Associates has submitte
proposal to perform this technical writing. Under the existing support contract
with the Department of Justice, DOJ has approved the rates for staff, overhead
and fee structure for all tasks under this contract. The costs could be covered
by returning 1991 monies set aside for economic studies to the agencies, by de-
obligating those funds, and then returning the money to DOJ under an ’,
interagency agreement for the 1992-93 task of preparing the EIS. Alternatively, | /¢
the RT could request the whole amount for the Trustee Council from the court P PV
under the settlement. Preparing the EIS is required by federal law, and it is for
related directly to restoration. o

MOsT. ALASKA 3 (k)

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan Walcoff & Associates
Environmental Impact Statement June 15, 1992
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B. . The RT, on the other han\d, cowld write the first draft of the DEIS, concurrently
.as they write the Restoration Plan, and then hand the remdinder of the work

themselves, and have it reviewed by an outside contrdctor or peer reviewers.
The RT could handle the whole review and revisiof process themselves.
However, it could look like a possible ¥onflict of interest, if the RT appeared to
favor one or more alternatives.

C. The RT could hire an individual with AlagKa experience, who has written a
number of EISs, and is considered an expert\in the NEPA process. This
consultant could work closely with the’RT and serve as an advisor to them.
Walcoff could provide this expert. THe same problem exists, however, with a
potential appearance of conflict of/interest for thg RT.

D.  Since the U.S. Forest Service ig'the lead agency on the EIS and has extensive
experience with preparation/of these reports, the USKS could write the entire
EIS and submit it to the RT for review. If the USFS has on hand uncommitted
personnel for six months, this would be the least costly\option and would
maintain the appearapce of preparation "outside" the restoration planning
effort.

Quualifications of Consultant

Walcoff is a small woman-owned 8(a) firm with ten years of governmental consulting
experience. Specific project experience was recently supplied to the Trustee Council
as part of the Symposium Proposal.

Three key personnel are proposed on this project, Sharon Saari, Brian Sharp, and
Kathleen Schildback. Resumes are attached which show the decades of EIS
experience these senior authors bring to the project. Ms. Saari is proposed as the
Project Manager; she is the author of the Environmental Impact Data Book and 15 EISs
and environmental assessments, several for Alaska projects. She is also the project
manager for the DOJ Exxon Valdez oil spill assessment contract. Brian Sharp is
currently one of the ecological experts used by DOJ on the Natural Resources
Damage Assessment and has many years of EIS experience as well for the U. S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. Kathleen Schildback has more than 15 years of experience with
NEPA-related assessments and impacts. Her socioeconomic background and working
with impacts to Native peoples are particularly relevant to this project. Other
resumes follow.

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 6 Walcoff & Associates
Environmental Impact Statement June 15, 1992
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Restoration Office
645 "G" Street, Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (307) 276-7178

November 25, 1992

Sharon Saari

Walcoff and Associlates

635 Slaters Lane, Suite 400
Alexandria, Virginia 22314
(Via Fayx 703 364~2040)

Dear Sharon:

This letter is a follow up or our telephone c¢onversation of this
morning {(or afternoon depending on where you live). I do not
think the schedule you have presented in your November 19, 1592
letter, which is based on receiving the fleshed out alternatives
in mid February, will be acceptable to the Trustee Council. We
must work toward having a final EIS and Restoration Plan by mid
summer. Toward that end I will be working with the Restoration
Team and Restoration Planning Work Group to speed up products so
that you can conmplete your work.

You and I agreed that in order to do a socio-economic analysis
you did not need detailed cost breakdowns for each option. A
c¢hart showing how the restoration money would be spent by
alternative in broad categories would be sufficient for a
programmatic EIS. If we can provide you with cost breakdowns in
categories such as management of human uses, manipulation of
resources, monitoring, and habitat protection and acguisition, by
alternative it would provide you the detail needed to start on an
estimate of effects., If we find more detailed intormation is
necessary it would have to wait until it was provided by RPWG.

I have talked with Bob Loeffler and he thinks he would be able to
provide that information by mid December. As we gather more
information the estimates of how much money would be spent in a

broad category by alternative could change which could affect the
estimate of effects.

I am enclosing a comparison of alternatives chart that RPWG hag
generated based on the alternative themes as currently written.
The chart shows which options would be conducted under each
alternative. The options that would be carried out in each
alternative may change once a final definition of 1njury is
arrived at. Some alternatives only emphasize population level
injury and further analysis of the information may change which
species would be emphasized within these alternatives.

State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, Natural Resources, and Environmental Conservation
United States: Natlonal Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture, and Interfor
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If you have any gquestions about the chart you should contact Bob
Loeffler for further explanations.

A LED

DA Forest Service
Rastoration Team Meber
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL RESTORATION OFFICE

TO: Ken Rice, USFS DATE: November 23, 1992
Restoration Team
TELE: 278-8012
FROM; Bab Loeffler FAX: 276-7178
RPWG

SUBJECT: Alternatives for the EIS Contractor

Before John Strand left on vacation, he asked me to give you for use by the EIS contractor our
current understanding of which options will accompany which of the sketch alternatives. He also
asked me to convey when and how the options and alternatives may change.

The enclosed matrix shows which options are a part of each alternative. The matrix is not
current, and it will change. Some of the reasons for changes are as follows:
¢ We have not received from the Chief Scientist a definitive injury summary, or a description
of injury. As alternatives are based, in part, on our understanding of injury, it will change
as our understanding changes,
* Asyou know, the peer review panel suggested many changes, especially with respect to
services, We are changing a number of options, especially those concerning services.
e We are updating our information base including our assessment of the effectiveness of the
options. As that assessment changes the options within each alternative will change.
»  We are adding data concerning cost and location to our information base.
e Further review will undoubtedly prompt changes.

Most of the information needed to revise the options and alternatives will become available
before Christmas. The next complete revision, however, may not be available until early next
year. )

The enclosure shows option names and numbers on the left, and alternatives 2 through 6 across
the top. An "x" in the cell indicates that the option is included under that alternative. The
option itself is described in "short-form" descriptions previously sent to Ms. Saari. I believe she
also has copies of the long-form descriptions. No more-recent versions are available,

Alternative #1 is not shown on the matrix. Alternative #1 is the "No-action alternative.” It
includes no options, though it does include normal agency management and monitoring.

I am sorry that final option and alternative decisions have not been made. I hope that Walcoff
and Assoclates can operate under this level of uncertainty.

Finally, the Restoration Team asked us not to send draft decisions to Walcoff and Associates
without consulting the RT. I believe that this information will help Walcoff and Associates with
their work (as long as they understand that the information will change), but you may want to
check with the RT before sending it.

If you have any questions, please let John or myself know.
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T COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES - RPWG 10/15/92
OPT[ON RESOURCE/SERVIGE T ALY 2 ALT 3 ALT 4 ALT 3 ALT &
[l Protec- | Limited | Moderate | Expanded | Compreh.
il tion |Roatorin. Enphaa1s Restorin. |Restorin,
o
1.0|Stewnrdship Archacology x % X X X
~2.1[Fish plan Cutthroat trout » X X
2.1|Fish Plan Dolly varden B X X
2.1|Figh Plan Herring ( Enpe™ X
2.1[Fish Plan Pink Satmen | B 1 % [ . _._ X X
2,1/F{sh Plan ~|Sockeye salmon ,,z%a' X X X X X
2.2|Fish Plan Rockfish CErh
"7 4.0|Reduce disturbance Common mMurre e N ... SO R . S
4.0|Reduce disturbance Harbor secal g X X % X X
4,0|Reduce disturbance Killer whale [ x
4.0|Reduce disturbance ~ |Sca otter _é/
&.1|Closure Brown bear 7 b
8.1[Clogure Harbor seal T RAh - X X X X X
8.1|Closure Harlequin duck Erih % X
8.1/Closure River otter { Eoit
8.1[closure Sea ottor st |
8.2]vol. restriction - Educn. |Harbor seal Lrll X X X X X
8,2[Vol. restriction - Eduen. [Harlequin duck / Eph= _ . R
8.2{Vol. restriction - Educn, |Sea otter = Etth o e e -
9.0[Min, Incidental take Marbled murrelet (e
10.0[Preserve arch. sites Archacology i X X
11.0|Improve habitat Cutthrogt trout “Epi X X
11.0]Improve hsbitat bolly varden L/ Epbh _ X X
11.0{tmprove habitat Pink salmon L—Enh” X X X
11.0]Improve habitat Sockeye salmon A X X X X X
12,1[New backcountry fac. |Recreation I’Er;:w? R
T_jgfﬁ New commercial fag, Recreation é;:ﬁﬁﬁfﬁn X X
13.0/Elimfnate oil - mussel Black oystercateher |- /.-, 1 . X X
13.01ELiminate oil - musscl  |Brown bear Vol
13.0/Eliminate oil - mussel Coastal habitat / I X
13.0[Eliminate oil - muscel Harlequin duck 7 X % X % X
13.0(Eliminate oil - mussel  [River otter o | x| X X
13.0/Eliminate ofl - mussel  |Sca otter Cr}i::;7 ) X | X X X X
14.0[Accel. recovery UIT [Black oystercatcher [ =7 ' X X
14.0[accel. recavery UIY Coastal habitat ¢~ X X
14.0[Accel. recovery UIT Cutthroat trout A = % X X X
14.0(Accel. recovery UIT Dolly varden . X X X %
14.0|Accel, recovery UIT River otter
15.1[Supplement intertidal Herring X
15.2(Clean intertidol Constal habitat
15.2|Clean intertidsl Pink salmon o
16.1|Enhence social stimulj ™ [Comnon murre X X
16.2|Improve nest sites Cornon murre X X
17.1|Eliminnte foxes Comnon murre ' X X X X
17.1[E(minate foxcs |Marbled murrelee |7 % X X
17.1[ELiminate foxcs Pigeon guillemot [ X X X
17.2|Red. predotor asccess [Common murre - i T o
_ 17.2[Red. predator access Pigeon guillemot | 7 Bpff X T % T
18.1[New hatchery runs [Pink salmen by [ T Y X %
18.1|New hatchery runs ~  "[Sockeye salmen “Eph - X X L
18.2|Transplant hatchery fish |Pink salmon nh T X M
18.2[Trensplant hatchery fish |Sockeye salmon CZW - X X X X
18,3 |Wild egy take |Pink_salmon Erf x X
18.3|Wild egg toke Sockeye salmon | Ly X X
19.0lAnad Fish Strcom Cat. Cutthroat trout A o i
19.0{Anad Fish Stream Cat. Dolly varden X x 7 X
19.0/Anad Fish Stream Cat, Pink salmdﬁ_‘wmmv' B (---'-------n X N i )? s
"%

11/18/92



COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES - RPWG 10/15/92

OPYIDN RESOURGE/SERVICE - ALT 2 | ALT 3 ALT & | AT S | ALT &
o~ | Protec- | Limited | Moderate | Exponded | Compreh.
S tion |Restorin.| emphasis [Kestortn.|Restor'n,
19.0]Anad Fish Stream Cat. Sockeys salmon a X X
28.0/Acquire accoss Recrestion ~Enh X X X X X
30.0(Test gubsistence food |Subsistence v X X X X
33.2|Education Recrention sy T R
34.0|Marine env. ingtitute Recreation e
35.0lAcquire arch. artifocts  |Archaeology C L L L
37.0[Purchase private land 8ald eogle / % s X X
37.0/Purchase private Land Black oystercatcher | /. X X X
37.0(Purchase private land Brown bear { X o
37.0(Purchase private land Common murre P X X X
37,0/Purchase private land Cutthrost trout / X X X
37.0|Purchase private tand Dolly varden — X X X
37.0/Purchese private land Harlequin duck / X X X R
37.0|Purchase private land Marbled murrelet { X % B X
37,0|Purchase private land Plgeon guillemot = X X %
37.0{Purchase private lond Pink salmon / X X
37.0|Purchase private {and Recreation: dev. nh X X X x X
I7.0|Purchase private {and Recreationrundev. Erh X X X X %
37.0(Purchase privete land River otter { % o X
37.0(purchase private land Sockeye snlmon ) % ; X %
37.0/Purchase private land Wi Lderness / % X X X X
40.0[Special designations  |Bald eagle (Tl x ' X X
40.0lspecial designations  |Black aystercateher | X X %
40.0[special designations Brown bear P B
40.0|$pecial designations Coastal habiiat { ) B
40.0[Special designotions Common_murre ERR X x %
40.0]Special designations Cutthroot trout 7 X T x ) X
40.0[Special designations Dolly varden . X ) % X
40.0|Special designations |Harbor seal / X X X X x
40.01Specisl designations Harlequin duck X X X
40.01Special desiynationy Herring X
40.0Special designations Kiiler whale X X
40.0[Special designations Merbled murrelet X % T
40.0[speciol designations Figeon guilicmet x N X
40,0[Special designations Pink salmon ‘ B
40.0[Special designotions Recreation: dev. X X % x " x
40.0(Specinl dosignations Recreation:undev. X % X Tx X
40.0[Special desjgnations River otter SO
40.0[Special designations Sea otter
40.0iSpecial designations Sockeye salmon i
40.0[Special designations Wilderness X X X X X
11718/92
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RUGUET 13, 1892

TO:; BVGS Trustee (ouwoll Membexs

SURJECT: BI8 for EVOS Reatoratlien Plan

At the June 293, 1953 Trustes Ommeil meating in Anchorags, tha
approved a moticn te proceed with the RIs pxocess £or the Restozat
alpe approved a motice to procsed with engaging Walcof? thru the Deg

Justica's exinting contregt o prepsre the RIS fox the Comell.

s ———— bt ——— . ., e—tr .’Fl'-l‘
L P L I B T { ‘ ‘. - O Nhale SR o
St 5

WG --*~'.f~;':“~"‘\"1'.-*‘:J.‘,'- B o DT R L BT Lol O BT ;

The Forsst Seorvice wag givan ths lasad te work with DOJ and Walecoff to pu
tomather o propogal for the Coumoil’s approvel and le currently dsing se
Howaver, befors proceeding amy furthey I bylieve the Coungil neads to ref
its decision op this matrer given the questions that have now puxfaced
ragarding the wontinuation &f the Welcoff uontract., Fossible optiems fo

completing the EIS are 1) use agency mraemul. 3} advertlse &85 & new oo t::ﬂut
and 3) proceed with use of ¥Walceff. )

Use of Agancy Persontal: At the /2% mesting no cue felt they had perscopel _
available to do tha work inkouse in the time frame being discussed. If hiwing

i pecossary to sccomplish the job, ir will significantly delay the Proceas.
Thig mpproach carrise wieh it the perceaption of "Zinancing the buxeacuzmoy.

Advertise as new Contraac: It will take about 30 to 100 Caye to gat a new

COntradtér on board and ready to start work, This too would extend the
timgframe for complecting the Restoration Plan.

Uae exipting Wslcoff Contract: The Tzustes Councll already agresd this
best approach from & time and probably a cost etand polnt, DOJ ligigution

folks ard not ant:.raly pleued with Walecoff’e work in mppm ut ltug\ ion
thia casa. B T

Plonge advise me aw to yuur thoughts by OG0B Mopday, 8/17/93,

m‘kﬂ. #M #hia? L. | poms protivafliown Aave Y
W ppussed by DT pilidin. 75 cpbusitsn
e Barten [.()d_é 'ﬁ Cmﬁch ’7:11' Nl og-m y ‘
MML ans ,é/-v'-b ;t%&w 5&04/&/

W — Aaf 7 W LExio N ,é’i?az;v

L‘(“}‘\J.LL{% "
"z‘;ﬂ XX M‘M—e’\_.a z{)aﬂufj o fras peoms
1!,9-}1«_ ;}éﬂf.jda Ayl ) .‘ ‘iM’UA" e 4 O j:;{g_@ E/S ,&//7 dm ﬁ
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, [.C. 20240

Transmisgion MNotice

THIS MESSAGE WAS ELECTRONICALLY Twsum#n

TRANSMISSION NUMBER: Commercial: 202-208-695s
FTS: §-268-6956

VERIFICATION NUMBER: C\‘ﬂn‘mtﬂ: 202-208-5024

FT's: 8- 208- 5024
Bkip Bell
TO:
AGENCY/PHONBE:
FAX NUMBER: 703  B548-2881
FROM Yernon R. Wiggips. Assistant to the Seczetsyv
Wifice of The Secretarvy of the Iatericr, wuvr. pic.
NUMBER OF PAGES: 9 following
DATR:

Nute/Megsagea:

FPer our discussion,

Aleska to talk persoually with Mr. McVee will clear up the 8-

representations of his and Lhe depurimént's position on thi

metter,

|
|
1 trust this and your person's errurti iy
1

liet me know if I cap do further ion this regard.

Thank you.
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United States Department of the Inte

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
1689 C Street, Suite 100
Anchorage, Aiacka 99801-5131

SEEm—.

August 26, 1992

To: Mike Bareen, Regional Foreatezr; U.3. Forest 8 &8
From: Curt MoVes, Special Asgistant o the Sectet

Subject : Procuremsnt of Contracsar for Restoration Plas BIS

I am responding to your Rugust 24, 1592 mescrandum to members of the
Trustea Council. We do not believe that aa existing Department of
Justice litigation contract should be used as the procuremnt vehicle
to selact and retain a contractor to Prepare aAn snvironmental impact
statemant for the EVOR Restoraticn Plan, Preparaticn of the Restorati
plar simply is not a litigation relaced activicy.

We believe that modification of a litigation contract could subject the
Coundil to valid criticism fram the public ag well as unfavorable
governmaatal audit findings on such a management decisieon. If a protest
to such a comtract was mids, the resulcing delays could well eliminate
the purported time savings that would have besn produced by the
auggestad conrract ansodment. Morsover, Interior, NOAA and EPA have
received corraspendenge from the Departmant of Juscice advising chat
Juatice is terminating the comtyidck with the science and aconomic
experts that had bsen retained for the Exxen litigation. This isaue
was vary briefly discugsad in the last paragraph of my August 14 memo
cornenting on the gutline of the Restoratieon Rlan,

|
q\

T agree with the aarlier dedisica of the Trustee Council chat
procurament matters are to be handled undayr the rules and regulations
of the Jtate and Federal Trustee department of agancy mesigmed
respenaibility f6r isplementation of the ralavant activities. With
respect t¢ the EIS, that respopsibility has been agsigned to the Forest
Service. If the Forest Service Cantracting Officer agrees with the usae
of & sole sourge procureswnt, and the Service also determioes that
wWalcoff Associates is the bast firm to prepaze an XIS, we would not |
cbject to that dacigion., Our concaim remains that the Counoil be in a |
position to make informed decisious oo the matters presanted to it and |
that it is able to respond cn a Teasened basis to eriticiem about
mansgement daciriong.
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Avmuss 24, 16892
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SUBJECT: RIE for EVOS Reatdration Plasaing

I baveHow Deard rrom all od you io-resBolin To wy saxliws sweEege
the ws#e of Walcoff through thair comcrmot with OOU o do the EIS for
restoratien plag. BASGd op your rmspoasen, ve de ot bave ubasimous
to use WAlcorf. The Department of Ioterior is Soncerned about the reporvet
eaxpressed by the DOJ Licigucion folks relative o Walonf¥'s pexformance
the conwrage for them, Coosequently, they would peefes Lo sea & Dew Con
proceesea To acconplish the w18,

Lacking unanimous ayree to procead with wWalcofl, I suggwet we proolsd with
nEw gooiract to acocoupliah the preparation of the EIS fow cthe Restirm
Blan, FBowever glven the motion which was approved at the lmet Touev
zaeting, I beliava it 1§ necemsdry for us ©o discuss at tha nmxt Trum
council mesting mod mmke s fingl dasision ou how best to proosad at € &
in the ioterim, I propose to tell DOJ folke that we aze not golng to use

Walcoff to do the EIS report. Concurrwatly, we will stare putting togethez [the
material Eor & new coatract,

Pleage let me koow if you hava auy suggesticons for & diZfesent sppromch.

Thanks

Mike Barton

“rmema

) |
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August 14, 1992
Menorandumn:

-t Acting Executive Dirsctor, EVOS
Restoration Team

Fron: DOL EVOS Trustee Council Representative

Subject: Proposed Restoration Plan OQutline

Interior has reviewed the subject outline that was distributed|on
8/11/92, We have several concerns about which we bealieve the
Trustea Council must receive written assurances from the
Restoratiosn Team and the RPWG. Two underlying principqla have

guided our review:

1. Does the outline suggest that a comprehensive, high
quality restoration plan will be producad? ,

2. Will the draft restoration plan be produced wi‘ in the
time~frame brevicusly approved by the Trustee Counc i?
If not, when would a draft plan be available for relanse

to the public?

Completion of the restoration plan is critiesl and nust pregede ¢
expenditure of funds for restoration in avery instance other th
in emergercy situations, which have to be clearly demonstrated
be necessary to preserve and or protact endangered resources.

The regulatory policy underlying this position is clear:

he
an
to

(i) Fxcept in a situation requiring action to avoid
irreveraible loss of natural resources or to prevent on raduy

any continuing danger to natural resourcesg or similar need ff

emergency action, fundz may not be used under this chapter f
the restoration, rehabilitation, or replacement. or acquisiti
of the eguivalent of any natural resources until a plan f
the use of guch furds for Such purposes has been developed a
adopted by affected Federal agencies and the Govéﬁior

Governors of any State having sustained damage to hatur

resources within its boarders, belonging to, managed by {

appertaining to such State ... after adequate public noti

and opportunity for hearing and consideration of all pub)
comment.. 42 17.8.C. 26311(1)
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Similarly, the Natural Resource Damage Assessment Regulations
provide: 5

(a) Upon determination of the amount of the award of a natural
resource damage claim as authorized by section 107(a) (4) (C)|oft
CERCLA, or section 311(f)(4) and (5) of the CWA, the
authorized official shall prepare a Restoration Plan |as
provided in section 111(i) of CERCLA. 43 CFR 11.93(a).

Timely completion and release for public comment of a dr
reztoration plan and draft environmental impact statement are,
therefore, cosential. '

2 major guestion arises in light of the absence of completed
scientific studies. The NRDA studies will presumably identify and
guantify the nature and extent of the injuries to resources |as
result of the c¢il spill. Since these are not done, one has to ask
Lhe guestion..."On what basis is a plan for restoration premised?
What are the injuries to which resources that the plan is directed
Lo remediate?”

While the sclentlflc studies in the Damage Assessment are
along, they are not all complete and not all ©f them have
published. Additionally, how the '92 and '93 studies are golng|to
be factored into the Restoration Plan needs to be cungidcr d.

etforts, 4i.e., the historical baseline, the seguential
interdependent relationship between the NRDA studies,
Restoration Plan and the EIS has to be addressed. ia |i=
certainly not obvious in the proposed outline, ‘

Dazed on Interior's review of the draft outline, there is 1lit
likelihood that a comprehensive or timely product will (ke
developed. This draft is unacceptable and Interior objects to its
being finalized until the deficiencies are addressed. ESpecific
concarns and commentg are identified below.

A, our understanding of the process we are geing through ia this:

X. The drafl restoration Plan must first be prepa
approved by the T.C. It must include a p

2. Alternatives to the preferred plan will be included |in
~ the draft Restoration Plan and evaluated in the draft and
Tinal EIS, but will not be include n &

Restoration Plan approved by the Trustes Council.

t

2
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GConeral Comments

1.

Tiered NEPA compliance documents will be develope by the

The draft Restoration Plan and the drarft EIS \will |ge
through a simultanecus public review process, afier which
the Plan and E15 will ke modified, as necessary, based|on
this public review process and directlon for the T,C|

A final programmatic EIS will be issued on the proposed
final Restoration Plan, ‘

A final Restoration Plan will be issued which will
specify the selected plan and how it will be implemented,
|
The Restoration FPlan will be implemented via an annynal
budget and project schedule which will jidentify specific
projects designed to achieve the strategic objectives get
forth in the Plan and will be tied to the Federal fiscal
year (for budget purposes).

implementing agencies for those individual plans and
projects that require compliance. -

A supplemental FEIS may be reguired after 4-5 years |of

restoration work and amendments te the Rastoratidén Plan.

while it is redundant to include the alternatives in bgth
the Plan and the EIS they are -legally required to be |in
the EIS. Irrelevant or whether the two documents contdin
redundancies it is interior's position that thay!need ta
be distributed together as a package. :

In order to prepare a draft EIf, there must be a épecitic
"proposed action” for which the impacts will be analyzed,
and alternatives compared. :

state where the T.C. wants to be in 9-10 years with
respect to the EVOS-affected area: it should establish
a baseline, i.e. where the affectad area i# now relative
lu the desired state, and how the Trustees propose to get
to this desired state. It is essential to not lose si ht
of these basic slements and not to overload the Plan w th
unimportant information that is readily availakle
elsewhere. '

The concept of the plan is rairly simple: i:ksho ld
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4. The FPlan should be as specific as pussible in definipg
goals and objectives and types of actions, otherwise [it
will not be clear what the Trustses intend to do| or hpw
progress will be measured. For example:

 GOALS OBIBCTIVES TYPES OF :LWM Hi

A. Enhance the run 1. Increase the run |a, Build a Silver
of salmon in the of Silver salmon in | salmon filsh
affected area. the Chenega area by | hatchery.

10% over 1989,

b, Reduce the '
Silver salmon |take
in 1994. |

. The Restoration Plan must tie the planned actlons to
injured resources and services in the EVOsS-atfectad are
It must be clear to the public what is planned to do
to restore, enhance, replace, or acguire equivalents
Lliese resources and services. :

M-

C. Specific Comments

1. I.A Add the following at the end of the second septenc
*...and types of actions to implement them." ! Dale
the third sentence. The alternatives eatablﬁsh
goals, ‘

0.

2 1.5 Include a summary of activity since the gsettlenmant
Explain the role of the Court 4in the EVOS
restoration program.

should be summarized in the background and
additional, relevant detailed information placed
the appendix. 7This would eliminate #II @ as
stands.

3. 11  The public commentary on the Restoration Fzﬁéawo

tos R

4. III A summary of what iz injured and how it is &njut

=7

and its current state of recovery should suffic
This gection should describe where the Trust
Council is in terms of restoration actions and wh
has happened with State and Federal op-rEtion
programs in the area since the spill. 1In essenc
"Where we are now." J

“t®-
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This section should be the proposed plan.
must clearly lay out the proposed action me t

the public can react to it and make suggestlions.

It can include a discussion of how the plan wad

arrived at, but the alternatives conslderad shonl

come iun the follewing major section. it shoil
include information about the procass to bel used ty
resolve resourcs/service confliets. ‘

Thiz section can sxclude the preferrad alternabive

because L1t should be presented previously as the

proposed plan, These same alternatives must be| in
the EIS. '

The sub-sectiona showld be re-ordered fin thiyg

mannex

A old D: Annual  Budget and EPrmj\ 1
Schedule (include a digcussl
¢f how NEPA raqulrements wil,
be met and the relationship!|op
this effort te ongoing Btat
and TFedsral programs | in the
BIGE )

B none: Opmratimna/hdmini3trati0n {(Tyow
the Trustee Council, stapf,
gto. will gperate th
restoration program) |

@ old E: Funding Mechaniswms

D old C: Monitoring/Evaeluation

= ©ld A & B Public involvenment

¥ old F: Amanding the Plan f

A Thiz information should be described in |

plan and alternatlves sections? Thaaa!ar@ 1

central peoints of the plan and should not
relegated teo an appendix. !

D This should include a liat of PAG members,

OIS HOIMHINI
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10.  App. 24d an  appendix D to include the coukt
settlement document, since this 18 how the
public can Jjudge If +the plan mneets thae
reguiremsnta and intent of <the @ coupt

agraement.

P ey T WA T o, s e o, v, A0 2L RS, JUD, Joem dusn. sl st s slosm e

Finally, on & related matter, i.e&., preparation ¢f the
Environmental Impact Statement, Interior has several concerns which
we believe mist be addressed pricr to a final declslon to select
and hire an outside contractor to prepare the ELS. Firsk, it must

be clearly demonstrated that there is not sufficient expertise
capabllity =urrently available within the Trustee Departments

o
Lo

prepare this EIS. Similarly, it wust be demonstrated that Lhe

hiring of a consultant based s far from the project site is mgzt

effective. Moreover, a ®ols source procuremnent, as has b
proposed, must be fully justified by the contracting officer
the lead fsderal agency for thisz EIS project.

Thank you,

Ti
ok
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

645 "G" Street, Anchorage, AK 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

AGENDA
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL SETTLEMENT
TRUSTEE COUNCIL

MARCH 10, 1993

TRUSTEE COUNCIL MEMBERS:

MICHAEL A. BARTON CIIARLES E. COLE

Regional Forester, Alaska Region Attorney General

USDA Forest Service State of Alaska

PAUL D. GATES STEVEN PENNOYER

Acting Special Assistant to the Secretary Director, Alaska Region

U.S. Department of the Interior National Marine Fisheries Service

CARL L. ROSIER JOHN A. SANDOR

Commissioner Commissioner

Alaska Department of Fish & Game Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation

8.

Public Advisory Group Operating Procedures - Dave Gibbons/Brad Phillips
Negotiating Team Options and Acquistion Guidelines - Marty Rutherford
1992 "Carryover'" Projects - Dave Gibbons
1993 Work Plan - Dave Gibbons

Deferred Draft Work Plan Projects

Public Advisory Group Proposals

Prince William Sound Recreation Proposal
Review of 1994 Work Plan Assumptions and Framework - Jerome Montague
Restoration Organization - Trustee Council

Chugach Resource Management Agency Proposal - Dave Gibbons

1992 Annual Financial Report - Walt Sheridan

’ State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, Natural Resources, and Environmental Conservation

United States: Cnvironmental Protection Agency, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Departmants of Aqariontture, and Intorior




TRUSTEE COUNCIL MEETING NOTES

February 16, 1993

By Dave R. Gibbons
Interim Administrative Director

Members Present:

Trustee Council Restoration Team

Dave Gibbons (IAD)

John Sandor (ADEC) Mark Brodersen (ADEC)
Mike Barton (USES)e Ken Rice (USES)
Charlie Cole (ADOL)e Marty Rutherford (ADNR)
Carl Rosier (ADF&QG) Jerome Montague (ADF&GQG)
Steve Pennoyer (NMES) ¢ Byron Morris (NOAA)
Pamela Bergmann (USDOI)e

¢ Chair

@ Alternates:

Pamela Bergmann served as an alternate for Paul Gales.
Craig Tillery served as an alternate for C. Cole, until 10:30 a.m.
Jim Wolfe served as an alternate for M. Barton from 4:00 p.m. until the end of the meeting.

. Restoration Organization

APPROVED MOTION: Move ahead with screening Administrative Director applicants on
State & Federal side to see if they all meet evaluation criteria in
the job announcement. Forest Service will do this on Federal side
and ADF&G will screen on the State side.

APPROVED MOTION: Defer further discussion of Restoration Organization until 3/10/93
Trustee Council meeting or soon there after.

. Habitat Protection

ACTION: Revisit willing seller threshold criteria and specifically review the
Alaska Lands Settlement Act. Discuss at 3/10/93 Trustee Council
meeting the pros and cons of possible condemnation of lands.




APPROVED MOTION:

ACTION:

ACTION:

APPROVYED MOTION:

. 1993 Projects

APPROVED MOTION:

Send letter asking if land owners are willing to participate in the
restoration process. This letter is to be sent to all land owners,
owning substantial acreage in the oil spill affected area, not only
those presently identified in the 2/16/93 Habitat Protection
notebook.

Continue to address the negotiations options paper and negotiation
process development for the 3/10/93 Trustee Council meeting.

Begin comprehensive data collection and analysis for the oil spill
affected area.

Keep working on a Restoration Plan with the five alternatives
presently developed.

93011 - Not recommended for inclusion in the 1993 Work Plan.
93016 - Deferred until 3/10/93 Trustee Council meeting.
93024 - Deferred until 3/10/93 Trustee Council meeting.
93030 - Deferred until 3/10/93 Trustee Council meeting.

. Public Advisory Group (Projects)

APPROVED MOTION:

NOT APPROVED FOR
1993 WORK PLAN:

NOT APPROVED FOR
1993 WORK PLAN:

. 1992 Projects

ACTION:

APPROVED MOTION:

Projects #1 and #2 deferred until 3/10/93. Also bring available
informaiion on other two Archeological Museum project ideas
submitted for incorporation in the 1993 Work Plan.

Project #3 (Herring) $127,000 for data analysis (boat time
donated).

Project #4 coded wire pink salmon project.
Project #5 coded wire chum, coho, chinook, sockeye salmon.

Progress Report to Trustee Council on status of the preparation of
Final Reports at the 3/10/93 meeting.

Defer Financial Report discussion until 3/10/93 Trustee Council
meeting.

Q]
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APPROVED MOTION: Defer action on the Operating Procedures of the Public Advisory
Group until 3/10/93 Trustee Council meeting.

APPROVED MOTION: Defer Prince William Sound Recreation proposal until 3/10/93
Trustee Council meeting.

APPROVED MOTION: Administrative Director work with Acting Director of the Prince
William Sound Oil Spill Recovery Institute to potentially develop
a cooperative agreement.

ACTION: By 3/10/93 Trustee Council meeting:

1) Review CRMA proposal for PL 93-638 at 3/10/93 Trustee
Council meeting (must take some action).

2) Annuity concept letter by Chugach Corporation.



Table {V-X FISHERY ENHANCEMENT TECHNIQUES

Species Actions Replace- | Catalog Protect | Regulate Hatchery Introduce Fish
Management | ment Habitat Habitat | Harvest Smolf\Egg Passing
Plan

Pink N/A Yes X X! X3 X3 3

Sock-eye Yes' No® Yes® Yes' Yes? X2

Silver* 1 Yes Yes Yes ' ' No®

King* Yes Yes Yes X X 3

Chum N/A Yes Yes Yes X X 3

Dolly V N/A! 1 Yes Yes Yes' 3 3 3

Cut-throat N/A! 1 Yes Yes Yes' 3 3 3

Herring Yes Yes 3 3

Rockfish N/A! Yes Yes' 3 3

Legend

Most Effective
Moderate
Least Effective
N/A  Not Available
X Replacement



5

o

@‘})

&

|

United States
Department of
Agriculture

Animal and
Plant Health
Inspection
Service

Animal
Damage

~ Control

July 1990

Animal Damage
Control Program

Draft Environmental
Impact Statement



Environmental Consequences 4

Chapter 4 forms the scientific and analytic basis for the comparison of impacts among | ntrOd u Ctlon
the alternatives. The discussion includes environmental impacts of the alternatives, local

' and national impacts, environmental effects that cannot be avoided, short-term and long-

term impacts, and irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. The discus-

- sion also specifies the significance of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. The

current Animal Damage Control (ADC) program incorporates many policies and proce-

dures intended to minimize adverse environmental impacts of program activities. The

analysis of the Current Program Alternative incorporates consideration of standard

operating procedures. These are discussed in detail in Chapters 1,2, and 5.

The eavironmental impacts or consequences of implementing the Current Program, No
Action, and Compensation Program Alternatives are discussed in this chapter, along
with an analysis of those impacts and a comparison of the alternatives. The conclusions

" presented in this analysis are intended to guide decisionmakers in selecting the preferred
alternative for the ADC program. This chapter will guide decisionmakers in developing
the Record of Decision in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) after comments are received from the public on the Draft Environmental Im-
pact Statement (DEIS) and changes are incorporated as appropriate in the Final En-
vironmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

The Current Program is the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service’s (APHIS)
preferred alternative and is analyzed as the existing situation to which the other alterna-
tives are compared. This is in contrast to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in
which the No Action Alternative is the existing situation to which the other alternatives

are compared.

The current ADC program implements wildlife damage control through either direct
control, technical assistance, or a combination of the two methods. Direct control is con-
ducted by ADC personnel in the field. Through technical assistance, ADC personnel
provide advice, recommendations, information, or materials to resource owners, who
then conduct their own control work. The effects associated with either direct control or
technical assistance may result in positive or negative, direct or indirect, or cumulative
impacts.

ADC program data on species killed are reported by state and not at the local level.
Therefore, impact discussions can be more quantitative at the state level or aggregated
to the national level.

Wildlife damage control methods used under the ADC program are described in detail
in Appendix I, and the impacts of their collective use in an Integrated Pest Management
(IPM) approach on the biological, sociocultural, economic, and physical (including
human health) environments are described in the following sections of this chapter.

-

The methods used in this EIS for evaluating environmental impacts include the iden- Im pact
tification of impacts that are direct, indirect, short term, long term, or cumulative. They EV alu ati on
also include a process for determining the relative importance of the impacts and their

significance under NEPA. Although the methods described here apply generally, some M ethOd S
impacts must be evaluated on a different basis. Impacts on humans are considered im-

portant if they affect the health and safety of one or more individuals. However, impacts

on plants or animals are generally considered in terms of the effects on populations,

species as a whole, communities, or ecosystems. Impacts on the physical environment

are most important when they affect humans or resources important to humans.

Economics is a means of measuring monetary impacts on resources, and various impacts

have different economic implications. Social impacts also result from impacts on other

resources. All of these factors are considered in the identification and evaluation of im-

pacts in this EIS.

Chapter4 # 1
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Biological
Impact
Assessment

2 B Chapter 4

The impacts addressed in this EIS are those that can be reasonably attributed to the cur-
rent ADC program or that could be expected from either the No Action Alternative or
the Compensation Program Alternative. The impacts of the alternatives are evaluated
on their own merits and in relation to impacts of other activities. As a matter of perspec-
tive, it should be recognized that the impacts of the current ADC program are a small
part of the wildlife management impacts throughout the country. Wildlife managers may
seek to increase or reduce populations of animals for various purposes, one of which is
the reduction or control of damage caused by wildlife.

Four factors were considered in the evaluation of biological impacts. The magnitude of
an impact reflects relative size or amount of an impact. The geographic extent of an im-
pact considers how widespread the program impact might be. The duration and fre-
quency of an impact (whether the impact is a one-time event, intermittent, or chronic)
also helps define its limits. The likelihood of an impact (whether the impact is likely to
occur) is the final evaluation factor. By considering each of these factors, the evaluation
of impacts is kept uniform and systematic. Where a quantitative evaluation is possible,
specific criteria for the magnitude, geographic extent, duration and frequency, and
likelihood of impacts are used.

This evaluation process also is used to determine the significance of the impacts pur-
suant to Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines. To determine the sig-
nificance of an impact, all four of the evaluation factors must be considered together.

No impact is significant unless the magnitude is high. Even if the magnitude is high, the
impact is not significant if the likelihood of occurrence is low or if it only occurred briefly
in a small part of the range of a widespread species. Table 4-1 presents the criteria for
determining NEPA-significant, adverse biological impacts and the possible combinations
of impact levels.

The threatened and endangered species impact assessment is guided by the provisions of
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. The ESA prohibits the taking
(broadly defined) of endangered specnes within the United States. Any unlawful taking
of a threatened or cnf‘angcred species is considered significant. However, the Act al-
Iows taking that otherwise would be prohibited if such taking is incidental to, and not the
purpose of, a lawful activity. For example, the intentional taking of threatened species
(e.g., gray wolves in Minnesota) is carried out within ESA guidelines.

The biological impacts discussed in this section reflect the potential results of the three
program alternatives. For the Current Program Alternative, the impacts are evaluated
under each category of protected resources. For the No Action Alternative, the impacts
are evaluated for various situations that are representative of the range of potential ac-
tions and their effects. For the Compensation Program Alternative, the impacts are
evaluated by protected resource.

Current Program Alternative

The current ADC program uses an IPM approach in which a series of methods may be
used or recommended to control a given wildlife damage problem. The first control
method of choice may be to change cultural practices to prevent damage. If that option
1s not available or successful, other methods, such as habitat or behavior modification,
may be tried. However, control of wildlife damage often requires that the offending
animal(s) be killed or that local populations of the offending species be reduced. Poten-
tial impacts resulting from the application of various control methods are evaluated in
this section.
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Table 4-1

Criteria for Determining Significant Adverse Biological impacts

Level of Impact
Geographic Duration
Impact Rating®® Magnitude Extent and Frequency  Likellhood

or

g
High Any level High
Medium Any level Any level Medium
Medium Any level Any level High
High Any level Any level Low
Low High High High
Low Low Medium or Low Any level High
Low Any level Any level Medium
Medium or Low Any level- Any level Low

® The impact rating is an analysis of the magnitude, geographic extent, duration and frequency, and
likelihood of an impact occurring, and is based on a significance level for each of the preceding
categories ranging from low to high.

® Threatened and endangered species are not evaluated by these criteria, but by standards established
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and subsequent amendments.

¢ As described in NEPA (1508.27), significance varies with setting of the proposed action and requires
consideration of both context and intensity. Context refers to the analysis of an action as it affects
society as a whole, the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality. Intensity refers to the
severity of tha impact.

Wildlife damage control methods and their impacts may be categorized as (1) methods
that separate or move the animals from the protected resource or make the habitat less
attractive, and (2) methods that remove (kill) animals or reduce populations. Methods
in the first category include exclusion devices (e.g., fences), hazing or scaring tactics,
habitat modification, and relocation. These methods exclude animals from areas or
cause them to move elsewhere and, therefore, often redistribute wildlife damage. These
methods do not directly kill the animals responsible for damage; however, these methods
do have impacts. For example, moving more animals into one habitat by excluding them
from another can increase competition. If the competition is for food, excess animals
may starve. Some habitat degradation also may occur under the increased competition,
and the overall carrying capacity of the habitat may be reduced, resulting in the survival
of fewer animals. If the competition is for cover, some animals may be forced into less
cover and become more vulnerable to other mortality factors, such as predation, stress,
or disease. If the competition is for reproductive sites, some animals may not reproduce
or may do so at reduced rates. The result of this increased competition may be a reduc-
tion in the animal population.

Physical relocation of wildlife to control damage generally causes the same adverse im-
pacts from increased competition as occur with exclusion. Relocated animals tend not
to remain at release sites and suffer high mortality rates (Rosatte and MacInnes 1989).
Additionally, the transfer of infectious diseases is possible (Nettles et al. 1979; Jenkins
and Winkler 1987; Nielson 1988). From a biological standpoint, lethal removal is usually

Chapter4 B 3
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preferable; however, in addressing damage that involves threatened and endangered
species or other species of special concern, relocation is often desirable as a means of
preserving the abundance of the species.

Lethal control methods may be selective either for individual offending animals or for
the target species. Where only the animals responsible for damage are killed, popula-
tions generally would not be affected unless the population is small and the animals
removed represent a percentage larger than what their reproductive capacity is able to
replace. Where local offending populations are reduced to control damage, there is sel-
dom any noticeable effect on the species as a whole. Significant impacts on species
would occur only if the animals removed represent a large portion of the total popula-
tion. Less selective methods are more likely to impact nontarget animals. However, non-
target animals are almost always taken in lower numbers and lower proportions of their
populations than are the target species.

Impacts Evaluated

The fundamental biological impacts evaluated in this EIS are on abundance and diver-
sity. For purposes of this EIS, abundance is defined as the number of individuals in the
population of a species. Abundance may be affected by changing the ability of the
population to maintain itself, either by removing more individuals than will be replaced
through reproduction and immigration, or by modifying the availability of the basic life
requisites (i.e., food, shelter, etc.). Diversity is defined as the number of species in a
specific area and can be affected only if the number of one or more species in an area is
changed. Abundance and diversity are appropriate measures of the biological impacts
of ADC program (or alternative) activities, based on the following assumptions:

e Abundance is a measure of a species’ success in inhabiting a given area; generally,
the greater the number of individuals of a species, the more likely it is that the
species will maintain a viable population in the area.

e There is a general correlation between abundance of a species responsible for
damage in a given area and the extent of damage (i.e., the potential for damage or
conflict increases with the abundance of a species that causes damage). For substan-
tiation of such a relationship between coyotes and sheep, see Wagner (1988).

e Diversity can be used as a biological indicator of "habitat quality.” Greater diversity
in a given area is an indication of higher habitat quality, even if most species are not
very abundant (Odum 1971).

e The decision to use abundance and diversity as measures of biological impacts re-
lates to public concerns (expressed during EIS scoping) that the ADC program may
seriously damage existing "healthy populations” of target animals and hasten the ex-
tirpation of nontarget animals, particularly threatened and endangered species.

e It is assumed that wildlife management agencies attempt to maintain viable popula-
tions of harvested species by holding annual harvests at or below the species’ allow-
able harvest levels, even if those levels are determined based only on professional
judgment.

e Species diversity can be affected by local eradication of isolated populations.

Evaluation Approach

Two approaches are used in this EIS to evaluate ADC program impacts on species abun-
dance. The first is an assessment of impacts on the 17 target species or species groups
that are taken in substantial numbers by the program (see following list). This assess-
ment is as quantitative as possible for each species, considering the magnitude, geo-
graphic extent, duration and frequency, and likelihood of occurrence of the killing
action, as mentioned previously. The methods for the evaluation, the criteria for each
evaluation factor, and the application of each factor in the evaluation of short-term and
long-term impacts are described in following sections.
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The second impact assessment addresses the killing of nontarget species, indirect im-
pacts on any species, cumulative impacts of various program activities on each other and
on unrelated activities, and other biological impacts that could be identified. This assess-
ment is primarily qualitative and uses the systematic approach described previously to
make sure that all aspects of an impact are considered in determining its significance.
Because this part of the impact evaluation is qualitative, no specific criteria for applying
the evaluation factors were established. Instead, the factors are used as reminders and
guidelines for professional judgment.

The 17 species (or species groups) analyzed in detail are:

e Mammals
- Badger — Mountain lion
-~ Beaver — Nutria
— Black bear ~ Opossum
-~ Bobcat - Porcupine
- Coyote — Prairiedog
-~ Gray fox - Raccoon
- Red fox - Striped skunk
e Birds
— Blackbird group — European starling
- Cattle egret

The 17 target species or species groups selected for analysis are regularly killed by the
ADC program, often in high numbers; therefore, these species are most likely to suffer
significant impacts. These species represent two taxonomic classes of animals (mammals
and birds) that cause damage. The types of damage caused by these species represent
the major damage problems addressed by the ADC program. Many other species of
mammals and birds cause damage to resources protected by the ADC program. For pur-
poses of this EIS, the impacts described for the 17 target species are considered repre-
sentative of the impacts on other species.

A full range of lethal and nonlethal control methods are used to control damage caused
by these 17 species, and they occur over a wide geographic area of the United States.
Damage caused by these species is expected to continue for the foreseeable future, so
control actions also are likely to continue. Impacts and potential impacts of taking these
17 species are considered representative of damage control activities throughout the
ADC program.

Evaluation Factors

Magnitude

Magnitude is defined as a measure of the number of animals killed in relation to their
abundance. In this analysis, magnitude is evaluated first in terms of total harvest, then in
terms of the ADC program kill. Magnitude evaluations for each of the 17 major target
species are limited to states in which these animals were killed by the ADC program.
The procedures for determining magnitude are detailed in Figure 4-1.

In this EIS, magnitude is determined either quantitatively or qualitatively for each major

target species in each state or region. The quantitative method is used wherever possible
because it is more rigorous; it is based on an allowable harvest level, state population es-

timates, and harvest data. Qualitative methods are based on state population trends and
harvest data or regional population trends and population modeling.

Chapter4 W 5
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Figure 4-1 Procedures for Evaluating ADC Program Impacts on Abundance of Major

Target Species

Is there an ALLOWABLE HARVEST LEVEL for this species?

!

YES

%

In this state, Is there a
TOTAL HARVEST and a
POPULATION ESTIMATE?

! !

YES NO

|

Proceed with QUANTITATIVE determination
of MAGNITUDE for TOTAL HARVEST
(Low, Moderate, or High)

Proceed with QUALITATIVE
determination of TOTAL HARVEST
MAGNITUDE (Low, Moderate, or
High) based on state population trend

Y !

i

NO

!

In this state, Is there a
POPULATION TREND and elther a
TOTAL HARVEST ESTIMATE or an

Determine MAGNITUDE OF ADC KILL (Low, Moderate, or High)
based on the fraction of total harvest attributed to ADC activities

Y

Average ADC KILL MAGNITUDE ratings from all states to get
national ADC PROGRAM KILL MAGNITUDE for the species

(Low, Moderate, or High)

ADC KILL?

YES NO

:

Is there a regional population
trend or other basis to model
population dynamics and
harvest impacts?

! 1

NO YES

Y

Make no determination of
MAGNITUDE for this specles
in this state

Apply specifically taliored methods to
determine ADC KILL MAGNITUDE
(Low, Moderate, or High)

Combine national ADC PROGRAM KILL MAGNITUDE with GEOGRAPHIC EXTENT,
DURATION AND FREQUENCY, and LIKELIHOOD ratings to establish NEPA SIGNIFICANCE
for each of the 17 major target species (SIGNIFICANT or NOT SIGNIFICANT)

€ M Chapter 4

-~




Environmental Consequences 4

Magnitude evaluations are calculated for both total harvest and ADC kill. The ADC kill
ratings are then aggregated into an overall assessment of magnitude for each species.
Magnitude is considered along with ratings for geographic extent, duration and frequen-
cy, and likelihood to determine NEPA significance of the ADC program kill on each of
the 17 target species analyzed in detail in this EIS (Tables 4-1, 4-26). The development
and application of criteria to make quantitative or qualitative determinations for mag-
nitude are described in the following paragraphs.

Criteria for Quantitative Determinations. This impact evaluation is based on ADC pro-
gram records of animals killed during fiscal year (FY) 1988. For purposes of this EIS,
FY 1988 is considered representative of a typical year for ADC program activities. Avail-
able harvest data for 1987-88 (denoted FY 1988) from state wildlife management agen-
cies are also used in the analysis, If FY 1988 harvest data are unavailable, the most

recent harvest information is used as surrogate data.

Quantitative determinations for magnitude of total harvest and ADC kill for a species
are based on the allowable harvest level, total harvest, ADC kill, and population estimate
for each state. Allowable harvest levels are available for eight of the 17 target species
analyzed in detail in this EIS (Table 4-2). The use of allowable harvest levels in manag-
ing wildlife populations provides for long-term maintenance of animal populations and
therefore is appropriate in establishing criteria for determining magnitude.

To quantitatively determine total harvest magnitude for a species, the total harvest is cal-
culated as a percentage of the most current population estimate for that state. If a range
of population estimates is reported for a species in a state, the midpoint is used in the
analysis. The total harvest percentages for each state are then compared to the allow-
able harvest level for the species to determine total harvest magnitude. Magnitude
ratings are based on the following criteria: :

e If the total harvest is less than 75 percent of the allowable harvest level, the mag-
nitude is considered low.

e If the total harvest is 75-100 percent of the allowable harvest level, the magnitude is
considered moderate.

@ If the total harvest is greater than 100 percent of the allowable harvest level, the mag-
nitude is considered high.

The harvest percentages corresponding to low, moderate, or high magnitude for each of
the eight species used in this analysis are shown in Table 4-2.

In using these magnitude criteria, it is recognized that allowable harvest levels for any
species can vary in different situations. Variations in habitat quality, climate, and other
environmental features cause density, reproductive success, and mortality to differ
among populations. Because of these differences, some populations may support higher
harvests than others. Any given harvest level may produce stability for some populations
of any species but increases or decreases in other populations.

Chapter4 B 7
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EXXON VALDEZ SETTLEMENT SUMMARY

CRIMINAL RESTITUTION SPENDING GUIDELINES

THE STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS WILL INDIVIDUALLY CONTROL THE
$50 MILLION PAYMENT EACH WILL RECEIVE.

SUCH MONIES ARE TO BE USED EXCLUSIVELY FOR RESTORATION
PROJECTS, WITHIN THE STATE OF ALASKA, RELATING TG THE “EXXON
VALDEZ" OIL SPILL.

RESTORATION INCLUDES: 1) RESTORATION, REPLACEMENT AND
ENHANCEMENT OF AFFECTED RESOURCES, 2) ACQUISITION OF EQUIVALENT
RESOURCES AND SERVICES, AND 3) LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL
MONITORING AND RESEARCH PROGRAMS DIRECTED TO THE PREVENTION,
CONTAINMENT, CLEANUP AND AMELIORATION OF Oll. SPILLS.

CIVIL RECOVERIES SPENDING GUIDELINES

ALLOWABLE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH THE "EXXXON VALDEZ" OIL SPILL
WILL BE REIMBURSED TO THE GOVERNMENTS.

THE BALANCE OF THE $300 MILLION WILL BE DISBURSED AS AGREED UPON
IN THE AUG 28, 1991 MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE STATE
AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS.



EXXON VALDEZ SETTLEMENT SUMMARY

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT GUIDELINES

L ALL DECISIONS SHALL BE MADE BY THE UNANIMOUS AGREEMENT OF THE
TRUSTEES.

M. A JOINT TRUST FUND WILL BE ESTABLISHED.

(. THE TRUSTEES SHALL AGREE TO AN ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR
DECISION MAKING WITHIN 90 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF FUNDS.

V. PROCEDURES FOR MEANINGFUL PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INCLUDING A
PUBUGC ADVISORY GROUP SHALL BE ESTABLISHED WITHIN S0 DAYS OF
RECEIPT OF FUNDS.

V. THE GOVERNMENTS HAVE NOT ELECTED TO BE BOUND BY THE NATURAL
RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT REGULATIONS.

VI, THE GOVERNMENTS SHALL JOINTLY USE ALL NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE
RECOVERIES FOR PURPOSES OF RESTORING, REPLACING, ENHANCING,
REHABILITATING 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 EXCEPT FOR
ALLOWABLE REIMBURSEMENTS TO THE GOVERNMENTS.

Vil.  ALL NATURAL RESOQURCE DAMAGE RECOVERIES WILL BE EXPENDED ON
RESTORATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES [N ALASKA UNLESS THE TRUSTEES
UNANIMOUSLY AGREE THAT SPENDING FUNDS QUTSIDE OF THE STATE IS
NECESSARY,

' "NATURAL RESOURCES" MEANS LAND, FISH, WILDLIFE, BIOTA, AIR, WATER,
GROUND WATER, DRINKING WATER SUPPLIES, AND OTHER SUCH RESOURCES OF
THE STATE OR THE UNITED STATES



CIVIL. RECOVERIES

Alaska & Federal Gc}vernmenﬁ'

$90 million $150 miHiona'$1OO million  $70 million

paid paid paid paid yearly
Dec 9, 1991 Dec 1, 1992 Sept 1, 1993 Sept 1,

19942001
900

800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100

| Millions of Dollars




TO:

FROM:
DATE:

SUBJECT:

WALCOFF & ASSOCIATES

MEMORANDUM

Carol Paquette \/
Sharon Saari
Kathy Schildbach
Anne Pretti

Sue Brownﬁé

February 11, 1993

Writeup of yesterday’s meeting
Dol Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan EIS, 4700-138

BACKGROUND:

Attached are updated handouts from yesterday’s meeting as well as a table that summarizes
our afternoon discussion on first-level impacts.

DISCUSSION:

The new table is organized by resource and impact, and I have tried to capture most of the
details we discussed in the "Notes" below the table. We still need to figure out what to do
with timber options and the "golden geese."

ACTION:

Please review the attached. Give me a call if you have additions, deletions, or changes. I am
at extension 228.

Carol, should I forward this stuff to Matt at Dynamac?



THE EIS TEAM’S MISSION:

(1) To communicate to the public (both
the man on the street and decision

makers) the projected effects of the
restoration alternatives.

(2) To assist decision makers in deciding
how {o use settlement funds.



CRITERIA FOR RATING BENEFIT OF PARCEL TO INJURED SPECIES / SERVICE

|INJURED SPECIES |
~ :SERVICE" :

Anadromous Fish

High density of anadromous
streams per parcel; multiple
injured species; and/or system
known to have exceptional
productivity.

Average density of
anadromous streams for
area; two or more injured
species present.

Few or no streams on
parcel; one or less injured

species.

Bald Eagle

High density of nests on parcel;
and/or known critical feeding
area.

Average density of nests on
or immediately adjacent to
parcel (at least one);
important feeding area.

Few or no nests on parcel;
may be used for perching

and/or feeding.

Black Oystercatcher

Area known to support nesting
or concentration area for
feeding.

Possible nesting; known
feeding area.

Probable feeding.

Common Murre

Known nesting on or
immediately adjacent to parcel.

Nesting in vicinity of parcel,
known feeding concentration
adjacent to parcel.

Possible feeding in area

adjacent to parcel.

Harbor Seal

Known haul out on or
immediately adjacent to parcel.

Probable haul outs in vicinity
of parcel; probable feeding in
nearshore waters adjacent to
parcel.

Probable feeding in
nearshore waters.

Harlequin Duck

Known nesting or molting on
parcel; feeding concentration
area.

Probable nesting on or
adjacent to parcel; probable
feeding in stream, estuary, or
intertidal adjacent to parcel.

Probable feeding and
loafing in area adjacent to

parcel.

Habitat Protection Working Group 02/01/93

Page 1



CRITERIA FOR RATING BENEFIT OF PARCEL TO INJURED SPECIES / SERVICE

oiled area where recruitment
may be important.

oiled area.

Intertidal/subtidal Biota | Known high productivity/species | High productivity/species Average
richness. Oiled or adjacent to richness; not oiled or near productivity/species

richness; no documented

shoreline oiling.

Marbled Murrelet

Known nesting or high
confidence that nesting occurs;
concentrated feeding in
nearshore waters.

Good nesting habitat
characteristics; known
feeding in nearshore waters
adjacent to parcel.

Low likelihood of nesting;

possible feeding in
nearshore waters.

Pigeon Guillemot

Known nesting on or
immediately adjacent to parcel;
feeding concentrations in
nearshore waters.

Good nesting habitat
characteristic; known feeding
in nearshore waters adjacent
to parcel.

Low likelihood of nesting;

possible feeding in
nearshore waters.

River Otter

Known high use of parcel for
denning/latrine sites.

Known or probable latrine
and/or denning sites; known
feeding in adjacent
intertidal/streams/nearshore
area.

Probable feeding in
adjacent
intertidai/streams.

Sea Otter

Known haulout or pupping
concentrations.

Concentration area for
feeding and/or shelter;
potential pupping.

Feeding in adjacent
waters.

Habitat Protection Working Group 02/01/93

Page 2



CRITERIA FOR RATING BENEFIT OF PARCEL TO INJURED SPECIES / SERVICE

HoH

MODERATE

oW

Recreation/Tourism

Receives high public use; highly

visible to a large number of
recreationists/tourists; area
nominated for special
recreational designation.

Accessible by road, boat, or

plane; adjacent area used for
recreational boating; adjacent
area receives high public use.

Occasional recreational
use; access may be
difficult.

Wilderness

Area remote; little or no
evidence of human
development.

Area remote; evidence of
human development.

Area accessible;
high/moderate evidence of
human development
(roads, clearcuts, cabins).

Cultural Resources

Documented concentration or
significant cultural
resources/sites on parcel.

Evidence of cultural
resources/sites on or adjacent
to parcel.

Possible cultural
resources/sites on parcel.

Subsistence

i

Known resource harvest area;
multiple resource use.

Known harvest area for at
least one resource.

Possible harvest area.

Habitat Protection Working Group 02/01/93

Page 3



SUMMARY OF INTERIM PROTECTION PROCESS

Identify Essential Habitats on Private Land Linked to Recovery of
Injured Resources/Services

|

Apply Threshold Criteria to Private Lands with Linked Habitats X

l

Determine Threat

l

Evaluate and Rank

1

Abstracted from Figures 1 & 2 of the Framework Supplement.

X et VO Coa¥opel —Condacomce IV ftlilng e,



Interim Evaluation/Ranking Criteria

The parcel contains essential habitat(s) / sites for injured species or services.
Essential habitats include feeding, reproductive, molting, roosting, and
migration concentrations: essential sites include known or presumed high
public use areas. Key factors for determining essential habitat/sites are:

a. population or number of animals or number of public users.
b. number of essential habitats/sites on parcel, and
C. quality of essential habitats/sites.

The parcel can function as an intact ecological unit or essential habitats on
the parcel are linked to other elements/habitats in the greater ecosystem.
Adjacent land uses will not significantly degrade the ecological function of
the essential habitat(s) intended for protection.

Protection of the habitats on parcel would benefit more than one injured
species/service (unless protection of a single species/service would provide
a high recovery benefit).

The parcel contains critical habitat for a depleted, rare, threatened, or
endangered species.

Essential habitat/sites on parcel are vulnerable or potentially threatened by
human activity.

Management of adjacent lands is, or could easily be made compatible with
protection of essential habitats on parcel.

The parcel is located within the oil spill affected area.
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PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND RESTORATION PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAIL IMPACT STATEMENT : OUTLINE
DRAFT ANNOTATED (2-18-93)

Table of Contents (editor) will list the major and minor sections
of the DEIS. Chapters and Sections will be 1listed, with page
numbers where these sections can be found. Table will also provide
a list of Exhibits (tables and figures to be found in the body of
the DEIS with page numbers.) Appendices will also be listed in
Table of Contents. April 19

The Executive Summary (writer) will be more extensive (up to 50
pages) than is normally found in an EIS. Summary will contain a
comparison of the proposed alternatives and the expected impacts
of those alternatives for both short term and the long term. This
summary will also contain a large number of comparative tables and
figures to make it easy reading for the public. Examples are
included. April 19

I. Purpose and need for action will describe the reasons for the
preparation of both the Restoration Plan for Prince William Sound
and the DEIS for that Plan. (NEPA process) Feb 22

A. Introduction will present an overview of the Exxon Valdez
0il Spill of March 24, 1989, the laws which apply to such spills,
the legal case and subsequent settlement between the government and
Exxon. The role of the Trustee Council (TC) and the Natural
Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) process will be explained.

The National Envirconmental Policy Act (NEPA) process will be
briefly outlined and the "lead agency" role described. The EIS
tiering concept will also be described, as will the general
chapters which are to follow in the DEIS.

B. Purpose of Restoration Plan and EIS will be described as
they are required by court order and other legal requirements.
Restoration actions will basically fall into the three categories
of direct restoration, replacement, or acquisition of equivalent
resources. A very brief description of the Restoration Plan will
be included, but the reader will be referred to the Plan for more
detail.

C. Restoration definition and need will be quoted from the
court orders and settlement agreements and the Department of the
Interior NRDA regulations. This will give the reader some
understanding of why the proposed restoration actions are directed
toward the injured resources and services, and why other types of
actions cannot be funded from this settlement.

D. Major issues (NEPA process) identified by public will
provide a summary list of the major issues. One such list will be
from Alaska's Attorney General as issues concerning the overall

1
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planning policy. The second list will be a short list of issues
identified by the public and which will be addressed within the
body of this DEIS. Other issues will be answered in the
Restoration Plan.

All issues will be listed in an appendix of the DEIS.

II. Alternatives considered (NEPA process) will describe the
planning process to identify and define the alternatives and
development of the options considered under each of these
alternatives. Criteria to judge proposed actions called options
will be described. The section will re-introduce the definition of
restoration. The planning process has evolved from an EPA-led
committee to a permanent inter-agency appointed task force. The
roles of Restoration Planning Work Group (RPWG) and the Restoration
Team (RT) will be described. The determination of injury will be
described. The process to develop annual work plans and to
select funded projects from the hundreds submitted will be
described. Feg/zz/é;@

In this chapter each of the alternatives will be described, with
no analysis at this point. There will be a number of comparative
tables which show lists of injured resources and services, the
kinds of options under each of the alternatives, and points where
the alternatives differ. Many charts, graphs and tables can be
expected. Examples of those comparative tables are included.

A. Preferred action, while required by federal agency
guidelines, the Restoration Plan has not yet declared a preferred
action. It is assumed the Trustees will do that when they read the
first reports of potential impacts and costs of each of the
alternatives listed below.

B. Alternative 1 is the No Action or the "null" alternative,
which is required by NEPA guidelines, and will be described to
continue normal agency management, and to do nothing but monitor
natural recovery of the ecosystem and the injured resources. Other
than covering the cost of the monitoring program and supporting
administration, the rest of the settlement fund would be set aside
as an endowment fund. A few sentences will be devoted to such an
endowment and how much could be spent annually. The legal basis for
the no action alternative will also be given.

The ten-year monitoring plan will be described as a general
planning process which has already begun. Specific monitoring
projects will be listed here, as examples, to give the reader some
idea of what kinds of monitoring projects will be carried out in
the field. A pie chart would show the expected distribution of the
funds (is this overlapping the Restoration Plan too much?).

C. Alternative 2 will be described as the protection and
habitat acquisition alternative. Although the other alternatives



(3-5) will also contain funds for the protection of habitat,
Alternative 2 devotes the largest portion (x%) to purchase of land
or special designations to protect the natural resources.

All injured resources and services will be addressed, including all
stages of recovery, and actions would continue even after recovery
had occurred. All effective habitat protection methods will be
considered, including refuges, buffer strips, conservation
easements, and less than fee simple acquisition. These land saving
techniques will be explained. The habitat planning process for
"imminent threat" determination will also be described here. This
alternative will increase existing recreation and subsistence uses
by making more public land available to such uses. A pie chart will
show proposed expenditure breakdown.

D. Alternative 3 will present the 1limited restoration
approach, which is the most conservative. This would apply only
the highly effective actions for restoration of only those
resources with declining populations. All injured services will
also be addressed. This alternative will maintain the existing
character and uses within Prince William Sound (PWS) and the spill-

affected area. It will be applied only to resources not yet
recovered. A large proportion (x%) of this alternative will be

devoted to habitat protection, because this is viewed as highly
effective for restoration. No enhancement will be included.
Examples of options which fall under this alternative will be
briefly described here to give the reader an understanding of the
types of projects which would be funded. A pie chart will show
proposed expenditure breakdown.

E. Alternative 4 will be described as moderate restoration
which will address restoration of all injured resources and
services in the spill area. The alternative will utilize only the
highly effective actions to protect all injured natural resources,
and will apply only to those resources not yet recovered. The
alternative will begin to address the injury to services within the
area and could protect or even increase (very limited) the existing
human uses in the area. It would include some enhancement options,
such as fisheries and subsistence use, and could increase those
uses, if it would not change the character of the region. Specific
options will be described here to help the reader to understand how
the restoration funds would be used. Concepts such as "limited"
enhancement are not easy to grasp. A pie chart would show proposed
expenditure breakdown.

F. Alternative 5 will be described as the comprehensive
restoration plan, in that it will fund practically all reasonable
proposals submitted. It too will utilize the most effective
techniques to restore or protect, but will also consider
enhancement opportunities for the region's growth. All injured
resources and services will be included, even those resources
considered to be fully recovered or in any stage of recovery.

3
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The comprehensive approach will include injured human services and
will include several enhancement options. It will encourage some
new commercial uses in the region - applied to recreation,
fisheries and to subsistence. Options will be described and can
include such developments as roads, cabins, new fishing access, and
commercial facilities. A pie chart will show proposed expenditure
breakdown.

' .
d”gjgéaﬁ/é. Other alternatives considered and rejected and reasons why.

o

\&
@yﬁx rejected for funding. The TC has decided, for example, not to

This short section will describe the criteria used by the
RT and reasons why many of the ideas proposed by the public are

"take" land from unwilling sellers by public condemnation. Many
other projects have just been put "on hold" until the Restoration
Plan is developed. Basic resource management would continue to be
funded out of existing agency funds. Other proposals will be listed
in a table with reasons given for their rejection.

H. General analysis of the alternatives will be the first
short summary to give the reader the overview of difference between
the alternatives, in case they do not go on to read chapter IV.
Feb 26

1. Natural resources (biologist) which were injured will
be listed in a table, by species, with a list of which alternatives
and options would address these injuries and try to restore their
populations. Another table would list the possible methods of
natural resource management and compare these to the proposed five
alternatives. A general analysis of the major differences will be
outlined, for example, Alternative 1 has all the negative impacts
of a major forestry operation over the next decade; alternative 2
provides the most wildlife and fisheries protection, benefits both
injured populations and other species whose damage was not
documented by the NRDA process. Alternative 5 invites the most
growth and development to the region which would be indirectly
detrimental to most species now found in the PWS area.

2. Social/cultural, include injured services (socio-

cultural)

3. Economic (economist)

ITI. Affected environment chapter will present a brief overview of
the study area, mainly for those in the lower 48 who have never
been to Alaska. It will describe the natural and human resources
found within PWS and the Gulf of Alaska. It will be organized by
physical resources, socioeconomic conditions, and the biological
environment. It will describe the area prior to the spill , and
briefly describe the injuries following the o0il spill and the
cleanup. The study area will run from Cordova, southwesterly to
include Kodiak and Kenai regions, down to the Gulf and Alaska
Peninsula, following the extent of the spill. For socio-economic
descriptions, the region may be enlarged to encompass the Anchorage
area, as so many of the impacts will be to that economic area.

4



The description sections will only set the stage for the analysis
of impacts chapter to follow 1ater.-¥et-2c"g (2.

A, Physical descriptions (ecologist or geologist) will include
an overview of the geographical features of the study area. It will
include a short statement on the climate in the region, as well as
local currents and oceanography. Habitat types will be described
and a profile of these zones will be shown in an illustration. A
few pages will be devoted to the changes in water quality the first
few months after the spill. Geological descriptions will be
included, because the glaciers, volcanoes, and earthquakes are so
important in forming the regional setting. A very brief statement
will be made about the mineral and energy potential in the area.

B. General description of socioeconomics in affected area
(socio-cultural and economist)

C. Biological resource description (biologist) will include
a brief overview of the common and injured wildlife, fish and
shellfish, timber and forest resources, wetlands and floodplains
found in the region. Again, while not comprehensive, it will give
an idea of the natural ecosystems which are present in PWS and the
injury to those natural resources following the spill. It will
present a summary of the NRDA studies from 1989 to 1992. This
section will be organized by aquatic habitats and species, followed
by intertidal habitats and species, and the terrestrial habitats
and species. While the latter were not directly injured by the
spill, many of the restoration options deal with protecting upland
habitats. The reason these descripticons are included is that one
needs to understand the baseline condition, the injury, and the
proposed action to restore the resources to the baseline condition
as we know it.

IV. Environmental consequences of Restoration Plan will be the most
important chapter of the DEIS, in that it will compare the effects
of the proposed alternatives on the existing environment,
predicting whether those resultant changes will be positive or
negative. It will provide the basis for the decision-making between
one or another alternative. It will also suggest what if anything
can be done to mitigate or offset those predicted negative effects.
Generally, in an EIS, this chapter contains many quantitative
comparisons between the proposed alternatives. In this document,
however, for a first tier programmatic EIS, the impacts will be
more .qualitative. However, some of the economics, job
opportunities, and timber impacts will be quantified wherever
possible. April S

A. Socioeconomic (socio-cultural)
1. Local economy and jobs (IMPLAN results) (economist)
2. Native subsistence (Sect. 810 ANILCA)

5



a. uses and needs in the affected environment

b. evaluation criteria and matrix

c. reduced populations or increased competition

d. restriction of access

e. availability of other lands

f. proposed alternative will/will not restrict uses
Transportation
Recreation/tourism 11
Commercial fishing (fishery blologlst) é“j&'
. Commercial timber (forester) Fﬁ‘ f?aﬂAf”“
. Cultural and anthropological
8. Local land use and growth
9. Community facilities
10. Consumers, civil rights, minorities, women

N U W

B. Natural Resources (terrestrial and fishery biologists)

This section will address the impacts of the alternatives
on the region's wildlife, fish and shellfish, timber and forest
land, wetlands and floodplains, water quality, threatened and
endangered species, prime agricultural land, rangeland, energy and
minerals, as well as wilderness areas. For the wildlife sections,
the injured species will be the most important, but other species
will also be secondarily affected by some projects, or indirectly
as a result of the forest practices or development due to some of
the alternatives. Topics such as threatened and endangered species,
prime farmland, rangeland, wetlands, floodplains, and wilderness
will be considered for legal reasons. The topic of wilderness, for
example, will address effects on lands either designated as
wilderness by State or federal 1laws, lands under study for
wilderness, or lands which have been identified and are still
gualified for wilderness status under the Wilderness Act.

Fisheries will be very important because of the ro%§‘they play in
the development and the economy of the region. While it is still
debatable whether or not salmon populations were injured by the
spill, many of the restoration options will be directed toward
management of the salmonid species. There will be a number of
subsistence projects too which will deal with introductions of new
shellfish hatcheries into the region.

Timber resources will be addressed and quantified where possible
to distinguish between the no action alternative and the others
which include habitat protection and acquisition options. The no
action alternative will be described as a decade of heavy old
growth timber harvest in the region and loss of the wildlife which
is dependent upon that type of habitat. Ecosystem effects will also
be described, including the impact of continued o0il in the
intertidal zone food chain.

C. Other indirect and secondary impacts (whole team) on
environment is often a section which, though required by NEPA
regulations, 1is just too hypothetical to be applied to the real
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world. In this DEIS, however, there are real considerations which
will need to be addressed. For example, if no action is taken,
then the Native corporations will sell off the remaining old growth
timber to Japan. The indirect effects of this decision will be
important to PWS ecosystems and species already injured by oil
spill stress. If the alternative to encourage recreation growth
is considered, there are significant secondary impacts to both the
natural resources and the local economy. April 12

This section will also discuss the importance of biological
research to understanding the o0il spill impacts, measuring the
recovery of the ecosystem, and providing more employment through
the State and federal government funding programs.

D. Future actions (NEPA process) which would require an EIS/EA
will be presented as a list of the options known to date which
would require a site specific environmental analysis in the future.
The guidelines for EIS versus EA and the typical actions under the
federal categorical exclusions will also be summarized. The State
does not have these requirements as of this time, but the federal
requirement for actions "significantly affecting the quality of the
environment," will be covered by the NEPA process. April 12

E. Short-term (ten year) versus long-term (whole team) impacts
will address the relationship between the short term uses of the
environment, and a ten-year spending program, related to the
maintenance and enhancement of the long-term productivity of the
region. This will include a discussion of the ecosystem
productivity, and will also include a discussion of long-term
productivity in jobs and the economy. A decade is short term when
compared to the predicted recovery periods for some of the injured
species, or when one defines old-growth forest as more than 160
years old. Several of the options proposed under the alternatives
could also permanently affect the region, particularly those which
introduce new species, new salmon runs, new development and roads.
Habitat protection would also be discussed as a long-term decision
which would remove productive timber from future exploitation.
April 12

F. Summary of probable unavoidable adverse impacts (biologist
and socio-cultural) will present a short summary of the negative
impacts which would occur from each of the alternatives, if they
were selected. These impacts would be in addition to the damage
already done by the o0il spill and the cleanup. Many of these
findings will be presented in table format comparing the
alternatives to generic resource categories, such as birds,
forests, minerals and subsistence life style. April 15

G. Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources
(whole team) will summarize the potential for closing out resource
management options in the future. For example, wilderness

7

%




designation would not close any options, because an act of Congress
could change decisions made in 1993 or 94. However, a decision to
mine mineral resources now or to harvest old-growth forests would
irreversibly commit those resources to present day use; they would
not be available to future generations. This discussion will also
include the species of PWS which are exhibiting population declines
and which are already listed as threatened or endangered in other
parts of their ranges. April 15 1

S
H. Economic Impact of Settlement (economist) April 1 {VUL

I. Impacts on publicly-owned park land, refuges, recreation
will be discussed in chapter IV, but will be summarized here in
table format (NEPA process or forester). For alternatives which
essentially do not change the character and uses in PWS, there will
be no major effects on these public resources. Alternative 2, on
the other hand, would expand the amount of lands available for
parks and refuges. Alternative 5, by increasing the recreational
uses in the region, would secondarily impact these existing parks
by increasing the demand for facilities with increasing numbers of
visitor. Wilderness quality of life issues would also be affected
by more visitors.april 5

J. Cumulative impacts (whole team) of Restoration Plan will
discuss the Plan as it relates to additive effects as the result
of numerous changes, environmental effects from past, present and
future land use changes in the region. Within this section, the
environmental effects of continuing sublethal oil spill damage, the
high probability of other oil spills, the increased pressure for
resource explcitaticn, more roads and development in the region,
and proposed new marina develcopment at Whittier are just examples.
While a billion dollars added to the rural economy of the region
may me significant, the impact will be only one of many changes
within a growing economic zone. April 12

1. Social/ Cultural (sociocultural)
2. Economic (economist)
3. Physical (ecologist or geologist)

4, Biological cumulative effects (biologist or ecologist)
will address the food chain impacts and timber harvest impacts as
both direct effects, and the indirect effects of development,
including commercial and recreational, on the natural resources in
the region. For example, food chain effects before the spill
indicated some populations dependent wupon forage fish were
declining. After the spill the contaminated food sources caused
another source of stress. Will increasing salmon populations cause
more declines in small food fish? The impacts of selling timber
versus habitat protection will also be considered in light of US
Forest Service policy and Native Corporations goals to maximize
timber harvests over the next decade.



Matrix comparison of alternatives and impacts will be presented
as a summary series of tables which show one alternative at a time,
list all impacts on each resource - both social and natural. Then
a second series of tables will compare all of the alternatives
against one particular impact area. March 15

K. Unresolved issues (NEPA process) will list all of the
issues identified in Chapter I, or even some which are discovered
in the impact analysis, which remain unresolved at the time of
publication. It may be as simple an issue as what will be the
future prices paid for timber harvested out of the region. It may
be political, such as which agency will manage the land purchased
under the protect habitat alternatives. It may be an issue being
debated among the Trustees, such as will they condemn private lands
if necessary? This section alerts the decision-maker to all the
points left to be resolved. The DEIS will not settle them all.
April 19
V. List of preparers (editor) will present a short one paragraph
name, title, highest degree earned, what section(s) he/she wrote
and what experience or qualifications the author has to write the
DEIS. This not only gives credit to writers but assures the public
that qualified people wrote the impact analysis. March 15

Example: Sharon Saari, Master of Forest Resources and Certified
Wildlife Biologist, wrote Chapters I and II and the biological-
physical sections of III. She has 23 years of environmental
consulting experience, has authored the Environmental Impact Data
Book and 15 EIS/ES's for federal projects. She worked on the Exxon
Valdez Natural Resource Damage Assessment process and restoration

foXoVal

planning from 15506 to 1553.

VI. Distribution and review (NEPA process) of Draft Environmental
Impact Statement will be a discussion for all the people who
received the DEIS for review. This will include the local, federal
and State agencies who routinely get EISs, the Public Advisory
Group, the Trustee Council, Restoration Team, individuals who wrote
in and requested copies, 1local 1libraries for review, Native
Corporations. (Note - check with OSPIC and USFS for mailing lists.
Sue Brown now has the scoping invitation list.) March 21

A. Scoping (NEPA process) will summarize the scoping process
used for this DEIS. It will include a series of ten meetings held
throughout the PWS region by the RT. It will include the mailing
done this fall inviting people to the scoping "open house"™ held in
Anchorage. It will include the results of those meeting to identify
issues to be addressed by the EIS. March 21

B. Trustee Council (writer) will present the role of the
Trustees stated from the settlement and 1list of the current
members (the decision-makers). Refer to Appendix BB. March 7
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VII. Public comments and coordination (NEPA process) will present
a brief summary of the steps taken, starting with the Notice of
Intent, scoping, the appointment of the Public Advisory Council
(PAG), review of the DEIS and public comments, all steps to involve
and inform the public of the decision-making process. This is one

of the major goals of NEPA - to involve the public - and this
section says how we did that. March 7

A. Public Advisory Group role (writer) will be briefly
summarized.
B. Public Meetings will be listed with dates and attendance
numbers to define issues.
C. Advertisement and Public Announcements will be copies of
those documents.
D. Notice of Intent Published by USFS will be copied from
Federal Register.
E. Cultural Resources Review ?22222?? May Tremove or put the

archaeological stuff her 22? \jﬁ?i)

VIII. References (editor) will be alphabetized by author, list all
publications, or unpublished data or interviews, which were cited
in the DEIS. It will be a shorter 1list that the current
bibliography. April 26

IX. Index will be prepared using the Wordperfect feature according
to the USFS guidelines. (Jackie Glover-Brown?) April 26

X. APPENDICES (All completed by April 26)

AA. Issues (NEPA process) identified by the public will
present a list of all the issues identified, even if they were not
all addressed in this DEIS.

BB. List of Agencies (editor) and Persons to Whom DEIS Was

Sent, and Letters Received from Agencies will be the 1lists

used

- Other State and Federal Agencies will be a list of names of
those involved in the Restoration Plan.

- Natives, Villages, Corporations will be a list of those who

reviewed the DEIS.

- Local Communities and Boroughs will be a list of mayors who

reviewed the DEIS.

CC. Comments and Public Responses (NEPA process) to DEIS will
be presented. For the Final EIS, this section will also present the
remarks and comments from the public on the DEIS and public
opinions on the alternatives under consideration. Some EIS's copy
the whole letter, and address or answer it on the facing page.
Others group comments into similar categories and then answer it
once. This DEIS will wait to see how many and what types of
responses are received, and await the input from the Public

10



Advisory Group. The proposal scope of work did not include the
public participation. The EIS should only answer technical
questions, and refer the political ones back to the TC or RT.
(Section not until the Final EIS, probably in August)

DD. Lists (editor) of Trustee Council, Restoration Team,
Public Advisory Group will include mailing addresses.
(may want to move to BB)

EE. Section 810 Evaluation on Subsistence (socio-cultural)
1. Evaluation process
a. evaluate effect on subsistence uses and needs
b. notice given
c. hearing in vicinity
d. determining significant restrictions
e. steps to minimize adverse impact
2. Proposed action on federal lands
3. Affected environment relative to subsistence uses
4. Uses and needs evaluation
a. list of criteria used
b. potential to reduce populations
c. restriction of access
d. increase in competition
e. availability of other lands / waters
5. Alternatives considered
6. Findings

FF. Glossary (editor) of terms and acronyms will be defined.

GG. Lists of species (editor) will include the common name,
the Latin Genus and species, the general habitat where found.

HH. Maps (oversized maps will be folded into a Pocke

£)
optional, but need to decide on map format by mid March!

11



IIX.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

IV. ENVIRO

A'

B. General Description of Affect Communities
An descriptive overview of the 18 affected
communities will be developed. Each community will
be 1dentif1ed and briefly described.
c. Prince William Sound and Affected Area
; I Socioeconbmic and Subsistence
The socioeconomic and subgistence
characteristics of the affected c¢ommunities
will be identified and discussed, pre-oilspill,
during ¢leanup, and post-spill. Specific
topics to be addressed include:
a. Demographics
A profile of each community will be
developed based on 1990 Census data
b. Land Uze
Largely, local 1land use planning or
regulation is not available in PWS. Land
use will be described and discussed
relative to State and Borough information.
Local community information will be
addressed where it ig available.
c. Transportation
d. Recfeat:on/To rism
e. Commercial Fishing .
f. Commerical Timber
2. Cultural and Ardhaeolcglcal Resources
The cultural and archeolgocical resources o©of the
study area will be identified and discussed from
historical and current.perspectives in terns of pre-
spill, cleanup and post-spill- impacts.,
3. Bioleogical Impacts '
4. Physical Impacﬁs
AL CONSEQUENCES OF RES TION PLAN
Sociceconomic

The impacts of the Restoration Plan alternatives on the
social, cultural, economic systems of the affected
communities will be‘identified and discusszed.

1 of 3




3.
4.
5.
6.

L

Ut
1. Local economy and jobse
The local econemy and labor markets for the affected
communities will be described based on 1990 -Census
data and IMPLAN tables, relative to the Restoration
Plan Alternatives. ;

2, Native subsistence (Sec 810 ANILCA)
Native subsistence resource use patterns will be
identified and decribed relative to the Restoration
Plan Alternatives,

a. Uses and needs in the affected environment
The uses of subsistence resources and the needs
of subsistence harvestors will be described and
evaluated in light of the Restoration Plan
Alternatives.

b. Evaluation c¢riteria and matrix

G Reduced populations or increase cémpetition
Restoration Plan Alternatives relative to their
impact on reducing subsigtence resource
population=s and/or increasing competition for
subsistence resources will be discussed.

ds Restriction of Access
The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be
discussed regarding their impacts on
restricting the subsistence resource access of
Alaska Natives.

e. Availability of other lands
The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be
decribed with regard to the availability of
other lands for subsistence harvesting.

Proposed alternative will/will not restrict
uses
The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be
evaluated with regard to their potential for
restricting Alaska Native use of subsistence
regsources.,

Tourism
Recreation
Commercial Fishing
Commercial Timber

Cultural and archaeological resources

The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be reviewed with
regard to their impact on cultural and archaeological
resources over the short and long term.

2 of 3
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8. Local land uge and growth
Most o©of the area affected by the Restoration Plan
Alternativeg is rural and remote. Information will be
collected and evaluated regarding the potential short and
long term impacts on local land use and growth relative
to the Restoration Plan Alternatives.

9. Community facilities '
The majority of the affected communities exhibit little
in the way of community facilities or infrastructure.
The Restoration Plan Alternatives may require communities
to invest 1in the development of facilities and
infrastructure. This potential and its impact on the
communities will be discusged.

10. Congumers, civil rights, mifiorities & women
The general impacts of the Restoration Plan Alternatives
on specific segments of the study area will be addressed.

J. Cumulative Impactg of the Restoration Plan

1. Social/Cultural ' _%
The cumulative impacts of the Restoration Plan
Alternatives will be identified and discussed with
regard to the social and cultural characteristics
of the affected communities and study area.

Vi. DIZTRIBUTIO REVIER OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1
c. Native & Village Corporations fﬁ
The EIS will be distributed to the Native & Village £
Corporations for review and comment. A mailing list will =
be developed which identifies the appropriate individuals

and mailing addresses for Native & Village Corporation

!
review. !
Lo [
D. Local Communities and Boroughs i

The EIS will be distributed to all affected local L
community and borough ¢fficials for review and comment.
A mailing list will be developed which identifies the
appropriate individuals and mailing address for local
community and borough review.

VII. PUBLIC CO 8 C

E, Cultural Resources Review
" Responses relative to the cultural and archaeological
resources impacted by the Restoration Plan Alternatives
will be recorded and reviewexd.

X, SECTION 810 EVALU N_ON SUBSISTENCE

3 of 3
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RANDY BRANDON/ALASKA STOCK IMAGES
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NAGGING QUESTION REMAINS: HOW MUCH HARM

DID THE EXXON VALDEZ SPILL REALLY DO?

Imost four years have passed since the snow
falling in Herring Bay landed on the shiny,
black crude, each flake holding its white crys-
talline form, before melting into the filthy sea.

Four years ago, ducks and cormorants that
landed in this corner of Prince William Sound
died and became dark lumps, floating unnoticed
in the oil until they bumped up against the hulls
- of passing boats. On a beach, a sea otter tried fu-
nously to rub the stinging oil off its face in a snowbank. Men worked wild-
eyed, around the clock, to skim oil off the water, their faces, hands and or-
ange jumpsuits coated black. They made little progress against the 11 mil-
llon gallons of North Slope crude spilled March 24, 1989, by the tanker
Excon Valdez

Today, Herring Bay is beautiful again. The water is so clear that boats
floating on it seem to hang in the air. The mountains of Knight Island rise

from a bright mirror of water as if they were earth’s huge, muscled shoul-

BY CHARLES WOHLFORTH
LEFT: Today Herring Bay is beausiful again but appearances can be deceiving.
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“ and an army of workers

. ders. Among the mountains, eagles soar.

But the damage is here, just invisible.
Herring Bay is not as it was before the oil
came.

The Sound’s web of life has only just
begun mending itself, according to a
$100 million state-federal science project
still in the process of being revealed.
Plants and animals from popweed to
killer whales still lack their former abun-
dance, and some have only just begun to
reappear.

“We have some species that aren’t re-
covering,” says Dave Gibbons, director
of the governments’ study and restora-

LErT: Cordova Mayor
Kelly Weaverling:
“You can run but you
can'’t hide.”
RIGHT: Dan Talbert

blasted off beaches with
scalding water.

tion project. “We have some areas that -

are recovering quite nicely. Like the killer
whales. There was a pup born this year.”

Exxon officials dispute that any
whales died because of the spill, and say
that all species are recovering. They say
the ecosystem as a whole is OK because
no species is in danger of disappearing
entirely. And they point out that wildlife
is abundant—at least compared to other
areas of the world.

But a lot is missing. The scientists
say it one way, with statistics on be-
havioral changes, mortality and de-
clining abundance of wildlife. Others,

like Cordova bookstore owner Kelly
Weaverling, say it another way. He
thinks the Sound is full of ghosts.

f there were a study on

* how the spill changed hu-

man habitat and behavior,

Weaverling would be a
prime specimen.

- Wcavcrlmg used to kayak in Prince

William Sound four months each year,

learning each fold of the interlocking

- fiords. Each summer he collected litter

from the beach to take back to civiliza-
don in his kayak. He lived in Anchorage,
but Prince William Sound
was paradise, and he wanted
a life that revolved around
it. So Weaverling and his
wife moved to Cordova and
bought a bookstore. Not
much later, the Exxon
' Valdez hit Bligh Reef.

I was with him almost
four years ago when
Weaverling first saw the
oil. Night was falling when
we arrived in Herring Bay
aboard a big tour boat
chartered by Exxon to sup-
port Weaverling’s hastily
organized, quixotic bird
rescue operation. In the
failing light, it was hard to
see that the water’s undu-
lating surface was a black .

NATARLIE FOHES

THE SPILL’S TOLL—AND WHAT MIGHT BE DONE

more harm than good. Current

g % damaging them internally
e s m the 1989 Fxx 2 when they ate it. Otter num- plans to aid otters center on
£ alr:ageﬁam #oe 9k9 on 8 bers have decreased by 34.6 removing oil from mussel beds
¥ Z 0“@1”‘“ WG ept.secrek $ percent in oiled areas. The where they feed.
B b_y the stdiaand ﬁderal govern- 2 deaths of prime-age animals ,
¢ until last H 3 and weaned pups have in- '
ot s  creased comparedwareas noc.  KILLER WHALES
R of fudings ena foor & oiled. Researchers believe the
key species by the Exxon Valdez 2 continuing harm is due to per-  DEAD: Unknown
Oil Spill Trustees, a state-fed- 2 sistent oil contamination of ot- DAMAGE: A number of
. - ters’ favorite foods, mussels well-studied killer whales in
e.ralg ; t,ergzd N SEA OTTERS -and clams. Prince William Sound disap-
. ing Alaska’s damaged natural RESTORATION: 193 otters  peared after the spill. Their .
resources with money won FOUND DEAD: 1,011; Esti- were “schabilitated,” after be-  death rate tripled. Females
from Exxon Corp. The mated dead: 3,500-5,500. . ing oiled, for about $80,000 with calves were among the
: . bmt‘;: DAMAGE. Qil killed otters | each. Later research showed whales that disappeared,
are considering each of the the insulating most died soon after release, the whales’ social

<

restor-ation oprions listed.

e

qnzhtyofﬂmrfur andby

L

and the rescue may havedone 7 | structure as other pod mem-
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slick of oil. In the next day’s morning
light, there was no avoiding it.

Weaverling concentrated on his work,
planning the animal rescue that was
plainly futile amid the devastation
around us. He showed no emotion until
I asked him about his reaction. Then
tears rolled down his sun-creased cheeks.
“It’s like you come home and everything
you own is totally defiled,” he said, and
his voice stumbled into inarticulate pro-
fanity. '

Last summer I met him again, sipping
coffee at a table in the cafe section of his
bookstore in Cordova. He still wore his

x

L. J. Evans,
trustee spokeswoman,
defends the pace of

restoration efforts.
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wiry hair, now slightly graying, in a
ponytail. He smoked hard, breaking the
filters off his Camel cigarettes. A lot had
happened to change him since. He had
traveled the nation and shared the lecture
stage with the likes of actor-environmen-
talist Ted Danson. He becime mayor of
Cordova. And he stopped visiting places
like Herring Bay in his kayak.

“I’s not easy to have fun in a place
that’s so full of spooks and haints,” he
says. “I used to wonder why my uncles
could never forget World War II, and
why my friends could never stop think-
ing about Vietnam after they’d been

through that. Well now I understand, be-
cause it’s the same way for me in the
Sound. You can’t have fun going back to
a bartlefield.”

Before the spill, he says, “We thought
we could move here and be totally free of
the oil industry and totally safe. We'd re-
tire to a quiet life of book-selling and art.
Then the spill happened, and I realized,
you can run but you can’t hide.”

The spill made Weaverling a minor
celebrity and small-town politician. Now
his words are better chosen, almost prac-
ticed. He’s still authentic, but now it’s as
if he knows it, and knows how to use it.

When I keep asking him
if he’s changed, he keeps
denying it.

“Nothing’s changed,” he
finally says, his tone almost
regal. “I have widened my
sphere of responsibility.”

n a summer
morning, Bay
of Isles on the
east side of
Knight Island
is so silent I can almost hear
the tidal lagoon mud drying
under the sun. I can’t decide
why the silence is so heavy
until I realize I hear no

birds.
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%  The beating of a heli-
B ki £ copter’s blades fades in from
AN i
rs cared for the young. A di-  searchers estimate the colonies dropped 13 percent.
ct relationship to the spill could take decades to recover. RESTORATION: Keep peo-
uld not be ‘shown, however. RESTORATION: Human ple away from seal haul-out ar-
presence could be eliminated eas to reduce harassment that
near murre colonies during costs seals energy.
j MURRES_ s nesting to increase the breeding -
success. Decoys and recorded 2
'FOUND DEAD: 22 000; Esti-  calls could bcy“ssed to enhance ¢ HARLEQUINS
mated dead: 300,000. murre social behavior, and =
DAMAGE: Slow-breeding ledges could be added to % FOUND DEAD: 200; total sea
common and thick-billed mur-  colonies to improve nesting. ) ducks found dead of all vari-
res protect their young by nest- lethargic behavior, possibly eties, 2,000. N "
ing in colonies all at the from eating oil. r seal '"DAMAGE: equin, gold-
1slalﬁme til:;f After the spill so HARBOR SEALS numbers in Prince William encye and scoter ducks ff:d
many adult birds were killed— Sound, already declining by along the shore. Researchers
up to 70 percent in some FOUND DEAD: 19; Estimat-  about 10 percent a year in the believe they are still pldnng up
colonies—that the colony lost ed dead: 200 .mid-1980s, fell another 35 oil from contaminated food
its synchronized breeding, lead- DAMAGE: Scals were killed - percent in the year after the and llarleqmnshzvelostbody ,
ing to complete reproductive by direct contact with oil, and  spill in areas hit by oil. The fat and failed to reproduce. Re-
! failure in following years. Re- developed brain lesions and - population in unoiled areas ssearchers could not find nests
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the distance. Suddenly the aircraft roars

in, low over the trees. The pilot circles*

and hovers down into the beach grass.
Three scientists emerge with coolers and
knapsacks, like jet-set picnickers.
Biologists with the National Marine
Fisheries Service’s Auke Bay Lab, they are

looking for metal survey stakes left earlier

when taking samples of mussels and
mud. So many scientists drove so many
stakes into the Sound’s beaches, explains
their leader, Pat Rounds, that they have
become a hazard to small-boat naviga-
tion, and officials and small boaters have
been removing them. Now Rounds can’t
find one of her stakes.

The scientists study their detailed
map of Death Marsh, named by spill
workers after what they saw here in ’89.
Several spill-inspired names have stuck in
the Sound and Gulf of Alaska. Grungy
Cove was a slimy beach in the Gulf. At
Quayle Beach, Vice President Dan
Quayle inspected the oil from a board-
walk specially built for his visit.

Oil settled on Death Marsh like a
smothering blanket four years ago. De-
spite careful work to clean it up without
trampling the delicate marsh and driving
the oil in deeper, oil remains in the mud,
its petroleum odor mixed with the smell
of rotting seaweed.

Rounds and her colleagues place met-
al grids in their measured spots, then
count and collect the mussels. In the
search for environmental contamination,

in oiled areas, and found no
new broods of hatlequins until
two years after the spill, when
they found only one.
RESTORATION: Cleaning
oiled mussel beds could help
the ducks. Buying threatened
habitat could protect ducks
from further damage. Reducing
or changing duck hunting sea-
sons could allow resident popu-
lations to recover.

FUCUS (popweed)

DamMAGE: Fucus, the seaweed

- known locally as popweed, sup-

ports much of the life of coastal
Alaska, Hot-water cleanup

Dib THE
CLEANUP GO
Too FAR?

ERNIE PIPER IS PAINSTAKINGLY
transforming his suburban Anchor-
age tract house into a 19th century
New England colonial. Friends are
impressed by his patience but, he
tells them, picking out a tablesaw
blade is never as difficult as his old
job of deciding which habitat would
die and which live, as a special assis-
tant to former Gov. Steve Cowper in
the 1989 oil spill.

Those decisions began from the opening hours of the spill: Whether to
use chemicals to disperse the oil; whether to bulldoze beaches where oil was
buried in the gravel; whether to leave hardening oil or blast it off with hot wa-
ter. Piper still defends the state’s decisions, but the latest scientific studies sug-
gest that the beach cleanup may have done more harm than good.

A 1991 follow-up study by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration’s Hazardous Materials Response Branch, perhaps the world’s
most sophisticated oil spill agency, found that beaches not cleaned recovered
faster. The oil did damage, NOAA said, but the hot-water cleanup did more.
Did Piper and his colleagues make the wrong call in 19892

Piper says NOAA's study didn’t consider all the issues surrounding the
cleanup like the economic impact on the fishing industry. The spill, he ex-
plains, was “a public administration problem. It was not an oil pollution prob-
lem.”

When oil hits a shoreline, it does not kill everything. Many of the hardy
organisms in the “intertidal zone,” which is constantly buffeted by waves, ice
and sun, can cope with oil. But once the oil dries, removing it requires hot-wa-
ter blasting, which kills everything on the beach. Afterward, hot-water propo-
nents say, the shore will be relatively cleaner for animals to recolonize.

Exxon officials like Frank larossi and cleanup manager Otto Harrison in-
sisted their cleanup would remove the oil from Alaska’s shores and leave the
Sound clean. When they finally quit last summer, they said, that’s exactly what
they had done. In fact, the greatest good to come from Exxon’s $2 billion cleanup
may be in the lessons it taught on what not to do the next time a thousand miles
of coast is painted with spilled oil.

While Piper defends the cleanup, he says it went too far and hit too many
shores, But he blames the public and Exxon for their need to believe the envi-
ronment could be protected from the spill’s damage.

“Society is not honest with itself about what industrial development
means,” he says. “The public expects there is, somewhere, somehow, a way of
doing it safely, with no real negative impact. Society is unrealistic as regards its
expectations. And it goes back to technology. The idea is that there’s a solution
to every problem, and somebody just needs to do the math.” ‘

b 2]
ROY CORRAL

Piper: “Society is not honest
with itself. . .”
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mussels collected around the Sound are a
scientist’s best friend. Like the old min-
ers’ caged canary, they offer an early
warning of hidden dangers. Back in the
laboratory, tests on their flesh and the
mud will gauge the severity of the pollu-
tion still in Death Marsh.

In 1991 researchers in the Sound dis-
covered fresh, black oil under the mussel
beds. The explanation was simple:
Cleanup workers were told to avoid mus-
sel beds rather than wipe them out by
digging them up to remove the underly-
ing oil. It turns out mussels beds were
perhaps the one plaee that should have

Marine advisory

agent Rick Steiner:

“T've become more

oynical.”

P o
S oo

iques ten_ﬂed to kill it out.
Orther plant species that tend to

been cleaned. Mussels form a vital link in
the food chain. Their ongoing oil con-
tamination, according to the state-feder-
al study, appears to be poisoning the ot-
ters that eat them. Clown-colored
harlequin ducks, black oystercatchers
and river otters also feed on mussels from
the dirty beds, and show similar effects.

Orters are still growing sick from
Exxon Valdez oil, according to the state
and federal governments’ research. Re-
searchers were still finding dead 2- to 8-
year-old otters two years after the spill.
Usually, very few otters that age die. The
number of otters has dropped by 34.6

MUSSELS

percent in oiled areas. Meanwhile, an ab-
normally small number of otter pups is
surviving its first year, probably because
the young feed more heavily than adules
on mussels, which tend to be contami-
nated. When scientists draw blood from
otters, they find it mixed with oil by-
products.

Rounds’ work is part of an $874,000-
a-year study to determine the link be-
tween the oiled mussel beds and the ani-
mal illnesses, and to find out if digging
narrow trenches through the mussel beds
will allow the tide to clean out the oil.
The study won’t be complete until 1994,
but workers may begin
trenching the mussel beds
this coming summer.

The study, like dozens of
others on the spill, is funded
from the environmental
restoration money the state
and federal governments
won from Exxon in an Oc-
tober 1991 settlement. So
far, more than $100 million
has been spent on study, ac-
cording to the project’s di-
rector, Dave Gibbons of the
U.S. Forest Service. But
none has been spent on ac-
tual restoration work.

Critics of the program
say spending so much mon-
ey to study restoration op-
tions that could cost rela-

ROY CORRAL
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lonize disrupted areas took

-} over, and fucus recovery has

been slow.

T

. RESTORATION “Researchers
"“want to smdy:hbw;he slow-to-

recover fucus coild be aided.

BALD EAGLES

FOUND DEAD: 151; Esti-
mated dead: up to 580.
DAMAGE: Eagles died from
eating oil-tainted carrion after
the spill. Near oiled beaches,
many failed to reproduce the
year of the spill, and to some

extent the next year. However,
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about 4,000 eagles live around
the Sound alone, and their be-
- havior appears to have returned -

DAMAGE: Mussel beds were

" one of the few places left un-

TOM WALKER

. touched by the cleanup, but

they may have been the most
important place to clean. In
1991, researchers found fresh
oil still trapped under the thick
mat of mussel beds’ anchorin;
strands. Harlequin ducks, black
oystercatchers, river otters and
juvenile sea otters probably are
receiving doses of fresh oil from
eating these mussels.
RESTORATION: A study

to normal. on mussel bed damage won’t
RESTORATION: Curtailing  be done until 1994, but offi-
logging would protect eagle cials hope to begin cleaning
habitat. * the beds this summer. Thcy

plan to dig trenches in the
beds to help the tide flush out
the oil.

RED SALMON

DAMAGE: Because of fears
that oil contamination would




. RESTORATION: New |
. . streams could be stocked with
* - :hatchery solts to boost fish-

o Lover. Rcdl.l-ClﬂE lugglﬂE

tively lindls to actually implement docsn’t
make mvach sense.

The mussel stady is one of the casiest
tey justify because of the complexicy of the
problem and the need to make sure the
cleznup wark does mote good than
harm. But Alasks Attorney General
Charles Cole. anc of the six government
trusiees allocating the money, has chal-
lenged ather projects char seen intendad
i simply bankeal] government bureau-
CTACY.

For sxample, when the UL5. Fish and
‘Wildlife bervice asked for money fora
study to determine if people should be
kepr away from Gulf of Alaska murre
colonivs i 2id the birds’ recoverny, Cole
sugpgasted simply keeping the prople
away and saving the meoney, A $316,70{
“restoration” project was approved for
1992 anyway, comprised of photograph-
ing and counting birds in che colonjes,

For the scientists in Bay of Isles, the
sheer fascination of the work scems
enough, whether or not it helps the area
in the sher mn.

*Tt’s the first time some of these areas
have even been looked at,” Rounds savs,

The tide comes in and, after collecting
their samples, the scientists reboard the
helicopeer and take off. The lagesn again
falls silenr. Ixcept tor che foocprine and
stakes tiey leave belind, and the few
musseis and jats af mud they take with
them, the scientists have dene nothing to
haem Death Marsh, or o help it heal.

ruin Ash madkets, the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game
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posider two more speci-
mens of how the spill

changed human behavior
and habicar: Rick Steiner
and L J. Evans,

Steiner was in Cordovz when the oil
spilled, running the fisherman's vetsion
of the agricultural exwension service in
Cordava as the apent [or 1he University

“When  bear the
fiublic saying we've nat doing
enoiegh, it just irn’t fair,” says

the pevernment’s L J, Evans.
"You need to bnow whar'’s
darmaged before you know whar

meeds to be restored.”

of Alaske’s Marine Advisory Program.
He znd a Few friends soon realized that
Exxon had dene nothing to protect the
Sound’s fisherman-builc pink salmon
harcherics.

They told Frank Taross, president of

Exxon Shipping, abour the problem, and
he pur them in charge of saving che

hatcheries, Steines put together a navy of

closed commercial ecd salemon
fishing in Crok Inlet and Kodi-
ak in 1949, The closure mcant

DAMAGE: Although salmon
from harcheries in Prince
Williatn Sennd returned in

tuns had aleeady been in dedline
in the Sound. More eges died,
and fewer returned becanse of
the spill. Letvas foom heavily
oiled srredms showed sich ab-

B PN L NS PO LT T IE R PR TS T S EUUr TR

fishing boats and called all aver the world
to get floating bovms to tig in front of
the hatcherics, By the time the leading
edge of the oil arrived, the hatcheries
were gafe. T was the cleanup’s only oo-
tahle success,

Tn 1989, Evans was texching photop-
raphy at Prince William Sound Commu-
nity Cellege in Yaldez. Acrive In thac
town’s small art scene, she had become
invalved in environmenal cauges afrer
her husband stareed the Prince Willlam
Sound Consersation Alliance,

When the oil fitst hit, Evans wenr o
work for dye bird rehabilication cenrer in
Valdez. Then she goca jobas a clerk-ryp-
izt ar the Deparement of Eovironmentsl
Conservation, the stare agenoy in charge
of the spill responge. Within cwo weeks
shr had been prometed to public infor-
mation officer, explaining the epill wo the
narional press.

Steinet maoved on 1o the nexe phase of
the spill, realizing chat Exxon would like-
ly be forced to pay huge damages. He
wanced that moncy spent to head off
what he considers an environments)
threar equal wo the spill: elear-cur logping
of Prince Willizm Sound's old-growth
forests.

Forests sbove shores hit by the spill
were already scheduled for cucing by
Mative corporations that ewn iand
throughour rhe sound. Steiner began
lobbying for funding to buy the timber
and stop the | COMTINUED ON paGE 6]

ROCEFISA,
HALIBELUT AN
OTHER FISEH

too toany fish made it upeeiver  great numbers the first two nermalites ag club fins and DamMasE;: Liver lesions were
to spawming lakes. With too years aficr the spill, pink sulmon  curved back bones, lound in increazed oumbers in
many spzwhing fish, few stolt  runs from wild steeatns were RESTORATION! Because rockfish from ciled arcas,
survived, und Fish and Game badly damaged by viling, Wild hatchery and wild stock pinks Ol by-products were also
Prcd_[cts that this vear and next . F retorn at the satne tims, wild Found in the bile of halilyal,

total closure of the Kenai and
Red lakes systems may be need-
ed ro rebuild the run, F

ing while traditional runs re-

e runs dasuaged by e spill may
= be overfished by fishermen

working hatchery runs. New
hatchery mne could be creared
@: carlier in the year so that fish-
F ing conld continpe without af-
¢ fecting nil-damaged mins. .

i Streams also pould he protected

: -ducing logging.

= from damaging cmsm:u'l:nr e

rock sole, vellowfin sole, flar-
tiead sale, Pacilic cod, Dover
snl!: ﬂl'.l'd 53]3]1'.55]1.

In poilock, petrelews by-
products showed up in fish k-

.. en 500 miles from the site of

the spill.

RESTSRATION: B:g,u: man-
aging rockfish to establisha -~
© - sustainable harvest level vy .. 0

i SR B
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8-unit condo for sale, SE Utah, income producer, in-
vestment property; (801) 259-7283; $325K, price goes
up next spring.

ALASKA-LODGES etc.

We have the largest selection in the state.
Lodges & remote fly-in waterfront
properties, etc. Ask for our free Remote
Property Newsletter. 25 yrs. AK experience.
Bernie, OMB Realty Inc. (907) 277-4608
POB 3195 Anchorage, AK 99510

IDAHO - WASHINGTON - MONTANA Magnificent land
at wholesale prices. Call today. ROCKY MOUNTAIN
LAND COMPANY, 800-942-5363.

FREE protection forms and information kit. Helping
inventors since 1975. Affifiated inventors Foundstion.
1-800-525-5885.

WORLD’S LARGEST most complete Taxidermy and
Tanning Supply House. Has everything! Big catalog $1.
Van Dyke's, Dept. 39, Woonsocket, SD 57385.

. TOOLS & EQUIPMENT

CROSSCUT SAWS: Saw tools, knives, firewood-
cutting, people-powered tools. Free catalog.
CROSSCUT SAW COMPANY, P.O. Box 787-A,
Seneca Falls, NY 13148 (315) 568-5755.

TRAVEL/VACATION

CANADIAN ARCTIC: Bathurst inlet Lodge, north of
the Arctic Circle. Comfortable {odge, remote wilder-
ness. Scenery, wiidlife, wildflowers, history, inuit
culture. All ages, physiques, interests. Canoe outfit-
ting/barrenlands travel; spring program, boat trips,
course for teachers. Brochure: Bathurst inlet Lodge,
Box 820 AK, Yellowknife, NT. X1A 2N6 (403) 873-
2595; fax: (403) 920-4263.

ALASKA BY MOTORHOME VIDEO. 60 minutes! High-
lights of 1,757 mile, 21 day Alaska tour. $24.95. 800-
225-0044.

New recording artist writer. Potential hit rapper's con-
vention video cassette. $19.95. Bernie Stieben, 111
West 5th, Oakley, Kansas 67748.

ASIAN GIRLS- Amateur models preview video: $29.
Ten color photos: $11. Sample photo/catalog: $3.
VOYAGE, 41 Sutter, #1309-BB, San Francisca, CA
94104,

MAKE BEER - FREE Guide-book/Catalog. Low prices.
Guaranteed fast, reliable service. THE CELLAR AC,
P.O. Bax 33525, Seattle, WA 98133, 1-800-342-1871.

Government Auctions Directory, any state. $7.00 to:
Joe Wisike and Assoc., Dept. A, Box 24106, Apple
Valley, MN 55124,

YOU TOO CAN import from Taiwan and Hong Kong.
Free information, Box 661, Dallas, GA 30132.

Wind up Flashlights! No batteries at all! $2.00 brings
complete details. LABCO, P.O. Box 230, Kulpsville, PA
19443,

REMEMBER: The deadfine for Classified advertising in
the next available issue (March 1993) is December 25!
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HIDDEN DAMAGE
Continued from page 51

logging. He argued that the area, already
hammered by the oil spill, couldn’t stand
the second blow of being stripped of its
trees. Saving the trees, he said, would
help preserve habitat for birds harmed by
the spill and prevent erosion that would
further burt salmon and trout runs.

Steiner again called on Exxon’s Iarossi
to negotiate a legal settlement that would
bring quick money to his project. That
effort fell apart in 1990, and trees began
to fall.

Evans spent much of the summer of
the spill escorting reporters and digni-
taries in the Sound. In October 1989, on
a visit to Death Marsh, she found the
year’s last dead, oiled otter. She remem-
bers crying over the otter with the group
she was guiding that day.

By the following winter, the state
moved its spill offices to Anchorage,
and Evans went along, becoming the
spill response center’s public relations
director. The dead animals, including,
possibly, the otter she found, were
stored in freezer vans in Anchorage—
evidence for the state and federal suits
against Exxon.

But in 1991, the state and federal gov-
ernments settled their suits against
Exxon, and the firm began to pay $1 bil-
lion in restitution and fines under a 10-
year plan. Environmentalists complained
that the long payout made the money
only worth about half its face value. And,
they said, state studies on the spill’s eco-
nomic impact—kept secret to this day—
allegedly showed that Exxon should have
paid many times more.

Steiner favored the deal, however, be-
cause, as government lawyers argued, it
would provide money quickly to protect
spill-damaged coastal areas already falling
to the chain saw. His reaction changed,
however, when the government trustees
handling the settlement fund failed to
use the money for buying areas set for
logging. Instead, the trustees took $57

- million of Exxon’s $90 million first-year

installment to repay their own agencies
for studying the spill and litigating the
case. Most of the rest went for more stud-
ies and administration of the new
restoration bureaucracy.

Last spring at the urging of environ-
mental, fishing and timber interests, the
Alaska Legislature passed a bill to move
ahead on buying key timber habitat with

$50 million in Exxon fines. But Gov.
Walter J. Hickel vetoed the measure.

Hickel, who pushed for a quick settle-
ment with Exxon, now favors putting the
money in an interest-bearing endow-
ment instead of spending it directly.
Why did the government lawyers seek a
fast settlement with Exxon if they didn’t
plan to spend the money? The trustees’
restoration director, Gibbons, says he
doesn’t know why the attorneys said
there was a rush to settle.

have become more cyni-
cal, more bitter, and more
angry over the years,”
Steiner says of his experi-
ence. “And it’s not just
that the oil spill happened, but that noth-
ing constructive is going to come out of
it. 've just been amazed at how bad our
federal government can be. And, you
know, I don’t want to be spending my
life writing letters to federal judges, or
standing up yelling in trustee council
.o, :

meetings.

Evans, who now works as the trustees’
public relations person, says she still be-
lieves in the process. She and the rest of
the oil spill trustees’ staff work for six dif-
ferent state and federal agencies, each of
which has veto power over what the full
group does. So far, critics charge, the
group has done almost nothing but study
and discuss the problem and fund scien-
tific efforts to be carried out by the
trustees’ own agencies. )

“When I hear the public saying we’re
not doing enough, it just isn’t fair,” says
Evans. “You need to know what’s dam-
aged before you know what needs to be
restored. They have produced several
documents that represent lots and lots of
work.”

Besides, she says, “You can’t go out
and willy-nilly buy land.”

For her part, Evans has a job on a pro-
ject that will likely last decades. Yer, like
many others whose lives were trans-
formed by the spill, she isn’t entirely hap-
py with the outcome.

“It was supposed to be a couple of
months, and then it was going to be
over the winter,” she says. “And now
here it is three and a half years later, and
I’m still working on this thing, this dis-
aster. | am really kind of ready to do
something else.” *

Anchorage free-lance writer Charles
Woblforth covered the 1989 Exxon Valdez
spill for the Anchorage Daily News.
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Scientists bring ideas to oil-spill symposium

By NATALIE PHILLIPS
Dally News reporter

»* Deep below the surface, in the
.genes of fish, in the brains of birds
tand the livers and kijdneys of sea
rotters, the Exxon Valdez oil sp111
yplayed havoc. And finally, scien-
itists can talk about it.

¢’ eHerrings were born mutants
!w1th twisted spmes and deformed
tjaw
g . Harlequm ducks quit reprodu-
scmg

{* e Murres began nesting a month
late, meaning their 1mmature off-

spring are being swept off thelr
cliffside nests and washed away by
the early winter storms.

* Perfectly . preserved, toxic
crude oil remains trapped under
mussel beds, in some places more
than a half-foot deep.

e And still unexplained is: D1d
the spill have anything to do with
the disappearance of 13 of the 36
killer whales in Prince William
Sound’s well-studied AB pod? And--
why have the dorsal, fins of two
males co%lapsed" S S
. Scient

sts have been prohlblted'

from d1scuss1ng these and other
findings for the past four years
because of the federal and state
governments’ lawsuits against
Exxon and Alyeska Pipeline Ser-
‘vice Co. But with these suits re-
cently settled, they are now free to
talk.

In a special edition of “Alaska

. Wildlife,” published by the state

Department of Fish and Game this
-month,. many .of the findings are

spelled out, And Tuesday, nearly

; 600 scientists and lawyers from
across - the country will gather at

R,

the first public forum on the spill.
The first day of the four-day
symposium at the Egan Civic and
Convention Center is free and de-
signed to give the public an over-
view of the spill’s impact. It costs
$110 to attend the next three days
of seminars, which are more tech-
nical and geared for scientists.
More than 100 papers will be pres-
ented during the conference.

“This is it,”” said state biologist
Sam Patten. “Everybody is going -
to put their cards on the table.
‘Everything is going to come ou

.2

Though invited, Exxon sdlentlsts
won't be there. An Exxon spokes- !
man .said last fall that company |
scientists will present their work
at a conference this spring in At-
lanta.

The governments’ chief spill sci-

-entist, Robert Spies, said Exxon .

might not agree with some of the

‘governments’ findings.

“You are always going to get
different stories,” said Spies. ‘“The

resource people are going to paint

' Please OlL SPILL

see Back Page,




OIL SPILL- Symposium an outlet for information regarding Sound disaster |

| " Continued from Page A-1 J

a black plcture, Exxon will paint a
white picture.”

It appears most of the harm was
short term; not & single species
was lost because of the spill. Most
scientists said they expect all the
species to recover and genetic dam-
age to be mitigated within a few
generatmns, leaving the spill just a
blip in the Sound’s evolution.

Fishermen and environmental-
ists still have lawsuits pending
against Exxon for the damage
caused when the Exxon Vhldez ran
aground, dumping 11 million gal-
lons of oil .into the Sound. And
some of the study fmdmgs may
end up as evidence in court.

That’s where the state and fed-
eral governments were headed
when they settled out of court in
1991 for $1.2 billion. The settle-
ment specifies that the bulk of the
money go to restoring damaged
resources. Spill trustees meet
monthly and are looking to the
same scientists and studies to fig-
ure out how to do that.

LACK OF STUDIES

Scientists began the journey of
assessing damage empty-handed.
With the exception of a few isolat-
ed studies, the only complete cen-
sus and study of wildlife in the
Sound was nearly 13 years old.
And that study was done by two
underfunded biologists who had to
borrow a friend’s boat to do their
work, according to Karen Laing, a
U.S. Fish and Wildlife biologist.

. ““There are weaknesses in our
knowledge about almost every in-
jury,” said chief scientist Spies.
“A lot of that is due to the fact we
did not have the baseline data
before the spill. We weren’t pre-
pared for cleanup and we weren't
prepared for damage assessment.’”

In some cases, biologists had to
find untainted areas of the Sound
to calculate what would be normal
breeding and feeding patterns for
some species.

In late spring 1991, scientists
were coming up with several dif-
ferent, unrelated observations,
said Malin Babcock, a National
Maring Fisheries Service biologisg
hat? wpen they started lookin

While storms and wave action
washed most visible oil off the
beaches, nothing touched the crude
oil trapped below mussel beds,
which may explain lingering inju-
ry to harlequin ducks and juvenile
sea otters, which feed on mussel
beds. .

'FISH AND SHELLFISH

For months following the spill,
biologists and Exxon officials said
repeatedly that fish and shellfish
were not in harm’s way because oil
floats and the fish could easily
swim away from it.

That was not always the case.

Spawning fish and oil met in the
intertidal areas, producing mutant
herring larvae and club-tailed wild
pink salmon. Nearly all the wild

pinks in the southwest part of. the-

Sound were oiled, some twice, ac-
cording to Samuel Sharr, a state
biologist.

About 50 percent of the streams
in the southwest Sound may have
gotten oil, Sharr said. So eggs and
fry produced in those streams got
oiled there, then again migrating
out.

0Oil did not appear to diminish
their food supply. but the extra
metabolic energy it took for the

juveniles to detoxify the water-sol-

uble fractions of o0il may have
stunted their growth and limited
the number that survived to be
adults, according to state Depart-
ment of Fish and Game biologists.

.The wild pink salmon’s clubbed
tails and the twisted spinés seen in
herring had disappeared by this
fall, Spies said. But pink salmon
mortality rates are still high.

The wild pink salmon ‘“‘are in
jeopardy all right,” he added. But
there is much debate over whether
the oil spill or the growing com-
mercial hatcheries are to blame.

0Oil experts were surprised as
evidence began to accumulate
about the depth at which the oil
sediments were being washed
down underwater slopes, eventual-
ly reaching 60 to 700 feet below sea
level and into crab, shrimp and
rockfish habitat. But biologists al-
so point out that long before the
oil got there, commercial fishing
had been takfng an undocumented
toll on these‘species.

plus years old and dwell near reefs
at depths of 30 to 1,800 feet, were
the only adult fish that turned up
dead following the spill. Concen-
trations of hydrocarbon metabo-
lites were found in their bile. State
Department of Fish and Game
biologists found that ‘“‘without
question, rockfish were exposed to
oil, some at lethal levels.”

Kenai River red salmon also aré
suffering nearly four years after
the spill.

! BIRDS

There are 100 species of birds in
the Sbund, according biologist
Laing. And most of them escaped
spill injury. Or, like bald eagles
and marbled murrelets, felt the
effects of the spill only the first
year,

Other species that were relative-
ly rare before the spill, like the
harlequin ducks, seem still haunt-
ed by the onslaught of oil and
cleanup workers.

““There is a large differente be-
tween sea birds,” said biologist
Spies. Some sea birds, like
mallards, can ingest o0il without so
much as a burp. Others, like the
harlequin, react to just a couple of
drops on their feathers.

In all, roughly 36,000 bird car-
casses were found and scientists
estimate that 300,000 to 645,000

. birds were killed during the first

months after the spill, with Alaska
Gulf common murres suffering the
highest mortality.

Early 1970s data showed 6,000 to
10,000 harlequins living in the
Sound. Biologist Patten calculates
2,000 of them were living in the
path of the oil. About 400 were
reported killed and those remain-
ing are simply not' reproducing.

What’s amazing about harle-
quins is that before the 1989 spill,
no harlequin nests had ever been
found anywhere in world except
Iceland. And that was in 1966.

‘“They are hard to study, kind of
flighty and very secretive,” Patten
said.

Since the spill, Alaska biologists
have found six nests in low, dense
vegetation upstream in the west-
ern part of the Sound.

The 'colony of common murres
that nest jn the Barren Islands also
are still stffering nearly four years

biologist fears the bad habits they
developed during the spill could
lead their colony to extinction.

Their problem doesn’t seem to

be with food, but confusion that
started in early April 1989, when
the wave of oil wiped out a raft of
tens of thousands of common
murres. Data suggest that the oil
killed up to 80 percent of the local
population, or about 10 percent to
20 percent of entire northern Gulf
of Alaska population.
+ ‘“Phe timing of the oil surround-
ing the Barren Island could not
have been more devastating to the
murres,”’ wrote biologist Michael
Fry of the University of California
Davis.

Murres, which live to be 15 to 20
years old, produce only one egg
annually. Some scientists theorized
that the wave of oil mostly killed
the experienced breeders, leaving
young, inexperience murres to car-
ry on the mating and nesting ritu-
als. Each spring since the spill, the
survivors have been nesting a
month later than they should.

Their tardiness has resulted in
increased predation of eggs and
chicks by gulls and. ravens. And
the winter storms have swept more

than 100,000 chicks off the c11ffs to
tho

sp111

“Murres appear to be in real
danger of becoming permanently
entrained to- late breeding,” Davis
writes. “If this is permanent, the
prospects for these colonies is poor
because a breeding failure will
lead to the eventual decline and
extinction of these colonies.”

MARINE MAMMALS

Though the Exxon spill was the
first really big spill in the coastal,
chilly waters, according to biolo-
gist Spies, the lack of baseline
data limited how much was
learned.

Previous, sporadic studies
showed that 20 percent to 30 per-
cent of the sea otters — or about
4,000 — in the Sound were killed
by oil, Spies said. Workers recov-
ered 781 carcasses.

The oil destroyed the insulating
quality of sea otter’s fur. As they
attempted to clean their fur, they
ingestedtlarge amounts of oil. Nec-

pulmonary emphysema, gastrlo
erosion, hemorrhaging and liver
and kidney damage. The oil
seemed to take a toll mostly on
middle-aged otters and pups.

“We don’t know exactly why
they are sufferlng " said Brenda
Ballachey, a U.S. Fish and Wildlife
biologist. Mussels are a source of’
food for pups, which seem to have
a high mortality, so scientists are
looking at that. :

The debate continues over
whether sea otters are coming back
and whether the rehabilitation cen-
ters set up to rescue otters after
the spill did any good, Spies said.

Before the' spill, harbor seal
numbers were on the decline, ac-
cording to biologists with the state
Department -of Fish and Game.

Oil-spill ‘workers didn’t find
many harbor seal carcasses after
the spill, though scientists estimat-
ed 50 percent to 100 percent of the
seals living in the spill area were
oiled. An estimated 200 died, but
only 19 carcasses were found be-
cause harbor seals sink.

Harbor seals, known to be sKit-
tish around people, allowed spill
workers to approach them. They
were lethargic and sickly. Biolo-
gists later found debilitating le-
sions on their brains and that
exposure to aromatic hydrocarbons
had cdused swelling and degenera-
tion of their nervous system.

Scientists had data for killer
whales. Craig Matkin, a Homer
biologist, had been studying them
since the early 1980s. So biologists
knew one particular pod quite inti-
mately.

The AB pod had 36 members the
year of ‘the spill. Within the next
three years, 13 disappeared and
two of the remaining males’ dorsal
fins had collapsed.

“That doesn’t happen very often
in the wild,” said Marilyn Dah-
lheim, a' National Oceanographic
and Atmospheric Administration
biologist. “Nobody knows why it
happens. It might be a nutritional
problem, it might be injury to the
fin.”

Dahlheim said .biologists have:
not been able to find a “real clear
cause and effect’’ between the spill
and the missing whales or fin
damage

““There is a legal term, prepon-
de‘fance of evidence.’” Déahlheim
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MEMORANDUM

TO: C. Paquette
S. Saari
K. Schildbach
M. McMillen
A. Pretti

FROM: S. Brown
DATE: January 27, 1993

SUBJECT: Meeting minutes

BACKGROUND:

Updated version with Carol Paquette’s changes for your files.
DISCUSSION:

Here’s what we talked about and what we agreed to.
ACTION:

Please review the minutes and make sure your responsibilities and comments are accurately
reflected.



EIS Team Meeting

Tuesday, January 26, 1993
10:00 a.m.

Present were Carol Paquette (Department Manager), Sharon Saari (Project Manager), Matt
McMillen (Dynamac Senior Scientist), and Sue Brown (Technical Writer). Anne Pretti
(Administrative Assistant) was present for part of the meeting. Kathy Schildbach
(Socioeconomic Technical Expert) was absent.

Sharon expressed her hope that Carol will be able to assist in the management of the team
and in the review and compilation of the socioeconomic data.

According to Sharon’s conversation with Ken Rice, USFS Anchorage, the Restoration
Planning Work Group (RPWG) should have the alternatives completed by this Friday,
January 29. Sharon will arrive in Anchorage the next day for the Oil Spill Symposium. At
that time, she will review the alternatives and meet with RPWG to discuss them. She will
fax the alternatives to Walcoff from Alaska if possible. Sue suggested that Sharon check into
borrowing one of the company laptops.

Ken told Sharon that RPWG is currently looking at four alternatives rather than the six they
had originally considered. These include two "extremes" and two "moderate” alternatives.

Regarding issues identified by the public: The group discussed placing the comprehensive
list of issues in an appendix and cross-referencing each issue to the place(s) in the document
where it is addressed. Sharon recommended that Matt assign the issues among the team
members, and that each person would be responsible for a page (or a paragraph, depending)
on each of their issues.

The group reviewed Ken Rice’s fax of issues and decided which it feit it couid address. A
summary of the discussion follows:

Issue Comments
1. Effect of restoration projects on local Employment can be discussed in terms of
economies and communities, as IMPLAN results. Infrastructure can be
measured in change in number and discussed in broad, qualitative terms but
kinds of jobs and change in cannot be quantified at the programmatic
community infrastructure. level. More baseline data on schools,

sewage and water systems, transportation,
etc. required. Carol and Kathy will

handle.

2. Restoration activities’ contribution to Ken has told Sharon that RPWG has some
restoring injured resources and of this data. Sharon said that Walcoff will
services in terms of— use RPWG data if available; otherwise, this

. Change in rate and degree of can only be described in broad terms.
recovery Walcoff can supply basic assumptions,

EiS Team 2 Meeting Minutes
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° Percent population change

. Number of animals produced

° Amount of habitat
restored /enhanced

. Change in time (years) to full
recovery

. Change in population demographics

. Change in recreation user days

3. Effects of restoration on land use in
terms of—

. Acres removed from private
ownership

. Acres of public land receiving more
protective management

. Volume of timber not available for
harvest

e Volume of mineral resources not

available for development

4. Impacts to non-target biological
resources from restoration activities
directed at injured resources in terms
of—

° Change in population of non-target
species

. Change in population structure of
non-target species

. Acreage change in habitat of non-
target species

5. Effects of restoration on genetic
diversity of wild salmon stocks.

6. Changes to the ecological structure
of the spill area, as measured in
terms of species diversity and acres
of habitat structurally changed.

such as "one boat ramp will bring in x
dollars and will increase tourism and
recreation by x percent." Anne, who is
writing the recreation description, did not
know whether user days data are '
available. Sharon said that user days are
FORPLAN output. Sue said that USFS has
approved IMPLAN in its place, and that if
IMPLAN does not produce this data,
Walcoff should not be required to provide
it. Sharon will handle this.

Sharon said that she could provide data
for the timber items, plus information on
jobs lost. She said that the mineral
resources question could only be
addressed qualitatively because no data is
currently available. Sharon will handle.

Again, if these data are available from
RPWG, Walcoff will use them. Otherwise,
this will not be addressed. Non-target
species cannot be addressed quantitatively
without reference to specific projects.
Competition would be the major effect,
and this must also be taken into
consideration with regard to subsistence
users. Sharon will handle.

Matt said that he had seen material on
this. This can be addressed generally.
Matt will handle.

Changes in diversity cannot be addressed
quantitatively, according to Sharon. Matt
thought they could be addressed in broad
quantitative terms (net increase or
decrease). Some confusion about how to
define diversity. Habitat acreage question
can be addressed in section about short-
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and long-term impacts. Sharon will

handle.

7. Changes to subsistence uses in terms Sue said she thought Kathy had enough
of amounts and kinds of resources information to address these questions.
harvested and changes in Carol and Kathy will handle on a
accessibility and availability. qualitative basis.

8. Effects of restoration on human i Carol suggested that OSHA-type criteria
health and safety, as measured by - for health and safety be used here, e.g.,
change in hydrocarbon levels in accident rates, access to medical services,
harvested resources. health care, etc. Sue said that hydrocarbon

levels alone do not reflect health and
safety; information on what people eat,
when, and in what quantities would be
needed. Sharon said this section should
address both OSHA-type issues and the
hydrocarbon measurements. Sharon and
Matt will provide data. Kathy and Carol
will provide discussion based on this
input.

Carol asked Sharon for a more detailed timeline for the DEIS. Sharon said that she had told
USFS that the team would require a minimum of 6 weeks from the date of receipt of the
alternatives to complete the analysis. The DEIS is due to the Restoration Team (RT) by

April 1. Some non-substantive "holes,” such as an incomplete index or missing
bibliographical entries, would be acceptable at this stage. The RT will return comments to
Walcoff, where they will be incorporated, and the document will be forwarded to the Trustee
Council (TC) by May 5 for review. Sharon said that Walcoff has agreed to send USFS
"advance chapters” as they are finished.

Matt said that he would check into Dynamac’s mapping capability. Dynamac typically
digitizes maps. Scanning them is a less preferred option. Sharon asked him to check on
what they would cost and whether Dynamac would agree to do the maps without a contract
modification, since much of the work Dynamac was originally contracted for has fallen to
Walcoff because Dean Mericus and Pete Saunders have left the team.

Having reviewed the draft of Chapter III, Affected Environment, Carol raised the following
concerns:

. The socioeconomic section does not address non-Native Alaskans. (This will be
Kathy’s to correct.)

. There is no description of transportation in the area. (Sue is working on this.)

EIS Team 4 Meeting Minutes
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d A description of government forms (tribal vs. city, State oversight, etc.) is needed.
(Kathy should do this.)

° A description of infrastructure and delivery for social, economic, and medical
services is missing.

. The entire document needs more tables and diagrams.

Sharon said these points would be addressed.
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January 27, 1993
MEMORANDUM
TO: Caral Paquette

TEL: é84-5582
FAX: B548-2881

FROM: Kathy Schildbach
RE: Census Information foxr Valdez-Cordeva
FYI

Inforzation for the individual commuynities has been requested.
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GPH~L-B1, Solected Labor Force and Comauling Characteristics: 1950
Le 2, Valdez=Cordova Census Area, Alaska
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A€ user should note that these data are based on a sample, subject to sampling

variability, and thal there are limitations to many of Chese data, Plegse refer teo the

‘tochnical documentaticn for Suemary Tape File 3 £3r a further explanation of sampling
variability and limitations c¢f the data,
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LABOR FORCE STATUS ) OCCUPATION
Persons 14 years and ever 7,254 Employed persons 14 years
In laber force 5,399 and over . . 4,732
Percant in labor foree 74.01 Exegytive, administrative,
Civilian labor forse 9,278t and managerial occupations 484
Empleyed 4,730 Professional specially
lingmployed 848, oceupations é2%
Parecent uncmpleyed 10.3) Technlcians ond related
rmed Forces 123 suppert occupaliansg 196
Net in lsbor force 1,895 Sales ccoupations 263
© | Admipistra zve.sufpogt )
Males 16 yeazrs amd aver 4,061 o¢cupations, including clerical 655
In labor ferce 3,298 Private houschold oceupations &
Percent in labor force Bl,2! Protective service occupations 67
Civilian labor force 3,173! Service occupations, except )
Employaed 2,797 proteative and household &83
Ungmployed - 37¢! Farming, forestry, and
Percent unemploved 11.8] f£lshing sceupation: 410
Armed Forces 128] Pregision production, craft,
Not in labor force 7851 and repalr ogcupations 620
_ .4 Machine eperators, assemblers,
Femaler 16 yzars and quer 3,233, and inspectors 83
In labor force, , %, 31001 Trangsportatien and material
Percent in labor force 3.0 movihg cccupalions L02
Civilian labor force 2,193, Handlers, equagmcnt ¢leaners,
Employed 1,833 helpers, and laborers N
Unenployed 170 :
Percent unemployed 8.1] INDUSTRY
btrmed Forces o Employed persons 1€ years
Not in labor forge 1,130 and over 4,730
7 A%g;cul;u:e, orestry, and
Females 14 years and over 302331 figheries 574
With own children under & years €867 Miming | 115
Percent in labér forge 58.31 Construction 42
With own children & %o 17 years © .| Munpfeeturing, nondupable goods 148
oniy ~ 846| ManuBacturing, durzble goods 11¢
Percent in lzbor force 78.3| Tramspertatien 618
. : Cemmunicaliong and other
Own ¢hildren under & years in . gblic utilities 149
families and subfamilics 982 Wnelesale trade B4
All parents preseant in : Retall trade &l
household in labsr force $10! Finanae, insurance, and
. : i reel estate . . 192
Oun children' § 42 17 years = Business and repair services 87
in families and subfamilies 1,730 Pepsonal serviees _ 154
All parents present in ‘ Enterfainment and reereation
hougseheld in lador force 1,283 seyvices 60
b Heglth services 316
Persons 16 te 12 years 908! Educational services 523
Not enrolled in echool znd ~ | Othar prefessional and
ast high seheol graduyate C 67 related services %212
Employed or in Armed Forges . 32| Publde administration 447
Unemployed 14 et
Net in labor force 21} CLASS OF WORKER
. : Employed persoms 16 vears
COMMUTING TO WORK i - #nd over 4,730
Woerkers 16 years and over 4,708! Private wage and salary workers 2,633
Percent drove alons s4.41 Governnent warkers 1,524
Percenl in carpools ‘ 15,5 Lotal government werkers 78
Percent using public transportation 0.7 State government workars €36
Pereent using other means b4 Federal government workers 310
Percent walked or worked at home 28,0 Se;fgemgloyed werkers 343
Mean travel time to work {minutes) 821} Unpaid faomily workers . 30
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1990 CPH-L-81, Selected Social Characteristies: 1990 (Cerracted)
Table 1, Yaldez~Cordova Census Area, Alaska
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The uger ¢hould nofs that these data are based on a sample, subjeet 0o samplin,
variability, and that ther¢ sre limitations to many of these data. Please refer ta th

‘teghnical dosumentation for Summary Tape File 3 £or a further explanstien of samplin,
variability and Limitations of the dzta.
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URBAN AND RURAL RESIDENCE ¥ VETERAN STATUS
Totsl populatien © o 9,85%) Clvilian veterans 18 years
Urben population . - 35,3600 and ever 1,427
Percenl ¢f total populalisn ' 33.8 &5 years and ever 16!
Rural populatien ) 6,592
Percent  ¢f total population . 66,27 NATIVITY AND PLACE OF BIRTH
Farm population . 73) Native population 9,60¢
SCROOL EVROLLMENT L I nggfggnggrn ABEE 384
i " % ) el
Persons 2 years and eover . % 1 Foreign=born population 342
" gnrolied?&n'5§hoal A 2,2%%; Entered the U.8, 1980 te 1990 128
TERpIimMary sghogl : ;
Elegentarg ¢cr high school " 1,828) LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HONME
Percent in private school : 2.8} Persons 5 years and over 9,074
Collegs heh &EeaE.ahlanguage other than
: nglis 7861
EDUCATIORAL ATTAINMENT - i &Dc not spesk Enplish
Persens 25 years and over é,282 "rery well" ‘ 199
Less than oth grade . 5 3481  Speak Spanish ) 214
§th te 12th grede, no dipioma L 6881 De not speah English
High schoo!l graduate 2,006! "very well” .. 53
Some ¢ollege, ne degres 1.2"2%h Speak Asian or Pasific Island )
AssociaTe degree . o 7 anguage 161
Rachelor's d%grea ) 333 Do nel speak Emglish
Graduate or profegsional degree 33] Pyery well” 38
Persent high school graduate : . ANCESTRY
er higher : * £3.2 Total ancestries reported 21,742
Perceni bachclor's degrae : - Arab 24
or higher - : 18,51 'Austrian 32
’ : Belgian 21
RESIDENCE IN 1985 “f-Canadzian 33
' Persons 5 ¥ears and over 9,076} Czcch 6%
Lived in same houge . - 4,016} Danigh 120
Lived in different house in U.S§. - 4,940 Dutch 346
Bame State © 3,212 Emglish 1,297
Same sounty . 2,07QF Finnish 108
Different county o L l4LU Frengh lexcept Basque) 420
Different State - 1,729 Freneh Canmadian 123
Lived abroad _ 120 germﬁn 2,225
j , i QGreek
DISABILITY OF CIVILIAN | Humgarian E%
NONINATITUTIONALIZED PERSONS : 1o Irish 1,369
) Persons 16 te 44 years 6,638) Italian 2l4
With 2 mobility er self-care - Lithuanian 5
limitation 93| Nerwegian 368
With a mobility limitation 71?’Pb1is§ 181
JHith 3 seld-gare limitation i 32) Portuguese 32
With a work disability 3761 Romanian -
In labor force 479 Russian 52
Frevented from working 131 g:agg?;irish glg
[}
. Fersong 68 years and over 4471 Slovak ?O
With 3 mobility or self=eare Subsaharan Africsi- i0
limitation ° ' ~ 7 86| 8wedish 361
With s mobility limitation 57| 8wiss 39
With a seli-care limitatioen 88} Ukrainisn 14
5 s 25
CHILDREN EVER BQRN- - s Eggéggd PHIEER S Sl o ?gg
PER 1,000 WOMEN ' West Indian (exeluding Hispanis
Women 15 to 24 years 2950 “origin groups) i -
Women 25 to 24 yeare | 1,307 iXuﬁcslavxan 33
Wemen 35 to 44 years - .2,086] -Other ancestries 2,836

o | [ i 1T i 55 2 ) E— I Y | ]
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Tabie 1, Selectad Fepulalion and Housing Characteristies! 19590

Vaidez-~Cordova Census Area, Alaska .
The population eounts et forth herein are subjeat to possible correction for undergount
or gvercount., The United States Department of Commerce is gonsidering whether Lo correct
these counts and will publish correzted seunts, if any, net iater tham July 15, 18%1.
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Total papulation 9,952 Total housing unils 5,196
SEX DCCUPANCY AND TENURE
Male 8,471! Occupied housing unils 8,425
Temale 4,48)1 - Ouner og¢eéupied . 2,210
, Percent owner occupied &4.5
AGE Renter occupied 1,21%
Under 5 years © 8Bl| Vaeant housing unifls 1,1
5 to 17 yoars 2,028 For sessenal, tecrceational,
18 te 20 years "363| . ar oqeasional use 9566
21 t0 24 years - 4401 Homeowner vacancy rate (pergent) 4,0
25 te 44 years 4,047  Rental vasancy rate (percent! 10.7
48 to 54 years 1,101 , A
E5 to 59 years 350) Parsons per owner-=occupled unit 2.87
&0 to &4 years 282 Persons per renter~de¢cupled unit 2.48
65 to 74 Years 320] Units with over 1 persor per raodw 323
75 to 84 years 118t
85 years and aver S 240 CUKTTS 1IN STRUCTURE
¥edian age 32,0 l~unit, detashed 2,816
i=unit, attached 66
Under 18 yrars ) 2,904, 2 te 4 units 366
Percent of teltal pepulation -9;2% 5 %o 9 units 152
&% years ardg gver . 4831 10 or moare unit: 452
Percent of fs.al perulalion c 4.7 Mobile Rgme, trailer, other 1,324
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE VALUE .
. Total households 3,423 'Spec¢ified owner-ociupied units 1,162
Family hoysaholds families 2,312! Less than £50, 009 REYE
Marrled~souple families 1,896] éso}ooo te $99.699 158
Percent of Lotal neuseholds 53.4¢ 8100,000 to $14%,95% 387
Other family, male householder 1581 §150,00C to 515%,999 117
Other family, femaie householder 2381 §200,000 te $299,59% 40
Nonfiamily households 1,113] $300,000 or more 8
Percent of tolal household, 32,5 Median ldellare) £7,100
Rougeholder living aleme 828 .
Houscholider 65 years and over 1437 CONTRACT RENT
- : - 8pecifi ~peowpicd units
Perions living ir househelds 8.3641 §§§§5365a2§“53§s°¢“L’ o 944
Persens per houzeheld 5.73 Less than £250 14
4 Q
GROUP QUARTERS 2380 £2 355 335
Persons living in g7 oup guarters s8g! 8750 to $597 56
Institutionalized persens 931 $1,000 or more 1
Other persens in group quarters 4981 Median (dellare) 457
RACE »ND HISPANIC ORIGIN RACE AND HISHANIC ORIGIN
g‘lﬂigg :e,zg; 'og HOUSEHC_DER
fed housi | 2
Parcent of totsl populibion ek whig:upzaw rousing units §,§§g
Amgzécagtlggxgng ?sxamgi or Aleut 1,248) Biack e
rercent of Lotal vopulation 228 ] 2 seupi i
ssian or Pacific Is?agdﬂr 324 AngfgagtIgiign\Jgégfmgnlgg Aleut b
FPercent ¢f Lotal population 3,31 Percent of occupied units %
gggg;rﬁiczrigir {58 any race) : Z;g <Aséan or Pasific !slander loéq
R W . rwm LN < TCANR : C o i el a
Fersant of fotal popilatién 2.7} cth§r°:§§e°f secipd uali 2ig
, Hispanie origin (of any race) 63
1 “FParcent of occupied Lt
! pred units 1.8
she usey should note that there are limitations to ma of th d
the technical decumentation provided wi , R4 es¢ data, Please refer to
o the §imitations of the da§§? 3 with Sumaary Tape File 18 for g further explanation
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Table x-x

Existing Recreational Use in PWS Region

Lo 134

Name of Area

Acres

Visitors per Year

Wilderness

Built Facilities

Chugach
National Forest

Kodiak National
Wildlife Refuge

Katmai
National Park

Katchemac
State Park

els|tables|par ks



Table x-x

Alternative 1:

No Action

Option
Categories

Monitoring

Manage Human Use

Education

Manage Resources

Habitat Protection

Natural
Recovery

$2-3M/year

Annual
Repont

Meetings
& Workshops

Community
Outreach

Normal
Agency
Management

cs\fables\alt .1




Table x-x Alternative 1: Addresses Injured Resources
Options Fish and Birds Mammals Intertidal Archaeology Recreation Subsistence
Fishing and Subtidal
Natural rapid slow slow rapid none rapid slow
recovery
Education '4 v 4 4 4
programs
Normal agency v/ v/ v/ v/ 4
management
Monitoring v v v v v v

eis| tables| alt_1 . res




Table xx

Alternative 2: ResteratiomActionse—

Habitat fefection

Options

Monitoring

Manage Human
Use

Education

Manage Resources

Habitat Protection

Monitor recovery
and effectiveness

$2-3M/year

v

Habitat protection
and acquisition

Special
designation

Reduce
disturbance

Catalog
anadromous fish

Protection of
archaeoiogicai
resources

Qil spill
contingency plan

&\ Yobles|alt, 2



Table x-x Alternative 2: Addresses Injured Resources
Options Fish Birds Mammals Intertidal Archaeology Recreation Subsistence
and subtidal
Monitoring 7/ s/ 7/ 7/ v/ 4
recovery
Habitat protection anadromous v v v 4
and acquisition streams
Special buffer refuges, refuges, marine sanctuary parks
designation wilderness wilderness
Reduce v/ / 4
disturbance
Catalog 7/ 4
anadromous fish
Protection of
archaeological s/
resources
Oil spill prevent prevent prevent future prevent future prevent future prevent future prevent future
contingency plan future future additional additional injury additional injury additional injury additional injury
additional additional injury
injury injury




Table x-x

Alternative 1:

Actions Included

managment and
administration

Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services
Actions and Subtidal
Monitoring natural recovery natural recovery natural recovery natural recovery of yes all

mussel beds and

sediments

Habitat protection not not not not not not
and acquisition
Manage human education education education education education subsistence
use, provide yes yes yes yes yes recreation
education
Resource by USFWS by USFWS, by NMEFS and research by by SHPO by ADNR,
management by and ADF&G ADF&G, and ADF&G NOAA/NMFS ADF&G,
State and Federal NOAA USDOI/NPS, and
agencies USDA/USFS
Acquisition of not not not not not not
equivalent
resources
(replacement)
Enhancement not not not not not not
Normal agency yes yes yes no yes yes




Table x-x Alternative 2: Actions Included
Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services
Actions and Subtidal
Monitoring all injured and all injured and all injured and all injured and in protected recreation,
protected areas protected areas protected areas protected areas uplands and wilderness,
tidelands subsistence
Habitat protection harlequin duck, sea otter, river anadramous marine sanctuary to deter further refuges,
and acquisition murrelet, bald otter streams degredation, wilderness, special
* Spe?'al . eagle, black preserve sites and | management areas
desninatlon oystercatcher, artifacts
* purchase igeon guillemot
. easement pigeon &
Manage human
use, provide
education
. reduce
dnstu_r b‘a nce murre colonies seal haulouts, sea close fishery not site patrol, educate
* subsistence otter management plans stewardship subsistence and
cooperation & P CreAtion USers
. increase fecreation users,
rangers protect/enforce
Resource
management by
State and Federal
agencles sockeye salmon, coastal zone restore damage not
' g;?‘f: buffer harlequin duck, river otter pink salmon, Dolly management
. anadromous bald eagle Varden, cutthroat
catalog trout
Acquisition of not not not not not not
equivalent
resources
(replacement)
Enhancement not not not not not not




Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services
Actions and Subtidal

Oil spill

prevention and not not reduce other not not not

contingency
planning

outside threats




Table x-x

Alternative 3: Actions Included

Restoration
Actions

Birds

Mammals

Fish

Intertidal
and Subtidal

Archaeology

Services

Monitoring

° outside PWS
as well as
inside

all injured until
recovered

all injured until
recovered

all injured until
recovered

all injured until
recovered

all injured until
recovered

all injured until
restored

Habitat protection

and acquisition

. special
designation

. purchase

. easement

harlequin duck,
murrelet

sea otter, river
otter

anadramous fish

eliminate oil from
mussels

preserve sites and
artifacts

recreation,
wilderness

Manage human

use, provide

education

. reduce
disturbance

. subsistence
cooperation

harlequin duck,
murrelet

killer whale, seal,
sea otter

fishermen
cooperation

test foods

site patrol,
stewardship

provide access to

traditional foods,

test subsistence
foods

Resource

management by

State and Federal

agencies

. social
stimuli

J predator
control

. intensify
management

murre, marine
birds, pigeon
guillemot

not

sockeye salmon

accelerate upper
intertidal zone
recovery

not

not

Acquisition of
equivalent
resources
(replacement)

not

not

yes, for
commercial
hatchery runs;
create new sport
runs

not

not

new back country
recreation, fishing,
subsistence




Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services
Actions and Subtidal

Enhancement not not not not not not
Qil spill

prevention and not not not not not not

contingency
planning




Table x-x

Alternative 5: Actions

Included

Restoration
Actions

Birds

Mammals

Fish

Intertidal
and Subtidal

Archaeology

Services

Monitoring

all

all

all

all

all

all

Habitat protection

and acquisition

. special
designation

. purchase

. easement

. buffer

black
oystercatcher,
harlequin duck,
murrelet, bald
eagle, pigeon
guillemot

sea otter, river
otter

anadramous fish

eliminate oil from
mussels

preserve sites and
artifacts

wildermness

Manage human

use, provide

education

e reduce
disturbance

e cooperative
programs

e minimize
take

murre, murrelet

killer whale, seal
haulouts, sea otter

fishermen

marine institute

site patrol,
stewardship

new education
facilities, fishing,
subsistence,
increase access

Resource

management by

State and Federal

agencies

. social
stimuli

. predator
control

. intensify
management

° fish passes

° anadromous
catalog

murre, pigeon
guillemot

not

all salmon, Pacific
herring, Dolly
Varden, cutthroat
trout

accelerate upper
intertidal zone
recovery

not

intensify fishery
management all
users, new salmon
runs

Acquisition of
equivalent
resources
(replacement)

not

not

replace salmon
runs

not

acquire
replacement
artifacts

new back country
recreation, new
salmon runs




Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services

Actions and Subtidal

Enhancement not not not provide new not not
sources of shellfish

Oil spill

prevention and not not not not not not

contingency
planning




Table x-x Important Forest Successional Stages as Wildlife Habitat
Species New Growth Middle Stage of Succession Old Growth
(025 years) (26—200 years) (> 200 yeais)
Red squirrel low low - high moderate — high
Black bear moderate low moderate — high
Brown bear low low moderate — high
Marten low low moderate — high
River otter low low — moderate moderate — high
Blacktail deer low — moderate low — moderate low - high
Wolf
Bald eagle low low high
Red-breasted sapsucker
Hairy woodpecker low low moderate — high
Brown creeper low low low — high
Murrelet low low high
Harlequin duck low low — moderate moderate — high




Table x-x

Floodplains, Wetlands, Agriculture, and Rangeland Impacts

Alternative

Floodplains

Wetlands

Agriculture

Rangelands

Alternative 1:
No Action
(monitor recovery)

not applicable

not applicable

not applicable

not applicable

Alternative 2:

Habitat Protection and
Acquisition

. habitat protection
. buffer zones

protect maximum

protect

not applicable

not applicable

Comprehensive
Restoration
(habitat protecticn)

protect secondary protection not applicable not applicable
Alternative 3: protect protect not applicable not applicable
Limited Restoration
(habitat protection)
Alternative 4: protect protect not applicable not applicable
Moderate Restoration
Alternative 5: protect maximum protect not applicable not applicable

eis[tables| a.gimpact




Table x-x Fish and Shellfish Impacts

Options per Population Increase Harvestable Surplus Increase Survival Impact on Aid in Services
Aiternative or Decrease Wiid Stock
Alternative 1: increase in 20 years decreased for sockeye; no permanent damage? reduced fishing in
No Action cutthroat trout fishery Kodiak and Kenai;
J natural recovery closed subsistence only
. monitoring
Alternative 2: increase increase increase could help fishing
Habitat Protection
. anadromous

stream catalog
° buffer zones
e special

designation
Alternative 3:
Linited Restoration
. intensify

management could harm increase fishing
. improve survival

rate .

increase
° replacement . . .
. test subsistence increase increase increase could harm
none to determine no none fishing, subsistence

Alternative 4:
Moderate Resotration
. intensify increase use

management increase
. improve services
° replacement
. relocate hatchery

. fertilization

increase

eis\tables| Cishimpact




Alternative 5:
Comprehensive
Restoration

replacement
intensify
management
improve access
(fish passes)
improve survival
rate
anadramous
stream catalog
spawn channels
relocate hatchery
fertilization

increase




Table x-x Fishery Impacts by Alternative
Alternative Injured Sport Commercial Subsistence Food Habitat Increase
Species Fishing Fishing Uses Chain Protection Management

Alternative 1:
No Action

Alternative 2:
Protection

Alternative 3:
Limited
Restoration

Alternative 4:
Moderate
Restoration

Alternative b5:
Comprehensive
Restoration




Table x-x Timber and Forest Impacts
Alternative Commercial Harvest Old-growth Road Access Services Secondary
(MBF decrease) Wilderness Effects

Preservation

Alternative 1:
No Action
o monitoring only

x MBF/year available
for harvesting

decrease

increase

commercial timber,
subsistence access

maximum jobs

Alternative 2:

Habitat Protection

and Acquisition

J special
designation

. buffer strips

. timber rights

removes max. X
MBF/year from
harvest

maximum

decrease

back country
recreation

minimum jobs

Alternative 3:

Limited Restoration

° habitat protection

° protect existing
uses

decreases along
streams

preserves favorable

no change

wilderness recreation

Aiternative 4:
Moderate Restoration
. habitat protection

decreases along
streams

no change

increase existing
recreational use

Alternative 5:

Comprehensive

Restoration

J habitat protection

. commercial
recreation
facilities

. new recreation

. improve fish
access

moderate effect

minimal
decrease

depends on type
reduce aesthetics

increase

increase

recreation increase

recreation increase
fishing increase

maximum jobs




Table x-x

Impacts on Abiotic Features

Alternatives

Water Quality

Geologic Features

Soils

Energy

Minerals

Alternative 1:
No Action

no change

not applicable

increase erosion

can detect other spills

not applicable

Alternative 2:
Habitat Protection
and Acquisition

maximum protection

protect "fragile" zones

reduce erosion

remove potential for
exploration

remove potential for
mining

Alternative 3:
Limited Restoration

not applicable

not applicable

not applicable

Alternative 4:
Moderate Restoration

not applicable

not applicable

not applicable

Alternative 5:
Comprehensive
Restoration

would probably
deteriorate

not applicable

increase erosion

not applicable

not applicable

eis [ tables/ avsticivnpalts




Table x-x

Impacts to Legally Protected Natural Resources

Alternative

Endangered Species

Threatened Species

Species
of Concern'

Wilderness Areas

Alternative 1:
No Acticn

no effect

declining habitat for
murrelet and bald eagle

decline due to logging

Alternative 2:
Habitat Protection

. acquisition
. buffer zones
. special designation

marine sanctuary
could help whale

could aid bald eagle

increase
not applicable

Aiternative 3:
Limited Restoration

Alternative 4: no effect

Moderate Restoration

Alternative 5:

Comprehensive

Resto_ ration . decline due

*  Increase recreation all whales disturbed bald eagles disturbed to development

! Species threatened or extinct in other parts of their range (i.e., in the Lower 48)

e is | fables| lglimpact




Table IV B1 Fish and Wildlife Impacts Due to Alternatives (10/30/92)

Injured Species Natural Recovery Acquisition or Limited Moderate Comprehensive
Monitoring Habitat Protection Restoration Restoration Restoration

Marine Mammals

Harbor Seal - + + + +
Sea Lion - + - 0] +
Sea Ofter 0] + + + +
Killer Whale 0] + +? +7? +

Terrestrial Mammals

Sitka Deer 0 + 0 0] +
Brown Bear - + 0 0 +
River Oftfer 0 + 0] 0 +
Birds
Bald Eagle - + o 0 4
Peregrine Falcon - + 0 0 +
Murre - + + + +
Murrelet - + + + +
Storm Petrel 0] + 0 0 +
Kittiwake 0 + 0 0 +
Pigeon Guillemot 0] + + + +
Other Marine Birds 0 + + + +
Harlequin Duck - + + + +

Key: + positive results on species
- potential negative results
0] neutral or unknown results

eis| mpact.to|



Injured Species Natural Recovery Acquisition or Limited Moderate Comprehensive
Monitoring Habitat Protection Restoration Restoration Restoration
Other Sea Ducks 0 0 + + +
Black Oystercatcher - + 0] + +
Other Shorebirds - + 0 + +
Fish
Pink Salmon 0 + + + +
Sockeye Salmon 0 + + + +
Pacific Herring 0 0- 0 0 +
Rockfish 0 0 0 0 +
Dolly Varden 0 + + + +
Cutthroat Trout 0 + + + +
Sheilifish
Clam/Mussel 0 + + + +
Shrimp 0 0 + + +
Invertebrates
Limpet | 0 + 0 + +
Periwinkle 0 + 0 + +
Barnacle 0 + 0 + +
Amphipod 0 + 0 + +
Key: + positive results on species

- potential negative results
0] neutral or unknown resulfs




Table x-x

Human Issues/Impacts

Archaeology

Subsistence

Recreation

Social/
Cultural
Services

Economics

Wilderness/
Intrinsic
Value

Aesthetic
Value

Alternative 1

Natural recovery
Monitor/test?
Education

Alternative 2

Habitat protection
Monitoring
Acquisition

Special designation

Alternative 3

Limited restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Alternative 4
Moderate restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Alternative 5

Comprehensive restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Commercial recreation
New recreation

Improve access




Table x-x

Communities

English Bay

Homer

Kenai

Port Graham

Seldovia

Soldotna

Akhoik

Alternative 1

Natural recovery
Monitor/test?
Education

Alternative 2

Habitat protection
Monitoring
Acquisition

Special designation

Alternative 3

Limited restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Aiternative 4

Moderate restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Aiternative 5

Comprehensive
restoration

Habitat protection
Monitoring
Commercial recreation
New recreation
Improve access




Table x-x

Communities (con’t)

Karluk

Kodiak

Larsen Bay

Old Harbor

Ouzinkie

Port Lions

Chignik
Bay

Alternative 1

Natural recovery
Monitor/test?
Education

Alternative 2

Habitat protection
Monitoring
Acquisition

Special designation

Alternative 3

Limited restoration
Habitat protection
Moenitoring

Alternative 4

Moderate restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Alternative 5

Comprehensive
restoration

Habitat protection
Monitoring
Commercial recreation
New recreation
Improve access




Table x-x Communities (con’t)
Chignik Chignik Chenega
Lagoon Lake Bay Cordova Tatitlek Valdez Whittier

Alternative 1

Natural recovery
Monitor/test?
Education

Alternative 2

Habitat protection
Monitoring
Acquisition

Special designation

Alternative 3

Limited restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Alternative 4

Moderate restoration
Habitat protection
Monitoring

Alternative 5

Comprehensive
restoration

Habitat protection
Monitoring
Commercial recreation
New recreation
Improve access




SUBSISTENCE

Table x-x Damaged Resources
OPTIONS Fish Birds Mammals Tidal Non-biological
New salmon runs
Test foods
Access to alternatives
Mariculture
Shellfish hatchery
Table x-x First Level Impacts
OPTIONS Fish Social/Cultural Economics Intrinsic Value Tourism Subsistence
New salmon runs
Test foods
Access to alternatives
Mariculture
Shelifish hatchery
Table x-x Second Level Impacts
OPTIONS Health Safety Social Economics | Transpor- Quality of Water/ Demographic Native
Services tation Life Sewage Culture

New salmon runs

Test foods

Access to
alternatives

Mariculture

Shellfish hatchery




Table x-x

RECREATION
Damaged Resources

OPTIONS

Fish

Birds

Mammals

Tidal

Non-biological

Habitat protection/
acquisition

Special designation

Spill prevention &
planning

Marine environment
instruction

New public recreation
facilities

Visitor centers

Plan & market new
facility

Table x-x

First Level impacis

OPTIONS

Commercial
fishing

Recreational
fishing

Tourism

Subsistence

Social/
culturai

Economic

Aesthetic
vaiue

Intrinsic
value

Habitat protection/
acquisition

Special designation

Spill prevention &
planning

Marine environment
instruction

New public recreation
facilities

Visitor centers

Plan & market new
facility




RECREATION (cont'd)

Table x-x Second Level Impacts
Social Transpor- | Quality of Water/ Native
OPTIONS Healith Safety services Economics tation life sewage Demographic culture

Habitat protection/
acquisition

Special designation

Spill prevention &
planning

Marine environment
instruction

New public
recreation facilities

Visitor centers

Plan & market new
facility




WILDERNESS & INTRINSIC VALUES
Table x-x Damaged Resources

OPTIONS Fish Birds Mammals Tidal Non-biological

Habitat protection/
acquisition

Designation of
protected areas

Table x-x First Level Impacts
Commercial | Recreational Social/ Intrinsic Aesthetic
OPTIONS fishing fishing Tourism Subsistence cultural Economic value value
Habitat protectien/
acquisition
Designation of
protected areas
Table x-x Second Level Impacts
OPTIONS Health Safety Social Economics | Transpor- | Quality of Water/ Demographic Native
services tation life sewage culture

Habitat protection/
acquisition

Designation of
protected areas




SPORT & COMMERCIAL FISHING

Table x-x Damaged Resources
OPTIONS Fish Birds Mammals Tidal Non-biological
New salmon runs
Acquire access
Table x-x First Level Impacts
Commercial | Recreational Social/ Intrinsic Aesthetic
OPTIONS fishing fishing Tourism Subsistence cultural Economic value value
New salmon runs
Acquire access
Table x-x Second Levei impacts
Health Safety Social Economics | Transpor- Quality of Water/ Demographic Native
OPTIONS services tation life sewage culture

New saiimon runs

Acquire access

Services

Defined only in terms of sport and commercial fishing impacts. Communities had to provide increased services with influx of cleanup crews. Planned increased development of PWS will create
additional stress on available services (community infrastructure, water, sewage, transportation, housing, etc . . .)




Table x-x

COMMUNITIES

First Level Impacts

COMMUNITIES

Fish

Recreation

Tourism

Subsistence

Social/
cultural

Intrinsic
value

Aesthetic
value

Kenai Peninsula

English Bay
Homer
Kenai
Seldovia
Soldotna
Seward

Kodiak Island

Akhiok
Karluk
Kodiak
Larsen Bay
Old Harbor
Ouzinkie
Port Lions

Lake & Peninsula

Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake

Valdez-Cordova

Cordova
Chenega
Tatitlek
Valdez
Whittier




COMMUNITIES (cont’d)

Table x-x Second Level Impacts
Social Transpor- Quality of Water/ Native
COMMUNITIES Health Safety services Economic tation life Sewage culture

Kenai Peninsula

English Bay
Homer
Kenai
Seldovia
Soldotnha
Seward

Kodiak Isiand

Akhiok
Karluk
Kodiak
Larsen Bay
Old Harbor
Ouzinkie
Port Lions

Lake & Peninsula

Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake

Valdez-Cordova

Cordova
Chenega
Tatitlek
Valdez
Whittier




COMMUNITIES (cont’d)
Table x-x Damaged Resources

COMMUNITIES Fish Birds Mammals Tidal Nonbio

Kenai Peninsula

English Bay
Homer
Kenai
Seldovia
Soldotna
Seward

Kodiak Island

Akhiok
Karluk
Kodiak
Larsen Bay
0Old Harbor
Quzinkie
Port Lions

Lake & Peninsula

Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake

Valdez-Cordova

Cordova
Chenega
Tatitlek
Valdez
Whittier




Table x-x Communities/Labor
Agriculture, Manufacturing Manufacturing Communication
COMMUNITIES forestry, & Mining Construction (nondurable (durable Transportation & public
fisheries goods) goods) utilities

Kenai Peninsula

English Bay
Homer
Kenai
Seldovia
Soldotna
Seward

Kodiak Island

Akhiok
Karluk
Kodiak
Larsen Bay
Old Harbor
Ouzinkie
Port Lions

Lake & Peninsula

Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake

Valdez-Cordova

Cordova
Chenega
Tatitlek
Valdez
Whittier




Table x-x

Communities/Labor (cont’'d)

Wholesale
trade

Retail
trade

Finance,
insurance,
& real
estate

Business &
repair
services

Personal
services

Entertain-
ment &
recreation

Health
services

Education
services

Other
professional
& related
services

Kenai Peninsula

English Bay
Homer
Kenai
Seldovia
Soldotna
Seward

Kodiak Island

Akhiok
Karluk
Kodiak
Larsen Bay
Old Harbor
Quzinkie
Port Lions

Lake & Peninsula
Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake

Valdez-Cordova

Cordova
Chenega
Tatitlek
Valdez
Whittier




Table x-x

RESTORATION/SERVICES

Damaged Resources

Archaeology

Commercial
fishing

Recreation

Sport fishing

Subsistence

Wilderness
use

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5




	ts_zs_20130909111551
	ts_zs_



