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March 23, 1993 

TO: C~rol Pa~quett~ ' M~tt McMillan 
FROM: M. Kavanaugh 

SUBJECTt r~visect 1990 IMPLAN results 

Plca~c dicoard the tables that were sent on Mar. 9 or 
Alt. 1 and Mnr. 18 for Alt. 2. I will send revised 19":.H) IMPl.A!l 
rn~ultn vnry noon. The revi~iono will reflact the lateet 
correction~ to thP- mode1. 

Although the revisions are complete, I am holding ~1em to 
allow time for reflection and to spare you from having to look at 
rosultG that may be revised again. The late~t ohangco correct a 
dimensional problem. While tho quantitative rcoulto arc bi~gcr, 
the qualitative conclusions remain the same. That is, the chongea 
in output and employment lie within the error margins ot the data. 
I have used the underlying census data to calculate the error 
margins for employmGnt at 700 job~. 

l think the available timber rights are less than tht. $312 
million budgeted ror h~bitat purchase. All the region's 1990 
output of timber could be bought for $57 million. Could it be 
that (B0me of) the habitat purchase is for land that does not 
contain timber? If BO what is the current use? Is it. possible 
that the purchase is not for productive land? If ~o, how much of 
the purchae~ is for land that is not part of the economy. 

I have been assuming that administering, reALoring and 
monitoring i~ spread out over 10 years. Is this about right? 

Please advise of the latest schedule and when I can expect 
e1e final allocations of dollars by ~pending category. 
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March 18, 1993 

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

SUBJEC'l't more 1990 IMPLAN res;:.l..lltg 

----~------ --------·~----

Mar. 18 1993 1:8~F~ P02 

Attached nre results for Alternative 3. The panels show ~h~. 

total (direct, indi:t:ect and induced) changes to the economy. 'fhc
chttng~g att:cibuted to this alternative appear insignificant ttnd 
within the margins of error of the underlying data. The top pa~~
ahowa the chnn9es if the fund~ rcocivcd from habitat purchase aro 
sp~nt u11 socidl services, schoolG and hospital5. The bottom p«~~4 
ehows the changes if tho funda from habitat purohase are epent 011 

sewers, air transportation infrastructure and social services 
There is not much difference between these possible courses ct 
action. 

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

Please advise of the latest schedule and when I can expe~t, 
with confiden~e, the final allocations of dollars by broad 
spending category. 
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FAX TRANSMITTAL FORM 

Please deliver this sheet with message. 

COVER SHEET PLUS 4 PAGES 

r--~-

To: Carol Paquette From: Matt McMillen 

Company: Walcoff & Associates Company: Dynamac - Rockville Office 
--

F AX:703-548...Q426 FAX: (301) 417-9801 
~ ~ 

Telephone: Telephone: (30 1) 417-9800 
--

MESSAGE: Carol. 

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 bask 
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 I believe 
is necessary given RPWG's vague description of the restoration options. 

We can discuss this and Ken Rice's comments on the annotated outline at the meeting tomu1 H)W. 

See you then! 

Date Sent: 3/24/93 
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DRAFT 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT MEfHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The foUowing 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 inc;ludes 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 genoric 
definition of the options to be included in the Restoration Plan alternatives. Consequently, fur each of 
the resources and services being evaluated, certain assumptions regarding the acrual implementation of 
options will be necessary. These assumptions will provide a basis fur 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 physi~t biological, and 
cultural resources. The following discu.ssion does not apply to the economic impact assessment. For the 
economic impact assessment of Restoration Plan implementation, the IMPLAN economic impact 
assessment model wm be used. A description of IMPLAN is presented in Section~ 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 or Impacts 

When performing the impact analysis of the proposed action (implementing the Restoration Plan), the 
analysts wm employ a methodology that will account for the various impacts that affect the bioloJical, 
physical, and socioculmral environment. Impacts will be classified in five ways; direct, indirect, short
term, long-tenn, 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 i.~ 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 iinpaas are 
the consequence of direct impacts, and are not in themselves a direct response to the action. In the 
example of loss of ha:bitat from a construction proj~ 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 fullowing 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 difficult 
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 
Sllmmation of the impacts related to the action being evaluated and concurrent actions being taken that are 
similar or are in close proximity to the action. Cumulative impacts often do not manifest themsel'r'es 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, cumulative impacts are the source of much controVersy 
and litigation, and the analysts will make every effon to account fur 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 erosion from a 
construction site. Erosion may cease entirely after construction is completed, or be reduced to minimal 
levels by appropriate mitigation so only temporary (shorHerm) impacts during construction occur. On 
the other hand, the effects of sedimentation related to the short duration of erosion may ha'r'e long-term 
impacts on various resource areas, especially if the intensity or magnitude of the sbort-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 u..~ed 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 ex:tent~ duration and frequency, and likelihood 
of the impacts will be explicitly defined. · 

The magnitude of an iJttpact 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 analyud and given particular 
attention in the assessment of impacts. If the magnitude of an impact is large, the other factors becomo · 
less imponant 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 factofS. In most cases. only where 
it can be shown that there is a high or large magnitude would the analysis indicate that there is a 
significant impact. 

As a result of its elevated importance in the determination of significance, the criteria used to detennin~ 
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, marbled 
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 suppon, 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 
des¢tibed previously, will be unique to the resource or service being evaluated. In generalt however, the 
development and presentation of minimum levels of evidence and analysis that satisfy the NEPA 
requirement fur a "hard look" at the actions being proposed, will follow the same basic steps. The basic 
premise of the approach is to provide the decision maker with suffi.ciem 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 infonnation reviewed 
to prepare the baseiine conditions described in the Affed:~ 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 possiblet 
what is included in the options being proposed for implementation in the various alternatives. In order 
to do this, all information available 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", Resturation Framework documems, etc. Each analyst will keep a listing 
of all sources reviewed to identify i.nformation 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 fonn 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 afff(:ting 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 fur 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 (;Ompare 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 
det~tion 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 conclu..~ions is to remove. as much as possible, the use of 
proft!3Sional 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 being presented for analysis. and the use of expens (i.e.. experts assistin& the 
Trustee Council ·~~~!) to evaluate the effectiveness of proposed. options, it is expected that the 
qualitative EIS a8s~meni"process will involve some professional judgement by EIS team analysts, 
supported by the conclusions of the Tru.~tee Council's (M~gJ~ scientific experts. 

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 regatding the future submission of proposals affecting these resources will have to include 
reference to additional environmental analyses (e.g., Environmental Assessments or Environmental Impa<.t 
Statements). 1n 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 
possible 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 data 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.05 
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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 foll m· . ...; : 

1. The area enclosed by the maximum extent of oiled shorelines 
(as defined by NOAA, Coast Guard and ADF&G maps) plus adjacent 
·.1plands to the watershed divide, including all of Prince Wil liam 
So\,.;, nd, and 

2. Areas of immediate human use for severely affected 
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. 

ld Y~u have any questions concerning this .information, please 
P1Ct~arol Gorbics or Bob Loeffler·) ~ \.)-.('\.~ ""-~~ 

~c RPWG 

~ ~~~J.---oA 
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TO: DATE:Janualy12,1ffi3 

FROM: 

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 

Ill. Injured Resources and Services Rabinowitch/Loeffler 

A. Background: Guidance, Definitions and Criteria 

1. Explanation of settlement guidance for injury 
2. Definitions of natural resources and services 
3. Definition of injury to natural resources 
4. Definition of injury to services 
5. The criteria 

B. Conclusions Loeffler fSpiesfStrand 

1. Marine Mammals 
2. Terrestrial Mammals 
3. Birds 
4. Fish 
5. Shellfish (as described above) 
6. Intertidal/Subtidal (as described above) 
7. Services 



IV. Restoration Options 

A. Development of Restoration Options KlingejStrand 

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

B. Evaluation Process 

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

C. Application of criteria 

1. Development of alternatives 

V. 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 

B. Why or why not a preferred alternative? 

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

D. Alternatives Loeffler /Gorbics/Kiinge/Gilbert 

Alternative 1: (title) 

1. Theme, including basic goals and objectives of the alternative. 
2. Resources Addressed and options proposed that address each resource 
3. Services Addressed 
4. Monitoring Program 
5. Evaluation 

a. Effect on recovery or service (time and extent) 
b. Ecosystem effects 
c. Geographic distribution 
d. Cost 
e. Certainty of the above factors 
f. Timing and priority 

Alternative 2 (same as above) 
Alternative 3 (same as above) 
Alternative 4 (same as above) 
Alternative 5 (same as above) 
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Alternative 6: No Action (same as above except for (3) 

E. Comparison of alternatives RabinowitchjGilbert 

VI. Implementation Process for Ufe 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 fC. 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 Restmation Plan. It also will i1ave a tear-out, pre-addressed detaiied 
comment sheet. The objective is to increase opportunity for public comment. 

Public Meetings -- Where & When 

I. 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 
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E. What the plan will not do 

F. Summary of Implementation 

II. The Settlements 

A. Criminal & Civil 

B. Spending Guidelines 

Ill. 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). 

IV. 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. 

V. Comparison of altematives 

VI. 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 
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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 Ill (Injury) draft due; in-house review1 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 Ill, 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 I, II, and VI.D-F. 
Complete drafts of Chapters I; II; and VLD-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 

11n-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 distinction between effective and highly effective. 
Veronica recommended including all eiiec~lve ac~1ons in both 
alternatives. It sirnplif ies 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 carne 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 
resources not recovered 
protect existing use 

pop. decline and sub pop. decline 
all resources 
protect, increase or new use 
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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, link 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 limit all replacement to alternative 5. Chris 
stated he would like 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 ( 2 o% 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 than a plan. Veronica suggested that 
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 ls one and a half weeks behind in writing the key 

3 



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 
chapter 2 
chapter 3 
chapter 4 

chapter 5 

appendix A -

elements of 
chapter 6 
habitat 
protection -

brochure 

(skeleton) 
(skeleton) 
RPWG review 2/22 
can be integrated into skeleton version of chap
ters 1 and 2 (John and Karen will work on) 
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 

Veronica will work on spill prevention 

Art is working on; Chris assigned to coordinate 
with Art; need a short form 
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 living, 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. 
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Attendees: 

John Strand 
Steve Levy 
Karen Klinge 
Ray Thompson 
Carol Gorbics 
Chris Swenson 
Sandy Rabinowitch 
Bob Loeffler 
Veronica Gilbert 

AGENDA 

RESTORATION PLANNING WORK GROUP 
February 17, 1993 

1:15 P.M. 

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. John 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. 
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Carol diagramed the following geographic issues: 

Geographic Element 

-spill affected area 
-geographic locations to implement options} 
-insidejoutside spill area - suitability?} 

Consequences of not using geography as a variable 

-doesn't limit 
-diffuses effectiveness of $ 
-doesn't provide annual guidance 

revisiting an 
old issue 

-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. Bob 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 frorn'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 corning. 

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 
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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 like. 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. Karen 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 it 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: 

3 



March/April brochure/meetings 
- yes 

No agreement among TC 
- no major 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. 

Jonn 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 suggested having a tree 
diagram which narrows down into option titles as an example. 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. 

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 list of 
options and which alternatives go under them. Bob stated we should 
work on formatting and feels it is 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 spi 11 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. 
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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 joint 
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 i tern #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 list 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 11 G 11 STREET 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

PHONE: {907) 278-8012 FAX: {907) 276-7178 

TO: Ms. Carol Paquette 
Walcoff & Associates 

THRU: 

635 Staters Lane, Suite 102 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Kt~ 
Restoration Team 

FROM: Ray Thorup~ 
Restorati~~}~ning Work Group 

February 19, 1993 

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, in 
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. Chru1ges 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. 

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 
rnap,_reflecting the joint RT and RPWG description of the Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill Area, will be useful as you study how geographic scope 
relates to alternative descriptions. This draft product will go to 
the RT next week. The RPWG will have their comment by Feb. 26. The 
map will be approved by the TC before its inclusion in the Draft 
Restoration Plan. 



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. 

4) 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 Archaeology 
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 

January 19, 1993 

MEMORANDUM: 

TO: Restorati/Team 

FROM: K~""ice, Chairman Environmental Compliance Work Group 

SUBJECT: Restoration Plan Issues 

l4l 001/001 

The Environmental Compliance Work Group met on January 15, 1993 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 
\Nards vvhen the first issue, How vvl!! restorat!on activities affect local economies 
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. I 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? y Unit of Measure: Change in number and kinds of jobs 

ex:.·.~~~=~~=~~~~~=~~=~~~~ 
1 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 
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Change in infrastructure of communities 

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

Chance in rate and degree of species/service recovery. 
Per cent change in population 
Number of animals produced 
Amount of habitat restored/enhanced 
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? 

4. 

6. 

7. 

Unit of Measure: Acres removed from private ownership 
Acres of public land receiving more protective 
management 
volume of timber irretrievably lost from timber 
production (timber not available for harvest} 
mineral resources irretrievably lost (value of 
minerals not available for development} 

(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 
Change in population structure of non-target 
species 
Acreage change in habitat to non-target species 

(Biological 7) How will the genetic diversity of wild salmon stocks be 
protected? 

Unit of Measure: Change in genetic diversity of wild stocks 

(Biological 8) What changes to the ecological structure of the spill area will 
occur from restoration activities? ~~~ 

Unit of Measure: Change in species diversity --- \)J!)-\;: rY 
Acres of habitat structurally changed ..... lj ~ 

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



Unit of Measure: Change in amount and kinds of subsistence 
resources harvested 
Change in accessibilitY and availability of 
subsistence resources 

8. (socioeconomic 5, 12) What effects will restoration actions have on hurY)an .~ v )JVClW" health an~ safety? '2\1,-\- ~,"-<fl./ ~ ~ '\'tv\ 
' , r. rpr S~ Measure: Change to ~~;on leveiS'fniharvested resources 

Q'&tL . 

· ~esvtssue number 5 may not be a significant issue that needs to be tracked through 
the EIS. It may be addressed through a statement that shows how genetic 
diversity is handled when manipulating wild stocks. The other issues should 

@.--e.J be addressed in depth in the EIS and the effects of each alternative on each 
issue should be discussed. 

CC Henry Gerke -~ f/Ci_T 
Ken Chalk 

~~~ ~ /lt7.L//V.C/'.rt 
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Major Issues Identified by the Public 

The USPS policy is to fonnalize lists of important issues to be addressed in the EIS. 
Th~ identification of relevant issues is based on "revievvs of similar actions, 
knowledge of the area or a..reas involved, discl.tssions with community leaders, 
and/or consultations with E·xperts and other agencies fam_iliar with s~td1 acticm~; 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 pu.blic 
participation was encour,:tged, with both written comments and oral responses at 
public meetings invited. Public meetings were held to discuss the pmposed 
Re~,toration PJCln and the ElS. The issues identifiE·d dw·ing th;:o scoping process ha\"12 
be(;'rt divided into four categories: 

• Issues concerning the biological environrnent 

• Issues concerning the physical envirorunent, 

• Issues concerning the E.odoeconornic envirorunent 

• Programmatic issues. 

~1.~ 1 •, c,f the iSS1Jes identified by the public fit in more than one of the a.bo\'e 
Co 1r·.• 11 "'· The is~ues relate to the Restori'ltion Plan, the EIS, i;i.nd the va.riou.s 

P.~:::12 

t IS 

l_j 

( s ) 

'·' 1 "·· -;urrounding preparation of each. The majority of issues identifi2c1 rc-lac•. ;:.:..· 
f-'rc 6 l_,:nmatic issues, i.e., issues concerning the Restoration Plan and the 
in:lrl.·:J:<:'ntc'l.tion of restoration activities-

The lists provided below frame n1ost of the issues in question fonn, to as::.lst 
decisi·:Jnrnakers in considering them in context as they develop the Restor<.iticn\ p[,'c 
and the EIS. 

Issues Affecting the Biological Environment 

Issues in thit. category relate to terrestrial rtnd aquatic ecosysterns and resources. 

1.""'~- VVhat level and duration of monitoring or research is appropriate to det"~~·r·: 
the rate of recovery, health, and management of injured species, eco~yst. c_::-,~, 
and services? 

2_ How will habitat protection mechanisms (such as special management 
designations, land acquisition, and others) for public and private land and 
\·Vater be integrate~.i into an overall restoration program? 

3. Is habitat p1<otection .;1ppropriate as a direct means of rest::-•ratior''7 

DRAFT EIS/Restoratlon l$sUes December 4, 1992 
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4. ,..,. How important are other actions, such as additional cleanup work, in the 
recovery of a resource targeted by a restoration option, and what m.echanisn1 
can be used to ensure that the concurrent or sequential actions to rnaxirn.ize the 
restoration option's impact on recovery are undertaken? 

5. 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 environ.mental benefit? 

6. 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? 

P.03 

7. How wHl the genetic diversity of wild salmon stocks be protected if restoration 
optio.rls that could threaten diversity are implemented? 

8. To what extent can the spill area be addressed as an ecological unit, vvith 
consideration given to escapement requirements of salmon, food chain impacts, 
migration routes, an impacts to species that a.re not comrnercially inlpr_:.rtant? 

9, To what degree can nahu"l processes be relied upon to ensure the recovery of 
i.njured nahaal resources and services? 

Issues AHectlng the Physical Environment 

Issues in this category relate to the earth's physical resources such as ?.iC water, soiL 
and other geological resources. 

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? 

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

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

4. *'~- How -..vill the jurisdictional (Le., State versus Federal) issues be handled for 

DRAFT EIS/Restoratlon I$SiJes 2 O$cember 4, 1992 
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restoration activities being conducted on la.nds that were created by 
earthquakes (evulsive lands)? What status will evulsive lands have for 
receiving restorative actions? 

Issues AHecfing the Socioeconomic Environment 

Issues in this category relate to the socioeconomic and cultu.ral resources of the 
human environment, such as jobs, communities, and historical and archeological 
resources. 

l 

3. 

4.** 

5. 

6,** 

7. 

{> ** o, 

9,** 

Affected resources need to be better understood, and the means to help those 
resources recover should be openly communicated anwng the affected 
con1..rnunltles, their leaders, and those who will make decisions about 
restoration efforts. 

vVhat 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 ~pill 
and what they can do to help with th.e restoration? 

What measures can be taken to ensure that the potential effects of restoratk·n 
activities do not affect human health and safety? What will be done to inform 
reside.n.ts in the area of the restoration effort whether potential hazards tc 
hun1ans, or adverse impacts on htun.ans, 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 hurnan 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 betvveen the availability of recreational 
opportunities ~1nd the need for natural resource enhancement? 

What can be done to increase the level of involvem.ent of the National Park 

DRAFT EIS/R9storatlon Issues Dl;)cember 4, 1992 
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Service to ensure that an appropriate level of attention is given to restoring the 
affected National Parks? 

10. What ca.n be done to en.sure that injury to services is adequately evaht<.1ted? 

11. Would it be appropriate or feasible to use restoration funds for ed\.tCationCil 
uses such as a Sea Life Center in Seward, a museum in Kodiak, or a splll 
display in the Valdez museum.? 

12. What mechanism.s will be used to ensure that the subsistence concerns of 
Native Alaskans' villages and corporations are adequately and appropri~1tely 
addressed, co.ns.idering that these groups were the ones most affected by the 
spill? 

13, What consideration will be given to the concerns over econom.ic losses/ 
especially to logging companles, from large land acquisition restoration 
programs? 

14. ** Is the acquisition of tim.ber rights for a period longer than the time needed fr.:>r 
resource recovery appropriate? 

15.** Can restoration funds be spent on artwork (such as sculptures or rnu.rals on 
b1..1ildings) that would be a visual reminder to Alaskan residents and tourists of 
the spill and that WO\.tld be tangible demonstrations of the use of restoration 
funds? 

Programmatic Issues 

Programmatic issues are those that concern the nature, scope, and ability to 
im.plem.ent the Restoration Phm. 

1. ** 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 option.s? 

2. ""* What criteria should be u.sed to determine the appropriate restoration 
strategies for restoring or erJ1ancing both injured and non-injured resources 
and services? 

3.** Should restoration activities be evaluated concurrently or hierarchically? 

4.** What level of information, from either new or continuing damage assessntent 
studies, including socioeconomic studies, is necessary to evaluate the need for 
and effectiveness of present and future restoration? 

DRAFT EIS/Re$loratlon Issues 4 December 4, 1992 
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5. lf there is a need for scientific, recreational, or other facilities, where, how, and 
when should they be constructed? 

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

P. 0E. 

7.** What administrative structure will be used to ensure that the rnanagement and 
allocation of funds maxitnizes the amount spent on effective restoratio.n.? 

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

9. ** What restoration options exist for using restoration monies to prevent future 
spills as well as restoring what h;.1s already been damaged? 

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

1 P* What method will be used to determine a restoration option's potenth1l for 
successfully restoring an injured resource or service? 

12."* How will it be determined whether tedu1ology and m<1nagement skills are 
available to successfully implement a restoration option in the enviromnent oc 
the oil spill ate a? 

1 ~1. ** H (YTA7 lA!;n lon-·~ 1 ~ T) r1 ~An--..; l"'"t.; ct ... -;<3 ..,.; , TO f"'I"'""\T .... L ... ~ c.J-riT""'. r ... 'l r "'h,, ........ , ..... ~ ..... l- ...... .: • ...,_~A 1 .... ,-~.1--. J.. y,-, ,-,-.. 
--. ...._._..._ ••• .- .. .L.a..a. .a.-bi.a.a. i-f~.'-"'- (-t."-4.~~L.1J.l1.._--.LLU.L.l.'I{L 11.,.-'-J.l.L.,:JJ..,:li,.-I:;:J.Uo,.·J L..JC: 1ll(11lllCllllt:\,..f. l,.ll;;:l,.\'\'t;::'tlt 

restoraiion options and the directives and policies with which the Trustee 
Agencies must comply? 

~~lrc4r-.~1'-o what degree should restoration options be geared toward benefiting 
n:~uJtiple resources and services, including both injured target rE·sources and 
services as well as secondary resources and services? 

15. 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? 

16.*"' What methods are available to ensure that decisiom11akers adequately consider 
all resources and services needing restoration or enhancement? 

17.** The restoration decisiorunaking process should be an open process to er'tsure 
that the reasoning of decisions is known by the public. 

18.** The public should be allowed to review the restoration proposals that are 
rejected. 

DRAFT EIS/Resloratlon Issues 5 December 4, 1992 
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-\ mcJn' proactive approach shoc1ld be taken by the Trustee Council to 5~l':oed 
Hp the reshwation effort. 

DCltc1 fr,·an resource damage assessn1ents should be made available hr f'l~h!:,_.. 
review to facilitate relevant public comment. This is es?eci.1lly true fur 
economic studies. No Jong-tenTL research and ntonitorit"lg program shc1c1ld b':' 
funded before this data has been released for peer review. 

The restoration plan:1.i.ng process should mc.ke provisions fur the use l~,f 
matching funds to increase the size of grants ir·. the spill area. 

Cost-bE..r..._efit arhllyses should be prepared f,)r all projects being :.-onsidf~·e~~; 
ho'>\·ev~·r, bJ.dget.1.ry concerns should not be the m.ajor factor for rejecting <" .. 

restor<.1tion p:ojec.t. 

Is it appropriate for money earmarked for the restoration procf'ss to be src" 
·Jn construction projPcts having little or nc. c01mection to the spill? 

To ·.vhat degree shcmld existing agency funds be used for injury ass2~,~,r'L~. '- , 
Sh<:1u.lcl these agency funds be the only funds used for future in] un· 
a.~se:ssments? 

Shuuld tLe r'uluisition of land or habitat, indudin.g timber, be a priori~ y I .. 

restoration IliCilies? What acquisition methods (e.g., fee simple, tirqo•c-t :-1~: 
onlv, conserYi.'ltion easeml"'nts: or others) are the n1ost apprc1priatt=> m;' .-:>: -;,~ ' : 

..1 .& ... .. 

. .. .,. - _., 
dL.:lllll~HlDIH 

r • ~o.:.-. 1 
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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: 

FROM: 

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 s ecifi 'ce needs for document format 
~n o e~t er 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 de!iverables. 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 bei ng economic and/or social 1 
effects. We are trying to set up a meeting with Lew Queiro~o , t 
NOAA economist, and Daniel McCollum, FS economist, here in 
Anchorage the first pweek in August. I don't have a specific date 
yet . John Strand i s 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 Pa tici ation Work Group 
handling all public input. This will include receiving commen 
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 our action§ may have 
on su_bsist~nce ~es~urces u~d~r Section 810 o~th Al k National 
Interest Land Conservation Act. While I don't think the 

~estoratiC>n Plan w~ll 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 
mail. Are you on 

advantageous if we could communicate through E 
an E mail system that I could access? 

(~) JJ ()oJ: /JL//SK/1.5 
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 releasj ll 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. Oil 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 t~e 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 (W alcoff), 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 docu~ents available from the Oil Spill Public ~ l 
Information Center (OSPIC). The environmental impact specialist would also read \ rq~ ~ 
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 
Environmental Impact Statement 

1 Walcoff & Associates 
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 forJ '1 '2.. 1

"' () vJ 

clarification of their plans. Ct 3 fo-fPr 

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 seeping 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 
Environmental Impact Statement 

2 Walco££ & Associates 
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 educatin Gat~mror~ )o~ 
actions (alternatives) are describe then the public seeping process would be · . -t--/v ,_ 

the Trustee Council. One of the PAG's first charges would be to help identify the w(~f 

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 J 
primary issues of concern to the local public in the affected communities. Since this ?7 
P AG is holding regional public hearings, these hearings could assume the role of the · ' 
Public Seeping Meeting as shown on the Figure 1. ~ ~. ~ -lPJ +-~ r eu~ 

In addition, the contractor would draft the required letters to the agencies, those on +--r~t:~ 
the Trustee Council, as well as the Environmental Protection Agency, Coast Guard '~~tAk... 
and other agencies who may wish tC? suggest issues the team shall include in the EIS. J;.t.e,.,._f, 

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

~I'()"'-! 

~ 
v

tOH.~~IJ),t 
~ y l.fvr;. 

• dates for dra~s listed. While the time-line shown on Figure 2 "Proposed Schedule" I ~·ves review due dates, it is possible to send selected chapters ahead of schedule_ to 
pf'f t RT for review. For example, a chapter which describ nnce iam Soun 

l 
1"' efore and after the Exxon spill would be written early, as escription of ut.lfJ~ 

] 

i 
l 

~,t. the various restoration alternatives. These would be sent in for review prior to the _!J' _ 
description of the environmental impacts. T~ '1..1 

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 
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._Wildlife Service would write their own biological opinions where any endangered or --, +-6 
threatened species may be affected. In the case of marine mammals or marine 
sanctuaries, NOAA would be asked to issue that biological opinion. ;VoA-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 i""V ·\ 
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 predicted how long it would take a population to ( -l..t ~/4--/-,~ 
recover, those probabi.Jities would be given. UI}.certainties would also be stated. 

1
.__i c< c"f-

./f/1/fJ-cA ~f!?c;7t!/;,~/O evda-1?7ooA.. AeeJ'...r ro .6.e ~~ J 

cP-F ~s. 
Tasl< 3.0 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 public would have approximately 45 days to review and comment on the DEIS. 
F.ublie hearings are aftticipated in at least hNe leeatiens en tvve da}ti, aboyt March 18-
20, but tfl.at eledsion and zwadng those meeJings would dep;.end upof'l tl:le PA.G _ • 
aetiem~ ,f':?..e""'c.-"7 C .-f.,eS'ro~/0;, ;ree?-) ~// t::....t:P.ht:::/~q- ~~/...:::.. 
~ee,'""//?e?f 

This EIS proposal assum o d supply three technical staff present 
at the hearings for answer· estions, one secretary for registration of members of 
the public who wis speak, an court reporter for two days of meetings in 
Anchorage a ordova. Typed tra ipts of comments made would be delivered 
to the neil within two weeks of the h rings. 
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ro 
Task 4.0 Answer Comments and Prepare FE IS // ~ ~/ (Z..""~ 
Following the public hearings, the EIS team would go through the coprments ~rv.'!r( 
received, both from the hearings and in written formats. Comme would be coded ) 
and sorted along three lines: (1) Technical questions and correc · ns in the EIS would I' _e,R .4p) 
be handled by the EIS team. (2) Restoration ~Ian s ppo , ative comment, and §"t//,Jit?·', 
restoration policy questions would be sent on to e nswer. (3) General ~ ~ ,M!f'h~ 
government policy, more controversial issues, a comme about the agencies 1, ~,v/t?ll~ 
would be sent on to the Administrator for conside · y the Trustee Council itself. ,_£iJ ~ 
Some comments are to be expected which are not related in any way to the spill or to ~e • 
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. o4 ~A:J!U!-

-~ 1112rr 
The contractor would revise the DEIS in accordance with the RT's direction. The RT' pfc""'~~ 
would be responsible for preparing the revised Restoration Plan and for advising th~~ -e. 
EIS team on parallel changes to the EIS. Assuming there are no major changes, no /Acp~~ 
policy changes, no legal challenges on adequacy for the DEIS, then the EIS would bE!',.,.-0 

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 co and distribute · , - -· · - - · 
impressions ,1-~ ~/// _,Dr/4/ ~~M- ~'7 

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 . 
.P.sing this aJ2Proach, Walcoff & Associates has submitted a separate cost 
eroposal 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 t 
interagency agreement for the 1992-93 task of preparing the EIS. Alternatively, tJU 
the RT could request the whole amount for the Trustee Council from the court ( L ta.u"' 
under the settlement. Preparing the EIS is required by federal law, anditfsl \ ~-/ 
related directly to restoration. _).,--" ~ 

N OtxJ. fl L A:5/< f) 3 (_ ~) :;d 
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B. . The RT, on the other han , co ld write the first draft of the EIS, concurrently 
.as they write the Restoration Pl , and then hand there inder of the work 
over to a contractor. Or the RT c uld write the entire IS and FEIS 
themselves, and have it reviewed b an outside con ctor or peer reviewers. 
The RT could handle the whole revie and revisio process themselves. 
However, it could look like a possible onflict of · terest, if the RT appeared to 
favor one or more alternatives. 

C. The RT could hire an individual with Ala a experience, who has written a 
number of EISs, and is considered an e ert ·n the NEPA process. This 
consultant could work closely with th RT an serve as an advisor to them. 
Walcoff could provide this expert. 'I e same p blem exists, however, with a 
potential appearance of conflict o terest forth RT. 

D. Since the U.S. Forest Service i the lead agency on e EIS and has extensive 
experience with preparatio of these reports, the US S could write the entire 
EIS and submit it to the for review. If the USFS h son hand uncommitted 
personnel for six mont , this would be the least costl option and would 
maintain the appeara ce of preparation "outside" the res oration planning 
effort. 

Qualifications of Consultant 

vValcoff 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 
NEP A-related assessments and impacts. Her socioeconomic background and working 
with impacts to Native peoples are particularly relevant to this project. Other 
resumes follow. 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Restoration Office 

645 ''G" Street, Anchorage, AK 99501 
Phone: (907) 278-80"12 Fax: {907) 27S·7"178 

Sharon Saari 
Walcoff and Associates 
635 Slaters Lane, Suite 400 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
(Via Fax 703 364-2040) 

Dear Sharon: 

November 25, 1992 

This letter is a follow up or our telephone conversation of this 
morning (or afternoon depending on where you live). I do not 
think the schedule you have presented in your November 19,1992 
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 ElS and Restoration Plan by mid_ 
summer. Toward that end I1WTlf be working with the Restoration 
Team and Restoration Planning Work Group to speed up products so 
that you can complete 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 
chart showing how the restoration money would be spent by 
alternative in broad categories would be sufficient for a 
programmatic Els. If we can provide you with cost breakdowns in 
categories such as management of human uses, manipulation of 
resources, monitoring, and habitat protection and acquisition, by 
alternative it would provide you the detail needed to start on an 
estimate of effects. If we find more detailed information 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 a~ternative could change which could affect the 
estimate of effects. - -

I am enclosing a comparison of alternc:ltives chart that Rl?WG has 
generated based on the alternative th~:mes 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 injury 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 
Unfted States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adinlnlstratlon, Departments of Aariculture. and Interior 



p- 1;;:13 
...... -- - --- ._. 

If you have any questions about the chart you should contact Bob 
Loeffler for further explanations. 

L ~~Forest Service 
Restoration Team Meber 
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL RESTORATION OFFICE 

TO: Ken Rice, USFS 
Restoration Team 

FROM; Bob Loeffler 
RPWG 

SUBJECT: Alternatives for the EIS Contractor 

DATE: November 23, 1992 

TELl!: 278~8012 

FIV<.: 276-7178 

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 
currenr,-aKai!_~illsh~J1ge. 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. 

• As you know, the peer review panel suggested many changes, especially with respect to 
services. We are changing a number of options, especially those concerning services. 

• We are updating our information base including our assessment of the effectiveness of the 
options. As that assessment changes the options within each alternative wiU change. 

• We are adding data concerning cost and location to our information base. 
• Further review will undoubtedly prompt changes. 

Most of the information needed to revise the options and alternatives will become available 
before Christmas. The ~~~t complete ~evision, however, may not be_ ~vailable until early n~xt 
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 uNo-action alternative.u It 
jncludes no options, though it does include normal agencymanag;~ent and monitoring. 

I am sorry that final option and alternative decisions have not been made. I hope that Walcoff 
and Associates 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 Joh.n or myself know. 
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SUBW8CT: . BIB :(1~ •voi Ro•1;9;z;•ti.cc •1~ 

At· th~ V\nl• 29, 2.912 TJ;'\l•~• o:.unc:Ll meet~;- in J.aiahorage. 
~%aved e. l\\oticn tc p~oc•~(1 "'1tl'l the a:r.e pX'ece•a tor the M•~~L.U.cm 
UDQ apprQVed. a II'.Qt;:lq.a. ~o prooas4 with en .. •oin& W&l~t thru the lii!Slr:taltt.l••t 

Jue~ice'D exia~i~ eont~&~ ~Q ~Op~o the •!a few~. C~Oil. ~~::;;;;"~ 
I * 

Tho FOJ."$&1: Servl.<!• vaw gi.an d1e lead to "!ffrk with tJOJ 4lld Walcott : to 
ta~·~er a pt>op~G&l for ~ Council.' II app~~$.1. -.DI1 :I. a eu:rreud.l" &.f.ng 
Hawo~ver, before prcd.06<1iug any ~Urtbe% X 'bl1ieve the C:OUA4U1 ••~ • to ralcnJDK. 

it• decieion on this ~-~~er given tbe ~··ei~ ~t have now lucf.otd 
reg&rdinlJ' th• t:oneinuatiQtl of th• W&lOOf~ ao=-u•~. 'POe•ib~• upt.ioo5 
completin~ the EIS -~ 1) ~· ag~ ~l:'ll~ol, I) a4~J:"td.•• Ul a a.•v ~~~~-~ 
and ~) pro~d witP u•~ of Waldgff. ' 

U•& o:f' Agency Peraonnal: A'!:: 'the i/lt -.ting flO ~ :l:el.t. ~Y' ...S &w.:-~,..~1 
available to do the work inhouae in the time f~ama being disau•.eO. 
i'J '.i~u~clf.•~ry to ~c::o~l:!.tah th• jOb~ lt W1U diUifiC.:lt.lf Gtl.&f tlw c:E'lodilaa• 
"rhiv appt"Oa.ch f;4tt;rie; w.:h:l\ it r.he ~t:'d~tiCU Of "'fln.n<:!in9 the QW~· t&II1~11GY 

Mvertise i!l.~ :oew cont'i'B.Cil:: lt will take about to to 1M &Q-at ;o ~t a 
coct:.ra.ceor on board ano. :z:eady t:C> j;tazt work. 'l'hia too ~1<1 ~Gad. tM 
ti.me.r:rttm~ t:or comple1:iug t:'be ~atcrat:l.an •1a:c.. 

Usa exi&t.itli Waleo~t Contract; 'l'he ~teo ·Council -.t~e~ ~·"'* th.i• 
best .. PP~QSdl from a t:Lme anCl proQ&tlly- a aoat ~ttaitd. f)oint . 0o.1 l:iiti~l~ll'IU. 
folks are not pleased 'flith Walcoff'• '1110* in su~=t o! 





I!"TERIOR SIO 

United States Departrnent of the Interior 
Of'FlCE OF THE SECRE1'A1n 

WASHINGTON,[) C. 2m!40 

THIS MESSAGB WAS I!LEcrR.OllliflCA.J..LY TRAM 

TRANSMISSION N'UMBE.R: Com.m~al: 
FT'$: 

VERIFICATION NUMBER: Co~m.m;ial; 
Fr'S; 

Skip Bell 
TO% 

AOI!NCYIPHON8: 

PAX NUMBER: 703 548-2881 

202~lOB~5956 
8-268-69S6 

J02-J08-5024 
8·108- Sf)]q 

FROM V~rnon R. Wi~gina. Asmi~tan~ to the 

~ffice of The Secretary cf th~ Interio~, 

NU~BBR OP PAOBS: 
9 following 

DATB: 

Per our di8cu~eion, 1 trust th~~ and your person'~ ~rturt 

Ala~ka to talk persoually wlth Mr. McVee will clear up the 

:representa.tion:s of his and tht~ tl~p<:~.rt.ment 's position on thi 

rrJ i-1 t t<"T. l .,~t me know ii I c;;u:t do !u:r·ther in this regard. 

Thank yu u . 

~ 001 
- ·~-+---=-

• D C. 



United States Department of the· Intel 
OFPICE OPmE SSCRSTARY 

, eao e Stre•t. s...ttt 1 oa 
A.noh~t, Alll'\k .. t$S01-51S1 

Auguat 26, 19!2 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

~k~ aa~t~. aegiOft•l vor••t•~~ u.a. rore•t a~~J~ ~ 
eur.t MQV .. , spe~i•l ABBi•tant· ec) ~ S•=•t.~~ 
Proeure~t o£ ~gnt~•~~~~ tor ~•te~&tion Pl&a 118 

.1 am reapon.d.l.ng to Y<'Ur AJJgu~tt :.14.! 1.1~2 ~~~dum to ~ Of the 
Trustee CQUttc:il. we do n.oc 'beUtve t:nat u wd,Jn:U.g D~t ot 
Justiea litigation eontract ~cr\l14 b-. u1ed • ·• the J''I:O~t vebi.cle 
to selact and rataitl a contractoz to pHpaz-t M u•boa.meot&J. ~ 
statement for the BVO.I bs1:.o~tiOD P1U. Pnpuat.iCD of ~'be M•t.:.Uti 
Pla.r;. simply ie not a l'itig•ticm. 3:'•1•t•d aeti•iey. 

We belie~~ that =odifie&tioc at a 1itigation oantr&Ct could ~·~ the 
Council to valid ~~itieism ~rQD the public &I -.11 •• uDfa~&ble · 
goVi'tPl!nenu.l audit :findings on eudl a mua;eun' deoi•iou. lf • J)J!ote• 
to aueh a c::cmtrac::t wa• -.de, the xe•'Ult:ing 41tl&y• ooul4 vell •Umbte 
the purported ti~ saving• that would have been produced bv ~ 
auggestsd con~raet ameu~e~t. ~acver, znterio~, ~ -and IPA have 
received oorreRponden~e from en. Departaant of J~cice adviatnl t~t 
Ju~tica is te:rmi.nating' the c:emt.r&ct; Yi.th ebe acience and •oOn<*tc 
exp~rlB th&t had ~ retained for tha IXXOft 1itita~ica. 1bia i•aue 
was vexy bd dly cUacuase4 in the l.ur: paravr.'Pb e:r my AuQuat 14 ~ 
~omm~~tirtg on the outlins o~ the a.ato~atiCD Pl~. 

:t a.g.ree with the 4!Uttli•r deoiaiOA of ~ Tru•ltee Cotmeil that 
proeurement ma.tte7:e are t:o be ~41e4 u.Ddel" tM rule a and· r•guJ.•tieda 
o! eha Sr:~t• •n4 Fe4e~l T~tee depar~ent O# &teQCV •••ieo•4 
respo:ndbility ror im,p1CISMU~tati6n o~ the rAlevaot a.c~iv:l.ti.e•. Wit.ltl 
respect to the BIS. that r•-.poc1ibili~y ha• bt.n aa•igna4 co che rq~•e 
Servic;:e. If the Fore•t Stmce Cc:lntracting O£ficttr ~gree• wi'Ch th~ UH 
of a aole 1!10\lr~ proCI.i~em.nt, enc1 the Service a.l111o · cS•t•miae• that 
Walcott ASsoei.s.tos is the btaat fhl\ to prepar,!i!t an XIS, n would not 
object to th~t decision.. Oar COQC.t:1'1 r._iJte that the Cou.tsdil tM .iln a 
potiition eo malte in~ormed dec:!i•iQtlt on th• DULtter• pr••el:lt•« to ia: :md 
that it i~ a.ble t:o r•spond on & n&IOMc! ba•iil to ~.ritich._ a).)()Ut 
man~gement ~eiRiona. 

._,-,,- , .. •.'T--r T •.~ T 

j , . 
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Augulit 14, 1992 
M~'ll.\Or<:mdu.ru: 

'l'o: Acting Exacutiv~ Oir•ctor, EVOB 
Restoration Team 

From: DOl EVos Trustee Council Representlltive 

Subject: Proposed Restoration Plan Outline 

' 

.

T. n1·.erior has revia-wed the subject outline that \lias distri~· ute4 
8/11 /~2. We have several conce.t-ns about Which we ~l ev• 
T~ustea council must receive written assur~nces t om 
l<estoration Teqm an~ the RPWG . 'I'wo underlying principajla h 
guided our ~eview: · 

J.. 

2 . 

Does the outline suggest that a compreh&nsive, 
quality restoration plan ~ill be produoa4? : 

Will the ora.CL restoration plan be produced Witin 
time-frame previously approved by the Truste• ounc 
If not, wh~n would a dratt plan bs available for .rele 
to the public? 

com~letion c~ the restoration plan iu critical and •u•t p~eqa4e 
expenditure of tunds tor restoration in every instance ottier t 
in €!mer.gency situations, which have to be clearly demon&triated 
be necessary to preserve and or protact end~n9erad resour~es. 

The re.gula to:r.-y policy underlyinq this position ia Olear: 

( i} Rxcept in ~ situation requii~ing action to a~oid 
i.r-r6Vut·s.ibl~ loss of natural resources or to prevent o:tj radu 
..,ny cont.itminq danger to natural reG,ource$ or similar qeed f 
emergency act ion, fundl3 may not be u.sed under this cha~er f .r 
the restoration, rehabili tation 1 or replacement or aequlisi ti 
of tl)e equiva1~11t of any natural resources until a ptt.an f 
the use of f-tuch funds tor St\Ch purpo2;;es has been dev•l~ed a 
adopted by affected Federal agencies and the Gove:qnor 
GovernOJ;'S. of any state having sustained damaqe to hatur 
n;•s<mrces within its boarders, beljQnging to, managed by 
app(-n;·taining to such State . • • aft(~:r ad&quata public noti • 
,,nd opportunity for hQaring and consideration of <tll publ c 
cornm~nt. 42 u.s. c. 9611(i), 

T9H 806 i:'O~A 
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simila~ly, the Natural Rl!!:source Dd.Iuage Assaa:atnent Reg-~lati 
].H uv idr:~: 

(a) Upon determination ut the amount; cf the award ot ai' natu 
.t'~~ouroffi d.~mage cl~i:rn a.;s auth,n:·ized by section 107 (a) ( ) (C) 
c~~CLA, or section 3l1(f) (4) and (~) of th~ C A, 
authorized official shall prep~rct a Restoration lan 
pr~.vided in section 1.1.1(i) u! CERCI.A. 4~ CFR 11.93(eq, 

'1'imf~ly completion and re1~.,:;;e tor public comment. ot p Qr; 
rc:o;toration plan and dl::a£L enviz;-omnental impact statemejnt 9. 
~h~reforc, c~ocntiul. 

A major question ari:tes in light o:f the absence of comple'¢.•4 
scien~if. ic studies. The NRDA studies will ~resumably identify 
quantl.t'y the nature and extent of the inJuriea to reao~rc:es 
result ot the cil spill. since these ar•e not done, on• hai to 
the question .•• "on what oasis is a plan for reator~tion p emis 
Wh~t. are the injuries to which resources that the plan is ire 
Lo r~I!Ied.iate?" 

While the tiulenlltlc studies in the D~Lmaqe Assessment ajre 
along, they are not all complete and n.ot all O'f them haive 
published. Additionally, how the 1 92 and 1 93 studi&s are ~oing 
be factored into the Restoration Plan ne•ds to be con.ider 
G.i ven that the tHWA studies form the t)asis for the rastrat 
efforts, i.e., the historical baseline, the sequent al 
interdependent relationship betw-een the N:ROA studie 1 
Rest.oration 1=-'lan and the EIS has to be addressed. is 
'..!ertainly not ubvlous in the proposed outl.ine. 

D&3~d on Interior's review of the draft outline, there is lit 
likeli.hood that a comprehensive or timely proauot ~ill 
deve ., oped. This draft is unacceptable and Interior object• to 
bei.r1g f 1nalh:ed until the deficiencies are addressed. ~peei 
concn:Lns and collllnents are id..antit ie~ Joel. ow. 

A. our lmderstand1l'lfi1 of the proc•ss we are 90inq throuqh ~s th 

1.. The drd!t restoration Plan must tirst be p:r•pa ad 
approved by the T. c. It must: include a os d 
(which becomes the preferrfld alternative in t e li: 

..,----------wtr:re11: wi.tJ. set the general st:r:a·tegy, goals and ab · ec l. 
!or the restoratit:m program fo.r the next ten ye rs • 

.2. Alterni!'ltive$ to th~ pre!erred plztn will be inol dad 
the dratt Restor2\tion Plan and evaluated in the d att 
rinal EIS, but will not be include n 
Rest:.oratiou Plan approved by the Trustee council). 

2 
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4 . 

~ . 

6. 

7. 

s. 

' The draft Restoration Plan i!UlQ the draft EjS lwi1l 9~ 
through a $imultaneou:. public revi•w prooass, ~ft.f.r.- wb 
the Pl~n und ElS will be ~odllled, as neces•ary 1 ased 
this public review process anc:l d.irHcLlun tor th 'l' ,C 

A final programmatic EIS will ba issued on th~ ~ropo 
final ~~storation P1an. · 

A filkil Restoration Plan will be iaaued WbJ.ph w 
sp~cify the $el.ected plan and how it will be lmpl,:m•nt 

I 
I 

The Restoration P l an will be i~plemented vi~ al ~nn 
budget and project ~chedule '-thlch will identity peci 
projects des igned to achieve tb.a strategic ~bject ves 
fo~th ln the Plan and will be tied to the Federa fis 
year (for budget pucposee). 

Tiered. NEPA compliance document.& will be Clev~lope~ bf 
implementing agencies tor th·ose indi v1d.Ull.l pl~ns 
proj•cts that require compliaru:e. 

A su lemental EIS • r u red after 4-5 
restoration work and amendments to the Rastorat 

B . Gc~n~:ro.l Comments 

'"I .... 

3. 

while it is redundant to include the alternatives ! in b 
the Plan and _:the EIS th•y are ~ed tto .be 
the :!!IS . Irre.levant ot whsthet· the two doeuments l oont 
redund~nc1es it is lnt•rior's )position tha~ they need 
be distributed together as a :packaqe. 

In order to prepare a dr~ft EI~, there mu•t be a ~pec1 
11 proposed action" for which thEt itnpacts will be aJ1alyz 
and alternqtives compared. 

'.rhe concept ot the plan is l:airly simple: il sho 
state where the T. c. wants to be in 9--10 yea s Yl 

respect to the EVOS-attaoted area: it should e tabl 
a baseline, i.e. wh~r~ the affctcted area ie now J'elat 
~v Lhe desired state, ana hOW the Tru5teea propos to 
to this desir•d state. It is essential to not lo e si 
ot 'these ba~ io eleinents a.nd not. to overlo .. d the P an w 
unimportant info:t'lnation that 1s readily a aila 
elsewhere. ! 

3 
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' 
4. The Plan should be ~s sptii!ci.rh~ l1t:1 po:os1hl• in d~finl 'iJ 

goals and objective5 and type5 o f dctiona, other~is• •t 
will not be clear what the T.ru.st.aes intend to dol or W 
progr~fi':~ will be mea.csured. Fo:r example: ' 

GOALS OB.J8CTXVZS ......... .... , ___ , __ , ____ ~ 
A. Enhance the run 
of ~.a lmon in t .he 
affected a.Led. 

1. Inc~ea$e the run 
of Silv•.t.' sal:mon Jt n 
the Ch enega area l:~y 

a. Build a Si~ver 
salmQn ti•h 
hatchery. 

10% over 1989. 
~-. . ... . ...... ........ , __ .. ----~-+--

5 . 

b. Reduoe the ! 
Silver salmon ltake 
in 1994. ! 

• 'I'he Restoration Plan lRI.l~:Jt tie the planned action~o 
injured resources and :ioervic•s .in the lWOS-attect d are • 
It must be clear to the public 1what is Vlanned to do e 
to restore, enhancet replace, •Or acqu.ir• equlval. nts t · 
U1e~~ resources and services. 

c. Specific Commonta 

1. I . A 

2. l.B 

j. II 

4. III 

Add th~ following at the eJCld o:r the second septenc , 
" ... and types of actions to implement them." ! Dele 
the tnird sentence. The alt•rnatives establ~ah 

I 

go~l~. · 

Include a summary ot activity since the sett~emen • 
Explain the role of t;he court in th~ EV s 
restoration program. 

The publi(.; conunentary on ·the Restoratton Ftawo k. · 
should be summarized in the backCJrOund nd y 
additional, relevant detailed informAtion pl ced ·n 
the appendix. 'l'his would eliminate #ri , as t 
stand:t>. 

A summary of what is injured and how it is ~- njur 
and ita current state of recovery sh~Uld s ff ic 
This section should describe WhQre the rust • 
council is in terms ot restoration actions atd wh t 
ha~ happened with Stata and Federal oper t ion 1 
p~ograms in the area since the spil.l. In e sene : 
•'Where we are now. " ' 

4 
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IV 

6. v 

VI 

P,. . 

This S«ii!Gtiou should. be t:he proposed pl~n. The p 
1uu::; L cl~a.t' ly lay out thE~ proposed action : t'JO t 
the f?UL. lie can .t.Qact it a.nd. make su9g$stio 
It cat1 include a d.i&cuaaion of how th• lan 
~~rivad at, but Lh• a con•id~rft s~o 
come iH the :followinw m;:~~jot :;ua.otion. !1$ abo 
includ~ information about the prooese to b(tJused 
resoolv~ :rssou:t"oef$1'!.trvice oonfliot.s. 

This :~;~ction can exclude tha preferr•d alirnat 
b~cau:li~ it l:i:lh01..1ld be prc~e.ented previouel as 
propo$ed plan. These same alternatives mu t be 
t~he EIS. 

The sub-sections should be re-ordered. ~Ln 
manner 

A 

B 

c 

D 

li; 

:r 

A 

old n: 

none: 

old E: 

old c 

old A & B 

old F~ 

Open:ttionsf A.clmini~tt.rat~on 
the Trustee Coljlncil, , 
etc. will ~perat~ 
ree.toration progra:m) ! 

Fut•d:lnq Mecha.ni••• 

Evaluation 

Pu:bl involvlfl:me:nt 

the Plan 

This be descr ibed.i 4t 
plan an~ 5ections? Thesel ar$ ~ 
cen·tral points ot th~ plan and should not .b$ 
relegated to an appt:mdix. 

. D This should include list of PAG me~ers. 
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10. 0 
dotm.ment 

juds-e 
and 

to include 
since thia 

the plan 
intent of 

---------------------

Finally, on a related mc.tte:~: 1 i.e. 1 

Environmen-tal Stata:mant, Interior 
preparil\tion "Pf 

concerns 
we believe must be addressed to to 
and hire an 
be clearly 

lity 

hiring of 
e.t"i'ecLi ve. 
proposed, xnust. 
t fede.ra 

'l'h~nk you. 

contl."act.or tel 
that there 

must be 
tar :frc)m thold. projeot 
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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 
Regional Forester, Alaska Region 
USDA Forest Service 

PAUL D. GATES 

CIIARLES E. COLE 
Attorney General 
State of Alaska 

STEVEN PENNOYER 
Acting Special Assistant to the Secretary Director, Alaska Region 
U.S. Department of the Interior National Marine Fisheries Secv:ice 

CARL L. ROSIER 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 

JOHN A. SANDOR 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

---------------------------------------------------------------- --------- -

l-lARCH 10, 1993 @8:30am 

1. Public Advisory Group Operating Procedures- Dave Gibbons/Brad Pl1illips 

2. Negotiating Team Options and Acquistion Guidelines - Marty Rutherford 

3. 1992 "Carryover" Projects - Dave Gibbons 

4. 1993 Work Plan- Dave Gibbons 
Deferred Draft Work Plan Projects 
Public Advisory Group Proposals 
Prince William Sound Recreation Proposal 

5. Review of 199LJ Work Plan Assumptions and Frame\·iOrk - Jerome ~1ontague 

6. Restoration Organization - Trustee Council 

7. Chugach Resmwce r1Emagemen t Agency Pcoposal - Dave Gibbons 

8. 1992 Annual Financial Repoct - Walt Sheridan 

State of Alasl<<L [Joj):trtrrwnts of Fish & Game, l_av;, Nat[!rcd-ficsources, -and ErwirorHnC:rlL:li Conserv3lion 
Unitccl Stc1tcs 1 rwirorm:r;nt::! fJrotection ArJcncy, 1\Jational Occ:\rlic and /\tmospi1 1,;ric 1\clrnirlistration, 

Dc:r):1rtrn;-;rll:; of (1/;, J~l·J~·r:. :~n~i l;~:.~rir:>r 



TRUSTEE COU?\CIL MEETING NOTES 

Trustee Council 

John Sandor (ADEC) 
Mike Barton (USFS) e 
Charlie Cole (ADOL) o 
Carl Rosier (ADF&G) 

February 16, 1993 

By Dave R. Gibbons 
Interim Administrative Director 

Members Present: 

Restoration Team 

Dave Gibbons (IAD) 
Mark Brodersen (ADEC) 
Ken Rice (USFS) 

Steve Pennoyer (NMFS) + 
Pamela Bergmann (USDOI)@ 

Marty Rutherford (ADl\TR) 
Jerome Montague (ADF&G) 
Byron Morris (NOAA) 

~ Chair 
llil A I ternates: 

Pan1ela Bergn1ann served as an a] tern ate for Paul Gales. 
Craig Tillery served as an alternate for C. Cole, until 10:30 a.m. 
Jim Wolfe served as an alternate forM. Barton from 4:00p.m. until the end of the meeting. 

l. 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. 

2. Habitat Protection 

ACTION: Revisit willing seller threshold criteria and specifically review the 
Alaska Lands Settlement Act. Discuss at 3110/93 Trustee Council 
meeting the pros and cons of possible condemnation of lands. 



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. 

ACTION: Continue to address the negotiations options paper and negotiation 
process development for the 3110/93 Trustee Council meeting. 

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

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

3. 1993 Projects 

APPROVED MOTION: 93011 - Not recommended for inclusion in the 1993 Work Plan. 
93016 - Deferred until 3110/93 Trustee Council meeting. 
93024 - Deferred until 3110/93 Trustee Council meeting. 
93030 - Deferred until 3/10/93 Trustee Council meeting. 

4. Public Advisory Group (Projects) 

APPROVED MOTION: 

NOT APPROVED FOR 
1993 WORK PLAN: 

NOT APPROVED FOR 
1993 WORK PLAN: 

5. 1992 Projects 

ACTION: 

Projects #1 and #2 deferred until 3110/93. Also bring available 
infonnalion 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. 

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

2 



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. 

3 



Table IV-X FISHERY ENHANCEMENT TECHNIQUES 

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

Pink N/A Yes X xi x3 x3 3 

Sock-eye Yes1 No3 Yes2 Yes1 Yes2 x2 

Silver• 1 Yes Yes Yes . . No3 

King• Yes Yes Yes X X 3 

Chum N/A Yes Yes Yes X X 3 

Dolly V N/A1 1 Yes Yes Yes1 3 3 3 

Cut-throat N/A1 1 Yes Yes Yes1 3 3 3 

Herring Yes Yes 3 3 -

Rockfish N/A1 Yes Yes1 3 3 -

Legend 
,, -Most Effective 

Moderate 
Least Effective 

N/A Not Available 
X Replacement 
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Environmental Consequences 4 

aaapter 4 forms the scientific and analytic basis for the comparison of impacts among I ntrod u ct ion 
tbe alternatives. The discussion includes environmental impacts of the alternatives, local 
aad 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 
c:urrent 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 environmental 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 Fmal 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 Impac;t 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 
contra~ 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
tification of impacts that are direct, indirect, short term, long term, or cumulative. They 
also include a process for determining the relative importance of the impacts and their 
significance under NEP A. Although the methods described here apply generally, some 
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. 

Impact 
Evaluation 
Methods 

Chapter4.1 
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4 Environmental Consequences 

Biological 
Impact 
Assessment 

' 2 • 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 bow 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 defme its limits. The likelihood of an impact (whether the impact is likely to 
occur) is the fmal 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 defmed) of endangered species within the United States. Any unlawful taking 
of a threatened or endangered species is considered significant. However, the Act al
lows 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 
is 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 

Impact Rating•,b Magnitude 

Level of Impact 

Geographic 
Extent 

Duration 
and Frequency Ukellhood 

~~~~~~gj ::.~:~~ !ili!!!i ;:•••••••••••••••••••••••;•p:~·~··~~··~~~·~·· ••••••\•••IJ~~.~·• •••••••••••••••·••••••••••••••:•••••··~~:iLM·•·•·••••I .. ·:·:<·=·>>:·.:-:-::-::::.:.:;:;:;.<:·::.;.;. 

Moderate 

Low 

High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
Low 

Low 
Low 
Medium or Low 

Any level 
Low 
Any level 
Any level 
Any level 
High 

Medium or Low 
Any level 
Any level· 

Medium or Low 
Any level 
Any level 
Any level 
Any level 
High 

Any level 
Any level 
Any level 

Medium 
High 
Medium 
High 
Low 
High 

High 
Medium 
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. 

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

cAs 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 the 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 Wmkler 1987; Nielson 1988). From a biological standpoint, lethal removal is usually 
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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 defmed 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 defmed 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: 

• 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. 

• 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). 

• 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). 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 frrst 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: 

• Mammals 

Badger Mountain lion 

Beaver Nutria 

Black bear Opossum 

Bobcat Porcupine 

Coyote Prairie dog 

Gray fox Raccoon 

Redfox Striped skunk 

• 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 defmed as a measure of the number of animals killed in relation to their 
abundance. In this analysis, magnitude is evaluated flrst 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 leve~ 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. 
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Figure 4-1 Procedures for Evaluating ADC Program Impacts on Abundance of Major 
Target Species 

Ia there an ALLOWABLE HARVEST LEVEL for this apecln? 

' YES I NO 

' -
In this state, Is there a In this atate, Ia there a 
TOTAL HARVEST and a POPULATION TREND and either a 
POPULATION ESTIMATE? 

~ 
TOTAL HARVEST ESTIMATE or an 
ADC KILL? 

YES I I NO 

YES NO 

Proceed with QUANTITATIVE determination 
of MAGNITUDE for TOTAL HARVEST 
(Low, Moderate, or High) 11 there a regional population 

trend or other basis to model 
population dynamics and 
harvest Impacts? 

I Proceed with QUALITATIVE I 
deteimlnation of TOTAL HARVEST 
MAGNITUDE (Low, Moderate, or NO YES 
High) based on state population trend 

J 

' Make no determination of 
MAGNITUDE for this species 

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

• 
Apply specifically tailored methods to 
determine ADC KILL MAGNITUDE 

Average ADC KILL MAGNITUDE ratings from all states to get (Low, Moderate, or High) 
national ADC PROGRAM KILL MAGNITUDE for the species 
(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) 
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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 flScal 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: 

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

• 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. 
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EXX N VALDEZ SE LEMENT SUM ARY 

CRIMINAL RESTITUTION SPENDING GUIDELINES 

I. THE STATE AND FEDERALGOVERNMENTSWILLINDIVIDUALLYCONTROL THE 
$50 MILLION PAYMENT EACH WILL RECEIVE. 

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

Ill. 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 OIL SPILLS. 

CIVIL RECOVERIES SPENDING GUiDELINES 

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

Jt. THE BALANCE OF THE $900 MILLION WILL BE DISBURSED AS AGREED UPON 
IN THE AUG 28, 1991 MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BE1WEEN THE STATE 
AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS. 



EXXON VALDEZ SETTLEMENT SUMMAR.Y 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT GUIDELINES 

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

II. A JOINT TRUST FUND WILL BE ESTABLISHED. 

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

IV. PROCEDURES FOR MEANINGFUL PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INCLUDING A 
PUBLIC ADVISORY GROUP SHALL BE ESTABLISHED WITHIN 90 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 ~LL NATURA.L RESOURCE DAMAGE 
RECOVERIES FOR PURPOSES OF RESTORING, REPLACING, ENHANCING, 
REHABILITATING OR ACQUIRING THE EQUIVALENT OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES1 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. 

VII. ALL NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE RECOVERIES WILL BE EXPENDED ON 
RESTORATION OFNATURALRESOURCES IN ALASKA UNLESS THE TRUSTEES 
UNANIMOUSLY AGREE THAT SPENDING FUNDS OUTSIDE OF THE STATE IS 
NECESSARY. 

"-. 

1 "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 Government 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Carol Paquette J 
Sharon Saari 
Kathy Schildbach 
Anne Pretti 

Sue Brown~ 
DATE: February I 1, 1993 

W ALCOFF & ASSOCIATES 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Writeup of yesterday's meeting 
DoJ 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? 

WI 



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 to use settlement funds. 



CRITERIA FOR RATING BENEFIT OF PARCEL TO INJURED SPECIES I SERVICE 

····. INJUF{Ep SPECIES/ 
-:···:. · .. ·.· ... MooeRATE .... 

LOW . ·····•:< .·< . 
HIGH 

SERVICE .· 
:· .• 

Anadromous Fish High density of anadromous Average density of Few or no streams on 
streams per parcel; multiple anadromous streams for parcel; one or less injured 
injured species; and/or system area; two or more injured species. 
known to have exceptional species present. 
productivity. 

Bald Eagle High density of nests on parcel; Average density of nests on Few or no nests on parcel; 
and/or known critical feeding or immediately adjacent to may be used for perching 
area. parcel (at least one); and/or feeding. 

important feeding area. J 

Black Oystercatcher Area known to support nesting Possible nesting; known Probable feeding. 
or concentration area for feeding area. 

I I feeding. I I I 
Common Murre Known nesting on or Nesting in vicinity of parcel; Possible feeding in area 

immediately adjacent to parcel. known feeding concentration adjacent to parcel. 
adjacent to parcel. 

Harbor Seal Known haul out on or Probable haul outs in vicinity Probable feeding in 
immediately adjacent to parcel. of parcel; probable feeding in nearshore waters. 

nearshore waters adjacent to 
parcel. 

Harlequin Duck Known nesting or molting on Probable nesting on or Probable feeding and 
parcel; feeding concentration adjacent to parcel; probable loafing in area adjacent to 
area. feeding in stream, estuary, or parcel. 

intertidal adjacent to parcel. 

Habitat Protection Working Group 02/01/93 Page 1 



CRITERIA FOR RATING BENEFIT OF PARCEL TO INJURED SPECIES I SERVICE 

?·:::.:<::.:::::}::·:::::>::::. ·:::·.:: .. ::::. ::.>. 

HIGH MODERATE···· .< .·LoW ...... > 

INJURf:Q §PECIES I 
·.·.···.·······.·····••sE8VIC::E .. . . .. 

Intertidal/subtidal Biota Known high productivity/species High productivity/species Average 
richness. Oiled or adjacent to richness; not oiled or near productivity/species 
oiled area where recruitment oiled area. richness; no documented 
may be important. shoreline oiling. 

Marbled Murrelet Known nesting or high Good nesting habitat Low likelihood of nesting; 
confidence that nesting occurs; characteristics; known possible feeding in 
concentrated feeding in feeding in nearshore waters nearshore waters. 
nearshore waters. adjacent to parcel. 

Pigeon Guillemot Known nesting on or Good nesting habitat Low likelihood of nesting; 
immediately adjacent to parcel; characteristic; known feeding possible feeding in 
feeding concentrations in in nearshore waters adjacent nearshore waters. 
nearshore waters. to parcel. 

River 10tter Known high use of parcel for Known or probable latrine Probable feeding in 

I 
denning/la trine sites. and/or denning sites; known adjacent 

I I feeding in adjacent I intertidai/streams. I 
intertidal/streams/nearshore 
area. 

Sea Otter Known haulout or pupping Concentration area for Feeding in adjacent 
concentrations. feeding and/or shelter; waters. 

potential pupping. 

Habitat Protection Working Group 02/01/93 Page 2 



CRITERIA FOR RATING BENEFIT OF PARCEL TO INJURED SPECIES I SERVICE 

<·.:::.:;::, ;::·::::.-:: :::;:.: :::' :.; :::. . _.:.; : ._ .: ::: > . :::: 
INJURED SPECIES I .·. · .. :_-·-__ ····.SERVICE . 

Recrea tion(f ourism 

Wilderness 

Cultural Resources 

Subsistence 

.... ·· 

HIGH 

Receives high public use; highly 
visible to a large number of 
recreationists/tourists; area 
nominated for special 
recreational designation. 

Area remote; little or no 
evidence of human 
development. 

Documented concentration or 
significant cultural 
resources/sites on parceL 

Known resource harvest area; 
multiple resource use. 

Habitat Protection Working Group 02/01/93 

Accessible by road, boat, or 
plane; adjacent area used for 
recreational boating; adjacent 
area receives high public use. 

Area remote; evidence of 
human development. 

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

Known harvest area for at 
least one resource. 

LOW 

Occasional recreational 
use; access may be 
difficult. 

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

Possible cultural 
resources/sites on parcel. 

Possible harvest area. 

. 

Page 3 



SUMMARY OF INTER~M PROTECTION PROCESS 

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

Apply Threshold Criteria to Private Lands with Linked Habitats ;-f. 

Determine Threat 

Evaluate and Rank 

Abstracted from Figures 1 & 2 of the Framework Supplement. 



Interim Evaluation/Ranking Criteria 

1. The parcel contains essential habitat(s) I sites for injured species or services. 
Essential habitats include feeding, reproductive, molting, roosting, and 
migration concentraHons: 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. 

2. 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. 

3. Adjacent land uses wi.ll not significantly degrade the ecological function of 
the essential habitat(s) intended for protection. 

4. 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}. 

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

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

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

8. The parcel is located within the oil spill affected area. 
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PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND RESTORATION PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL 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 listed, 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 
Oil 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 Environmental 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 
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planning policy. The second list will be a 
identified by the public and which will be 
body of this DEIS. Other issues will 
Restoration Plan. 
All issues will be listed in an appendix of 

short list of issues 
addressed within the 
be answered in the 

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 -~~ects from the hundreds submitted will be 
described. Feb~ 2-0 
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 
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(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 limited 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. 
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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. 

\,ti~~ . . . 
C)l" -"'\"""' G. Other al ternat1 ves cons1dered and reJected and reasons why. 
'~ This short section will describe the criteria used by the 

~:~ RT and reasons why many of the ideas proposed by the public are 
c;......;,.\)5?' '"if,< rejected for funding. The TC has decided, for example, not to 

U ~ ~ "take" land from unwilling sellers by public condemnation. Many 
(,.6 cJY other projects have just been put "on hold" until the Restoration 
v~~ 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 
outl ined, for e xample , Alt ernative 1 has all the neg ati ve 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. Socialjcultural, include injured services (socio
cultural) 
3. Economic (economist) 

III. 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 oil 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. 
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The description sections will only set the sta?e for the analysis 
of impacts chapter to follow later. Pab !8 ~jt~ 

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 descriptions 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 5 

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

3. Transportation 
4. Recreation/tourism 
5. Commercial fishing (fishery biologistpt ~P·-·-- ~~ 
6. Commercial timber (forester) - ~ ~v1 

7. Cultural and anthropological 
8. Local land use and growth 
9. Community facilities 

10. Consumers, civil rights, minorities, women 

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 laws, lands under study for 
wilderness, or l ands which have been identified a nd a re s till 
qual ified for wilderness status under t he Wilderness Act. 

Fisheries will be very important because of the rol){ 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 oil 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, is just too hypothetical to be applied to the real 

6 



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 oil 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 a lso 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 oil 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 
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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 

H. Economic Impact of Settlement (economist) April 1 

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 exploitation, more roads and development in the r egion, 
and proposed new marina development at ~~ittier 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 upon 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. 
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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 ( A1r 
issues identified in Chapter I, or even some which are discovered l~ 
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) hejshe 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 
Valde z Natural Resource Damage AssE~ssrnent p rocess a nd r estoration 
planning from 1990 to 1993. 

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, local libraries for review, Native 
Corporations. (Note - check with OSPIC and USFS for mailing lists. 
Sue Brown now has the seeping invitation list.) March 21 

A. Seeping (NEPA process) will summarize the seeping 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 seeping "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 list 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, seeping, the appointment of the Public Advisory Council 
(PAG) 1 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 ?????? May~.rem we or put the 

archaeological stuff her ??? ~ 

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 list 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 lists 
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 
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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) 

DO. 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 1 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 Pocket) 

optional, but need to decide on map format by mid March! 
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I II. AEFEC'rED ENYUONME~ 

IV. 

B. General Description of Affect Communities 

c. 

An descriptive overview of the 18 affected 
communities will be developed. Each community will 
be identified and brie·fly described. 

Prince William sound and Affected Area 

1. socioeconomic and Subsistence 
The socioeconomic and subsistence 
characteristics of the affected communi ties 
will be identified and discussed, pre-oilspill, 
during cleanup, and post-spill. Specific 
topics to be addressed include: 

a. Demographics 

b. 

c. 

A profile of each community will be 
developed based on 1990 Census data 

Land Use 
Largely, lceal land use planning or 
regulation is not available in PWS. Land 
use will be described and discussed 
relative to st-ate and Borough information. 
Local community information will be 
addressed where it is available. 

Transportation 

Recreation/TOurism 

e. commercial Fishing 

f. commerical Timber 

a. CUltural and Archaeoloqical Resources 
The cultural and archeolgocical resources of the 
study area will be identified and discussed from 
historical and current perspectives in terms of pre
spill, cleanup and post-spillimpacts. 

3. Biological ImpaCts 

4 • Physical Impacts 

ENYIRONHE!lTAL CON$EQUBN¢2S ,OP BEU'OAAT!ON PLAN 

A. Socioeconomic 
The impacts of the Restoration Plan alternatives on the 
social, cultural, economic· systems of the affected 
communities will be identified and discussed. 
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1 . Local economy and joDS 
'l"he local economy and labor markets for the affected 
communities will be described based on 1990 ~ensus 
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. 

b. 

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

Evaluation criteria and matrix 

c. Reduced populations or increase competition 
Restoration Plan Alternatives relative to their 
ilUpact on red.uoing subsistence resource 
populations and/o~ increasing competition for 

' · subsistence resources will be discussed. 

d. Restriction of Acc.ess 

e. 

f. 

The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be 
discussed · regarding their impacts on 
restrictinq the subsistence resource access of 
Alaska Natives·. 

Availability of other lands 
The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be 
decribed with regard to the availability of 
other lands 'for sUbsistence harvestinq. 

Proposed a.l terriative will/will not restrict 
uses 
The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be 
evaluated with regard to their potential for 
restrictir19 ·Alaska Nativ.e use of subsistence 
resources~ 

3. Tourism 
4 • Recreation 
s. Commercial Fishing 
6. Commercial Timber 

7. Cultural and archaeoloqical resources 
The Restoration Plan Alternatives will be reviewed with 
regard to their impaet on cultural and archaeological 
resources over the sh"~rt and long term. 
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VI. 

a. Local land use and growth 
Most of the area affected by the Restoration Plan 
Alternatives is rural and remote. Information will be 
collected and evaluated regarding the potential short an<:i 
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 in the development of facilities and 
infrastructure. This potential and its impact on the 
communities will be discussed. 

10. Consumers, civil rights, mi'norities & wo:men 
The general impacts of the Restoration Plan Alternatives 
on specific segments of the study area will be addressed. 

J. CUmulative Impacts of the R$storation Plan 

1. social/CUltural 
The cumulative i:mpacts 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. 

DISTRIBUTIO_l! AND REVIEW OJ' ENVIROlmENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

c. Native & Village corporations· 
The EI:S will be distributed to the Native. & Villaqe 
Corporations for review and comment. A mailing list will 
be-.developed which identifies the appropriate individuals 
and mailing addresses for Native &- Villaqe Corporation 
review. 

D. Local communities and Boroughs 
The EIS will be distributed to all affected local 
community and borough officials 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 COMMENTS AND cooWl(Al'IOlf ; 

x. 

E. cultural Resources R~iew 
Responses relative t() · th~ cultural and archaeological 
resources impacted by the Restoration Plan Alternatives 
will be recorded and reviewed. 

SECTION flO EVALUaTION ON StJBSIST.£NCE 
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NAGGING:QUESTION REMAINS: HOW MUCH HARM 
i ~ f .r- ·;.. - .. 

j•? .. 
DID THE EXXON VALDEZ SPILL REALLY DO? 

lmost 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 oner tried fu

riously 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 linle progress against the 11 mil
lion gallons ofNorth Slope crude spilled March 24, 1989,-by the tanker 
Exxon 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-

., 
tf.."" - BY -- ~~ARLES WOHLFORTH 

LEFT: Today Huring Bay is beautifol again but appearances can be deceiving. 
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. 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 
$1 00 million statt;-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-

LEFf: Cordova Mayor 

K~lly w~averling: 

"You can run but you 

canrhitk ... 

.BJ!ilii: Dan Talbm 

· and an army of worka'S 

bl.amd off b~ach~s 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 stat istics 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. 

Weaverling 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
tion 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 Ree£ 
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
latin~ surface was a black 

' , THE SPILL'S TOLL-AND WHAT MIGHT BE DONE 
: 

: on scientific studi~s of th~ 
. ·mag~Jr~irz th~ 1989fu:xon 

. Valdez oil.g,_.iJLll!er~ k~t s~cret 
:t-'' by thi~-;;;,-p-p;;al govern

.m~t until kisr]d,_'r: Her~'s a 

summary of firulings on a few 
key species by th~ Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill Trustees, a state-fed
eral flTiup charg~d with rmor
ing Alaska$ tlamag~d natural 
reso11re~s 'IIIith money won 
from Exxon Corp. The t:,rustees 
are consideri•t each of tb~ 
restor-11tio11 optio11s listed. 

~ ., 
) ~~. 

SEA OTTERS 

FOUND DEAD: 1,011; Esti
mated~ 3,500-5,500. 
D AMAGE! Oil killed otters 
by destroying the insulating 
quality of their fur, and by 

:~~-i":~~./~~: .. "i·~~t~~:L~~ ~--~: ...... 

* damaging them internally 
~ when they ate it. Otter nom
~ bers have decreased by 34.6 
~ percent in oiled areas. The 
~ deaths of prime-age animals 
3 and weaned pups bave in-

. ~ creased compared to areas not 
5 oiled. Researchers believe the 
~ continuing harm is due to per
<1. sistent oil contamination of ot-

ters' &vorite foods, muSsels 
-~dclams. 
RESTORATI ON: 193 otters 
were "rehabilitated," after be

. ing oiled, for about $80,000 
, each. Later research showed 

most died soon after rdease, 
.and the .~ may M"Rdone 

mote harm than good. Curtent 
plans to aid otters center on 
removing oil from mussel beds 
where they feed. 

KILLER WHALES 

DEAD: Unknown 
DAMAGE: A number of 
well-studied killer whales in 
Prince William Sound disap
peared after the spill. Their 
death rate tripled. Females 
with calves were among the 
whales that disappeared, 
.daanging the whales' social 

~ ·~as other pod mcm- • 



' I 

\ 

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 

L.J. Evans, 

trusue spokeswoman, 

tkfmds the pace of 

restoration efforts. 

·:· .. 
" j 

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. 

"'It'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 

·· · cared for the young. A di-
et relationsJiip to the spill 
uld not be' shown, however. 

i. . . ./ 

.)·M·~~ES-~" 
. _.;.t~-. . . ·-·.~-, ' 

searchers estimate the colonies 
could take decades to recover. 
RESTORATION: Human 
presence-could be eliminated 
near murre colonies during 
nesting to increase the breeding 
success. Decoys and recorded 
calls could be used to enhance 
murre social behavior, and 
ledges could be added to 
colonies to improw: nesting. 

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 battleneld." 

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 dtying 
under the sun. I can't decide 
why the silence is so heavy 
until I realize I hear no 
birds. 

The beating of a heli
copter's blades fades in from 

dropped 13 percent. 
RESTORATION: Keep peo
ple away &om seal haul-out ar- · 
cas to reduce harassment that 
costs seals energy. 

HARLEQUINS FOUND DEAD: :22,000; Esti
mated dead: 300,000. 
DAMAGE: Slow-breeding 
common and thick-billed mur
res p~tect their young by nest
ing in large colonies all at the 
same time. After the spill so 
many adult birds wea: killed- . 
up to 70 percent in some 
colonies-that the .colony lost 
its synchronized breeding, lead
ing to complete reproductive 

HARBOR SEALS 

FOUND DEAD: 19; Estimat
eddcad:200 

lethargic behavior, possibly . 
from eating oil. Harbor seal 
numbers in Prince William 
Sound, already declining by 
about 10 pen:ent a year in the 
.mid-1980s, fell another 35 

FOUND DEAD: 200;totalsca 
ducks found dead of all vari
eties, 2,000. 

' DAMAGE! Harlequin, gold
eneye and scoter ducks &eel 
along the shore. Researc.be111 
believe they are d picking up 
-oil &om contaminated food, 

1 &ilwe in following yars. &:-
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DAMAGE: Seals were killed 
by direct contact with oil, and 
developed brain lesions and 

~ percent in the yar mer the 
spill in areas bit by oil. The 

·population in unoiled areas 

-and harlequins haw: lost lxxly . 
:&t and &iled to rep~ Rc
.-:an:hers coald not find nests 



\ 

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 the~. 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 harlequins 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 (poj)weed) 

DAMAGE: Fucus, the seaweed 
, known locally as popweed, sup

ports much of the life of coastal 
Alaska. Hot-waterdeanup 

DID 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 ~hich live, as a special assis
tant to former Gov. Steve Cowper in 
the 1989 oil spill. 

Piper: "Society is not honest 
WI Jtse,, ••• "th. lf , 

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 1989? 

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 constandy 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. 

E.non 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." · 
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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 tpan wipe them out by 
digging them up to remoye the underly
ing .oil. lr turns out mussels beds were 
perhaps the one plaee·thar should have 

Marine advisory 

agent Rick Steiner: 

"I've become more 

cynical." 

1· 

l ., ~ . ;; j 

iques tended to kill it out. 
. . ther plant species that tend to 
• Ionize dis.rupted areas took 

· ·' · 6ver, and fucus recovel)' has 
'. been slow. --~.-.. ,.. 

: ,. RESTORATION:'Researchers 
· .,:# ' ·want to study':ho~e slow-to

recover fucus c'Oirlil 6e aided. 

BALD EAGLES 

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. 

Otters are still growing sick from 
Exxon Valdez oil, according to the stare 
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 adults 
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 rhe oiled mussel beds and the ani
mal illnesses, and to find out if digging 
narrow trenches through the mussel be,ds 
will allow the ride to clean out the oil. 
The study won't be complete until1994, 

bur workers may begin 
trenching the mussel beds 
this coming summer. 

The study, like dozens of 
others on the spill, is funded 
from rhe environmental 
restoration money rhe state 
and federal governments 
won from Exxon in an Oc
tober 1991 settlement. So 
far, more than $100 million 
has been spent on sn.idy, 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 rhar could cost rela-

DAMAGE: Mussel beds were 
one of the few places left un-

. 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' anchoring 
:~ strands. Harlequin ducks, black 
12 oystercatchers, river otters and 

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, 

about 4,000 eagles live around 
the Sound alone, and their be-

juvenile sea otters probably are 
receiving doses of fresh oil from 
ceating these mussels. 
RESTORATION! A-study 
on mussel bed damage won't 

plan to dig trenches in the 
beds to help the tide flush out 
the oil. 
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. havior appears to have returned • 
to normal. 
RESTORATION: Curtailing 
Jogging would protect eagle 
habitat. 

be done untill994, but offi
cials hope to begin cleaning 

\.the beds this1ummer. They . . 

RED SALMON 

DAMAGE: Becauseoffears 
that oil contamination would 



\ tivcly linlo to ocn•ruly implement doesn't 
make m·.1ch sense. 

The mussel sudy is one of the ca.siest 
to j~ti(y because of the complexicy of .J>e 
problem and the neod to make suro tbo 
de.anu p work doe~ more good than 
harm. But Alasb AttOrney Goneral 
Cbarle.s Cole, one of <he sbc govemmem 
LrusLcc::s allocating the money. has chal .. 
lenged ocher projecr.s chat seem intended 
to simply bankroJI government buroau
<.racy. 

For example, when rhe U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service asked for money for a 
study to determine if people sh<>uld bo 
kept away from Gulf of Alaska murre 
colonies tO aid tho birds' reeovory, Colo 
suggested .<imply kcoping the pco:>plc 
away and saving <he money. A $3 I 6,700 
1
'te&tot.ation'" project was approved for 
1992 •nyway, comprised of pholo~·aph
lng and ~ounting blrdt; jn che co!onjes. 

For tho sciontis<s in Bay oflslos, the 
sheer fascin:\tion of the work seems 
enough, whether or not it helps the area 
jn the short run. 

~Jt's the fjt$t time some of th~t ~~rc-as 
have ev~n been looked at," Rounds .t;a"·s. 

The tide comos in and, .ftor eollocting 
their samples, tht sciciuists rcboard the 
helicopter and take off. The lagoon again 
faiL< .<ilent. Except f<>r tbe fo<>tprints and 
stakr:s t:tey Lr:ave br:hind, and the few 
mussds and jars of mud chey takt wirtl 
them, the scitntiscs haw: done nothing to 
harm Death Marsh, or to help it heal. 

... ·· .. 

i:ti' 
, 
~· .. 

~. . . 

onsld~r tw(l more sped
mens of how tho spill 
changed human bohavior 
and habitat: Rick Steiner 
•nd L,J. Evans. 

Steiner w.as in Cordova when the oil 
:;piJI~d. running the ftshr:rm3:n):; version 
of che a£rlcultural exu:nsion servl~;r: in 
Ct>rdOV'; as the agent f<>r 1hc Gniveaity 

"W1Jen I beat thr 

public saying we 'r. nor doiug 

enough, jt j.ut itn 'r foir." 'IIJS 

the governmrnt ~t L,]. Evt~nt. 

"You neetl to know whati 

<>f Alaska's Marine Advisory Program. 
He and a (ew friend's soon realized clue 
Exxon h,,d dono nothing to protoct the 
Sound's flshorman-builc pink salmon 
hacchcrics. 

1'hey wid Frank Iaro<si. president <>f 
iltx<>n Shipping, about the probicm, and 
he put thorn in chorg• of .<aving the 
hatcheries. Sceinc: put togcthr:r a navy of 

• ••• "l'' 

·. ·:·. · .. 

.fhhing boots and callod all over the world 
co get floating booms to rig in front of 
the hatcheries. By tho time the leading 
edge of rhe oil arrived, the hatcheries 
were saf~. fr \\'i\S rhe cleanup).t; onJy no
table SUCet$:;, 

Jn 1989, Evan.< was toodting photog
raphy at Prince William Sound C<>mmu
nlty Co[egc in Valdez. Active in thac 
town's small act scene, she had become 
jnvoJved in envj ronmenral cau,e:; aftr:r 
her hu~band .uarted the Prince: WiHlam 
Sound Comormion Alliance. 

When the <>il first hit, Evans went tD 

work for che bitd rchabilit~tion center ln 
Valdez. Then she got a job as a clerk-C)-p· 
ist ac thr: D~paruuent of Envj ronm~ntal 
('.o(lnsr:n;:~tion, the Mar<:: :Jgem:y in c:hargc 
of tho spill rosponso. Within two weeks 
she had been pwmoted to public inf<>r
mation o:Ticer, explaining the splH to rhe 
nadonaJ press. 

Sroinor moved <>n tO <he noxt phoso of 
the spill, tealizing that Exxon would like
ly bo forced co pay huge damages. He 
wanted that money spent to head off 
wh.at he eonsjdr:rs an environment.al 
!hreat equal to the spill: clca:-eut l<>gging 
ofPrineo William Sound's old-growth 
forests. 

Forests above <hor« hit by the spill 
were already scheduled for cutting by 
N.ative eorpor.ations that own l.and 
throughout cbe ::,ound.. ~tc1ner began 
lobbying for funding to b·•y tho timbor 
andstopchelCoN'!tN~:'F.n lYN I'A<.>r 86) 

. : .. ·. 

ruin fi•h""""-, thcAJ ... L. PHNK SAL:'.I·'ION runshad alrea'dybeenindec:line ROCKIF'ns:.,1, 
if:ll.o.UBl~T AND 
(n'lriJE.IR FISH 

Department of l-'ish and C vanu: in the Sound. ~lore tgg& died, 
cl()se:d oommCTcial red 33lmon DAMAGE: Although ialmon and ~r ttn1med because of 
flghing ln Cnok Inlet 3Rd Kndi- from h.ardu:rie5 in Prin«' the spill. l.atnc from htavil,-
akin 1%9. The clo•ure meant William Sonnd rei.lrned in oiled streOm. shov...d such ah-
tou many fish made it up~ri,·er great numbers: the tint U.-;o norruaJitics as dub fins :\nd DAM AGE; Liver Jesions were 
to spaY>""ing lakes. Wiah tuu }~an aftcc abe spill, pink .s:almoo cutYed b~ bones. IOt1Jtd in inr.re~.tetl numhers in 
mu.y ~pcwning f'1Sh.1ew snlolt runs from Wild sueam.s ·were RESTORATION: Bcuusc rockfish from oiled ~rcas. 
sum .. d, .,.d Fi.h and Gllltlc badly d:omsgcd by uillag. Wild hatchery aod wild stock plnks Oil by·produciS were also 
prcdia.s that this }'ClJ' and nat n:twn at the SWDe time, .. vild IUund in the 'bile ofbaJibul, 
tntal do!;Wt: uf the ~a.i and runs da.uc.g"d by tJ~ $pill mily rock. sole. yeUowfin sole. flar-
Red Jab:J systems mar De need- be ovcrlished by 6shc:rnu:n head sole. Pacific ood, Dovet 
ed to rebuild the nan. . . . working hatchery runs. Nn\o· sole 3nd sable6:.:h. 
REsTORATrON: New · hatch<:cyrunC'cnuld hc~rcat<:d ln pollock. petrolcwn by~ 
Strearug cnu]d be stocked with earlier in the year so that 6:~>h- prod\.lctS shm ... ed Up iA riSh lak• · · . 

.: : ·. :: hatcheq smolu to boost 6ah· ing cot~'d oontinuc withour af- .. en 500 milc:s from.thc &itt uf 
· · .. jJ:Jg '"·hile traditlonal ruJ:J& re. fecting nil-dsmag<"d nms. . the spill. 

··:~.< .. · · :Cove£. Re4~o~clng logging : ··, Sue;~s:n~ '3.1«a '9C)U•d h~ f1'<1~ted · ·.R£5TORATJON: 'Begin man-
.. . · cuuld alto help protect riveis '... from d:unaging <=.ros~on br.rt;· ·· ·:. agio.g rockfish to c:sta.Diish a 

~(''J.\J;,::~.~ lt;:·:·;:\t_~;.J,:,~;.;i .•... :.·,;_;,_.;.~:.~.:;_j_ •••. ·.~·.:~ .. ·.:.·.t ,:r:.. "' '·• < / ;· < ' :d;.~g.l~~;y2.. : • > _ ~us~~~~ han~~~ lc:vcl. u ..... 
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Scientists bring ideas 
·- · · . Pnc.ho-r~ ;milj newS ;)jt./f,$_ 

to oil-spill symposiu111 
:By NATALIE PHILLIPS 
:Daily News reporter 
• Deep below the surface, in the 
~genes of fish, in the brains of birds 
:and the livers and kidneys of sea 
:otters, the Exxon Valdez oil spill 
-played havoc. And finally, scien
: tists can talk about it. 
• • Herrings were born mutants 
; with twisted spines and qeformed 
'jaws. f • Harlequin qucks quit reprodu
fcing. 
• • Murres began nesting a month 
pate, meaning their immature 

,;, ,,.~ 

spring are being swept off their from discussing these. and other 
cliffside nests and washed away by findings for the past four years 
the early winter storms. because of the federal and state 

• Perfectly. preserved, toxic governments' lawsuits against 
crude oil remains trapped under Exxon and Alyeska Pipeline Ser
mussel beds, in some places more ' vice Co. But with these suits re
than a half-foot deep. cently settled, they are now free to 

• And still unexplained is: Did talk. 
the spill have anything to do with In a special edition of "Alaska 
the disappearance of 13 of the 36 , Wildlife," published by the state 
killer whales in Prince William Department of Fish and Game this 
Sound's well-studied AB pod? And·· ·month,. many. af the findings are 
why ~ave the dprsaL fins of two spelled out. And Tuesday, ne~rly 
males coJlapsed? :c · 5.00 scientists and lawyers· frdm 

Scientists have been prohibit~d ~crpss ~he country will gather at 
>E;c_ -~;;,->?:-- ~-~- --- it;,;;t~,--' ~~' 1 , \'i_• '- -~\ 

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. 

Though invited, Exxon scientists 
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. an~ g~_iJJ,g t~y~int 

"This is it," said state biologist 
Sam Patten. "Everybody is going 
to put their cards on the table .. 
Everything i!l going to cpme qut.'~- ·l Elejise see !3ack flag~. OIL ;;PILL 

.,;,±d.~<1'"-':~~..:.-~;-'_;.. ~---· ._·· ~·-·.;.0'!_··_·.;.',__·..;.-,·~'-"~~- 'r:-:e;.i~y~~i£~.[/;;~-~~~ 



OIL S~ILL: Symposium an outlet for information regarding Sound disaster j 
I r While storms and wave action plus years old and dwell near reef~ biologist fears the bad habits they pul~onary e:mphy~ema, gas.tric' 
. . Continued from Page A-1 . washed most visible oil off the at _depths of 30 to 1,800 feet, were developed during the spill could erosion,, hemorrhagmg and hv~r 
a black picture· Exxon will paint a beaches, nothing touched the crude the only adult fish that turned up lead their colony· to extinction. and k1dney .damage. The o1l• 
white picture.': . oil trapped below mussel beds, dead following the spill. Concen- Th~ir problem 'doesn't .seem to se~med to take a toll mostly on 

It appears most of the harm was which may explain lingering inju- trations of hydrocarbon metabo- be w1th food, but c?nfus1on that m1~dle-aged, otters ~nd. pups. 
short term· not a single species ry to harlequin ducks and juvenile lites were found in their bile. State started in early Apr1l 1989, when We don t . know exactly why 
was lost b~ause of the spill. Most sea otters, which feed on mussel Department of Fish and Game the wave of oil ~iped out a raft of they are suffering," said B.ren~a 
scientists said theyo'expect all the beds. biologists found that "without tens of thousands of commo~ B.allac~ey, a U.S. Fish and W1ldhfe, 
species to recover and genetic dam- question, rockfish were exposed to rn,urres. Data suggest that the ml b1olog1st. Mussels. are a source of 
age to be mitigated within a few oil, some at lethal levels.'' killed up to 80 percent of the local foo~ for pups,, wh1ch se~m ~o have 
generations, leaving the spill just a 'FISH AND SHELLFISH Kenai River red salmon also are population, or- ab.out 10 percent to a h1~h mortahty, so sc~enbsts are 
blip in the Sound's evolution. · suffering 'nearly four years after 20 percent of entire northern Gulf lookmg at that. . . 

Fishermen and environmental- For months following the spill, the spill. of Alaska population. The debate cohtinut;s over 
ists still have lawsuits pending biologists and Exxon officials said · '"Phe timing of the oil surround- whether sea otters are ~<?m~g back 
against Exxon for the damage repeatedly that fish and shellfish ing the Barren Island could not and whether the rehab1htabon cen-
catised when the Exxon Vhldez ran were not in harm's way because oil BIRDS have been more devastating to the ters s~t u~ to rescue otte.rs af~er 
aground, dumping 11 million gal- floats and .the fish could easily There il.re 100 species of birds in murres," wrote biologist Michael the spill d1d. any ¥ood, Sp1es sa1d. 
Ions of oil .into the Sound. And swim away from it. the Sbund, according biologist Fry of the University of California Before the sp1ll, harb<?r seal 
some of the study findings may That was not always the case. Laing. And most of them escaped Davis. , num?ers were o~ the .dechne, ac-
end up as evidence in court. Spa\Yning fish and oil met in the spill injury. Or, like bald eagles Murres, which live to be 15 to 20 cordmg to biolog1.sts w1th the state 

That's where the state and fed- intertidal areas, producing mutant and marbled murrelets, felt the years old, produce only one _egg Dep~rtm~nt ·of F1sh an~ G~me .. 
eral governments were headed herring larvae and club-tailed wild effects of the spill only the first annually. Some scientists theorized 01l-sp1ll '\YOrkers d1dn t find 
when they settled out of court in pink salmon. Nearly all the' wild year. that the wave of oil mostly killed many .harbor seal ca~asses .after 
1991 for $1.2 billion. The settle- pinks in the southwest part of. the· Other species that were relative- the experienced breeders, leaving _the sp1ll, though scientists esbmat
ment' specifies that the bulk of the Sound were oiled, some twice, ac- ly rare before the spill, like the young, inexperience murres to car- ed 50 l?e!'Cen~ to 100 P.ercent of the 
money go to restoring damaged cording to Samuel Sharr, a state harlequin ducks, seem still haunt- ry on the m~ting .and nestin.g ritu- s~als hvmg ~~ the sp1ll ar~a were 
resources. Spill trustees meet biologist. ed by the onslaught of oil and als. Each sprmg smce the sp1ll, the mled. An estimated 200 d1ed, but 
monthly and are looking to the About 50 percent of the streams cleanup workers. survivors have been nesting a only 19 carcasses were found be-
same scientists and studies to fig- in the southwest Sound may have "There is a large difference be- month later than they should. cause harbor seals sink. . 
ure out how to do that. gotten oil, Sharr said. So eggs and tween sea birds," said biologist Their tardiness has resulted in . Harbor seals, known to be slt!t

fry produced in those streams got Spies. Some sea birds, like increased predation of eggs and bsh around people, allowed spill 
oiled there, then again migrating mallards, can ingest oil without so chicks by gulls and. ravens. And workers to approach. them. ~ey 
out. much as a burp. Others, like the the winter storms have swept more were lethargic and Sickly. Biola-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 
Marirw Fisheries Service biologist 
-•,at'#w?~n ~hey s~art_~d_lookin~ 

Oil did not appear to diminish harlequin, react to just a couple of than 100 000 chicks off the cliffs to gists later found debilitating le
their food supply, but the extra drops on their feathers. their de~ths every fall since the sions on their brains and that 
metabolic energy it took for the In all, roughly 36,000 bird car· spill. exposure to aromatic hydrocarbons 
juveniles to detoxify the water-sol- casses were found and scientists "Murres appear to be in real ~ad cliused. swelling and degenera
uble fractions of oil may have estimate that 300,000 to 645,000 danger of becoming permanently bon ~f t!te1r nervo\IS system. 
stunted their growth and limited . birds were killed during the first entrained to- late breeding," Davis Sc1enbsts. had da!a for killer 
the number that survived to be months after the spill, with Alaska writes. "If this is permanent, the ~hale~. Cra1g Matkm, ~ Homer 
adults, according to state Depart- Gulf common murres suffering the prospects for these colonies is poor b.1olog1st, had been study1!lg t~em 
ment of Fish and Game biologists. highest mortality. because a breeding failure will smce the early 1980s. So bu;>lo~1s~s 

.The wild pink salmon's clubbed Early 1970s data showed 6,000 to lead to the eventual decline and knew one particular pod qu1te mb-
tails and the twisted spines seen in 1Q,OOO harlequins living in the extinction of these colonies.'' mately. t, 
herring had disappeared by this Sound. Biologist Patten calculates The AB pod had 36 members he 
fall, Spies said. But pink salmon 2,000 of them were living in the year of the spill. Within the next 
mortality rates are still high. path of the oil. About 400 were three years, 13 disappeared and 

The wild pink salmon "are in reported killed and those remain- MARINE MAMMALS two of the remaining males' dorsal 
jeopardy all right," he added. But ing are simply not reproducing. Though the Exxon spill was the fins had collapsed. · 
there is much debate over whether What's amazing about harle- first really big spill in the coastal, "That doesn't happen very often 
the oil spill or the growing com- quins is that before the 1989 spill, chilly waters, according to biolo- in the wild," said Marilyn Dah
mercial hatcheries are to blame. no harlequin nests had ever been gist Spies, the lack of baseline Iheim, a' National Oceanographic 

Oil experts were surprised as found anywhere in world except data limited how much was and Atmospheric Administration 
evidence began to accumulate Iceland. And that was in 1966. learned. . biologist. "Nobody knows why it 
about the depth at which the oil "They are hard to study, kind of Previous, sporadic studies happens. It ¥light be a nutritional 
sediments were being washed flighty and very secretive," Patten showed that 20 percent to 30 per- problem, it might be injury to the 
down underwater slopes, eventual- said. cent of the sea otters - or about fin." 
ly reaching 60 to 700 feet below sea Since the spill, Alaska biologists 4,000 - in the Sound were killed Dahlhelm said .biologists have· 
level and into crab, shrimp and have found six nests in low, dense by oil, Spies said. Workers recov- not been able to find a "real clear 
rockfish habitat. But biologists al- vegetation upstream in the west- ered 781 carcasses. cause and effect" between the spill 
so point out that long before the em part of the Sound. The oil destroyed the insulating and the missing whales or fin 
oil got there, commercial fishing The ·colony of common murres quality of sea otter's fur. As they damage. 
had been takjng an undocumented that nest~ the Barren Islands also attemptfd to clean their fur, they ·"-'There is a legal term, \'prepon
toll on these fspecies. . are still suffering nearly four years inge~tel'large amounts of. oil. Nee: defance of evidence.' " D'iihlheim 



WALCOFF & ASSOCIATES 

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, USPS 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 pag~ (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: 

1. 

2. 

• 

Issue 

Effect of restoration projects on local 
economies and communities, as 
measured in change in number and 
kinds of jobs and change in 
community infrastructure. 

Restoration activities' contribution to 
restoring injured resources and 
services in terms of-
Change in rate and degree of 
recovery 

EIS Team 
Project 4700-138 

2 

Comments 

Employment can be discussed in terms of 
IMPLAN results. Infrastructure can be 
discussed in broad, qualitative terms but 
cannot be quantified at the programmatic 
level. More baseline data on schools, 
sewage and water systems, transportation, 
etc. required. Carol and Kathy will 
handle. 

Ken has told Sharon that RPWG has some 
of this data. Sharon said that Walcoff will 
use RPWG data if available; otherwise, this 
can only be described in broad terms . 
Walcoff can supply basic assumptions, 

Meeting Minutes 
January 27, 1993 



• 

• 

• 
• 

3. 

• 

• 

• 

Percent population change 
Number of animals produced 
Amount of habitat 
restored I enhanced 
Change in time (years) to full 
recovery 
Change in population demographics 
Change in recreation user days 

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. 

• 

• 

5. 

6. 

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 

Effects of restoration on genetic 
diversity of wild salmon stocks. 

Changes to the ecological structure 
of the spill area, as measured in 
terms of species diversity and acres 
of habitat structurally changed. 

EIS Team 
Project 4 700-138 

3 

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-

Meeting Minutes 
January 27, 1993 



7. 

8. 

Changes to subsistence uses in terms 
of amounts and kinds of resources 
harvested and changes in 
accessibility and availability. 

Effects of restoration on human 
health and safety, as measured by 
change in hydrocarbon levels in 
harvested resources. 

and long-term impacts. Sharon will 
handle. 

Sue said she thought Kathy had enough 
information to address these questions. 
Carol and Kathy will handle on a 
qualitative basis. 

Carol suggested that OSHA-type criteria 
for health and safety be used here, e.g., 
accident rates, access to medical services, 
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 
USPS 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 
Anri}· 1 C:omo nr.n-s11"hst"'ntiuo "holes II C11r'h as "'U1 ~nrrvrnnloto ~nrlev n..- m~ss;-ng 
~ ... .t"... ...... ....... ....... ..... .............. \.ALJ ... {.li._ ...... y- .ll ........ I '-''--'-'- l L .LI.l\...\J.L.llt".l'-1.'- .LI.l\.A """ '-'~ .L..lU. J....LL 

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 USPS 
"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 Ill, 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 
Project 4700-138 
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• 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. 

EIS Team 5 
Project 4700-138 
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January 27, 1993 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

carol Paquette 
TBL: 684-5588 
FAX: 548-2881 

Kathy Scbildbach 

Census Information to~ Va~aez-Cordova 
FYI 

Info~ation. for the indi.v i jual communities has been requested. 



.... ~. 

Valdez.,Oordova CeXt.S"M .Area 

'"\ 

C'JMG!Il:l• • i 
·-.. .......... -~ 

~~1 
Cop~r .River C~n.sus Sqba.rea 

Valdez-cordova:;'.Census Area 
. - : .. 

I 
J 

' t 
l 
t 
I 
I 

' 
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CPH-~-61, S~lect~d ~abor Force ~n4 Co~~ut,ns Charactotistics: 1~~0 
u 2. Va,ldcz-,Qrd"va C~.n.~u~ A:n~' ·A1&ska 

---------------~- ----·--------~~-- ----·-~------------~----------~~-------------~--~-----~ne us~r sheuld note that the~e data are ba5od on a sample, subjt¢t to $~mpli n~ 
variability, and that ther&- &re limitation·$ to many <>f these data. Please rehr t¢ the 

' tochnica.l doct.tm<mhti<:~n for s~mtca.:-y !a.pe F'Ue 3 for ::1 further explanation of SC)mpl il'lg 
variability an~ l~mit~tions ~f the data. 
------------------·-----------------------~~-------~----~----------~----------------------
LABOR FORCE STATUS 

P~rsons 16 fe~r~ and QVer 
In hbgr fore~ 

Perc~nt in labor force 
Civilian labcr !o:~~ 

Empleyed 
tl'nel'!lplQyed 

Perc~nt un¢mployod 
Armed !l'orc'!S 

Not in labor force 

Hales 16 years an~ over 
In. labor hree 

Per~~nt in labor fcree 
Civilian labor .f¢rc~ 

Employed 
Un~mp~~ryed 

P~rc~nt un~mployed 
Armed Forces 

Not in l~bo~ force 

Female5 16 ~~ars and ove~ 
In labor forct 

?e~ctnt in labor ~orce 
CivilLan labor force 

£mploy~e 
Unemployed 

Percent unimplo~¢d 
Armed forces 

Not tn la~or for~~ 

Females li year~ and over 
With own children 1,1.nd~r 6 yu.rs 

Percent in la=or ~¢r~e . 
With own children 6 t~ 17 years 
on~y 
Percent in lab~r £o~(~ 

Own chi14ren unde: 6 ye;rs ~n 
£amilies and ~~bf~mlli~$ 

All par~nts pres~~t in 
houzeh¢ld in hl·bor force 

Own ;hil dren 6 to 17 years 
in familie~ !nd,subfamilies 

All parents pres~nt ln 
househol~ tn labor fore~ 

Persons 16 to 19 years 
Net ~nroll«d in :chool and 
not hiih $Qhool s~aduate 
Emp1~y~d or in Arillc~ Por~~$ 
Uncm~loye4 
Not ~n 1abor ~orce 

COMMUTINO TO WORK 
Workers 16 years ~~d over 

Percent d~~ve alone 
Percent in carpools 
Percent using publi~ transportation 
Per~ent using ether m~ans 
Percent walked o: wo~ke4 at home 
Mean tra~e1 ti~e to work (~inutes) 

[IJ. 

1•,730 

l,' 2-S3 

·.-s·os 
67 
'~ "14 
21 

OCCVP.A'I''ION 
!~p~~¢:ycd peu~ns l6 yean 

a.md ov~r 
Exe~ut~ve, 4dministrative, 
and.~anageri&l occupations 

P:of~~sional specialr~ 
oc:~upattons 

Teehnleians n~d related 
1upP,~rt oecu~ation3 

Sales_· CC~1.1pat l01'\S 
Ad.ml~h t rat iv~ Sl.lpport 
OrC~patiqns, including c~erical 

Pnv:a.te househol~ occupat1.on.s 
Prot·~·ct :i. ve service occupations 
Servlce occupation!, . except 
prQteotive ~~4 ho~sehold 

farm·;tlg, forestr~, atld 
fLi~ir;1g occupatJ.9ns 

Pre:oh:.on pr¢(ll,.lctlon, ~raft~ 
11.%\'d~(.repa.i.r ooei.lp~tions 

Ha~h~ne ~peratorS 1 assemblerss 
~li.Cl i r~s pee t o~s 

r,~n~portat~on ~nd m~te:ial 
mQy~n, occup~t~ons 

rLan!thu) e~u:.prn¢1'\t ch-lners, 
helpers 1 and laborer$ 

INDO:ST:RY 
!~ploye~ per~o~~ le y~a:s 

a:na ove: 
Agdcultu:e~ £ore$tq/t and 
HlhtH:~es 

Min.i ·~s 
Cof\s ·~r-ucti on 
Ma(I.U.:ge.etu.rlngt nondu.rable s;oodt 
Ma~~f&cturLns. durable goods 
Tri'rJ:s:por ta. ti on 
Com'm\ltli cat i em~ and other 

t>IJ''b'l i e 1.1 t il it i t s 
Whcl.e.!.ale tra<i~ 
Retail. tracl.e 
F~nan~e, insurance , and 
real estatQ: 

BL1si·n~~ss and upa.i. r s~rvi.e~s 
Pe:s:<;mg.l serv.i.¢OS 
Entertain~~nt and rtcreation 
s~:rvioes 

He-~ltl'l urv!ees 
Eci\I'Q:i..'tiona1 services 
oth~rr profes~~onal and 
nhtect lierv.tces 

Pub_H<: a.dmini~>tration 

CLA.SS OF WORKER 
~~ploye~ persons lo years 
. •n<t ever 

Pti~ate wa&e ~nd s3I~ry workers 
Govorntnent worker.s 

·;~·oc.al g¢ve:nment worket~ 
$'ta.te gov<n•nment "'orkers 
J•dora! sovcrnm~nt workers 

Sdl-~mp 1 o¥&d worker .s 
u,.i,d filli'IJ. 1y WQrf.i!t"~ .. . . 

.. p • • • • ~~ . •• • 

4, 73 0 

484 

629 

196 
263 

(555 
6 

67 

410 

620 

83 

4.730 

5? 4 
115 
421 
146 
110 
61$ 

149 
6~1 

612 

10:2 
S7 

1S4 

60 
31 <$ 
S23 



1990 CPH-L-$1. Selected Social Ch.are~;tedst·i~~~ 1990 <Co1;'r¢cted) 
Table l t Valdoz-Cordova Census ·Ar:u, Ala~~xa 

-----------------------------------------·~---~~-·------·---~-~-------------------------- · The us~r ~hould ~ot~ that these data are based on a sample, subjeet t~ samplin: 
variability, and that th~r~ ~r~ l~~~tatiOn$ to many of these 4ata. Pl~ase rcfo~ t¢ th · 

·technical ao~um~~tation fo: su~~ary T~p~ Fit~ 3 f~r ~ fvrthc~ explanst!on of r.aropl~n 1 v~ri.a.biUty and limitations of the ¢\il>ta. 
__ _.. _____ ._ ___________________ ~.,.. .. - ... --~.,. ..... .., __ ollllft .. .,_ •• ____ ,.._w ... --.. ••-"""•• ... ·--·------------ ....... -------- ... 

URBAN AND RURAL RESIDENCE 
Tot~l pop~latlon 

Urb~n popul:e,tiQn · 
Percc~t of t~tal population 

Rural population 
Percen t· of total population 

Farm popu-h t ion 

S~HOOL £NRO·LLMf-:NT 
Persons S ~ears arta ovQr 
en~olle4 1n s~hool 

Prep:imar~ ~~ho~l 
£1e~entary c~ hith school 

Pere~nt in oriv~t~ ichool 
College · · 

EDUCATIONAL A!tAI~M!NT 
Pe~son~ 25 yoars an~ ov~r 

Less than 9~h grade · 
9th tc l2th·grtde; no diploma 
His~ l¢hOQl ~ra~~att 
So~e ~oll~&e, no des;e~ 
Asso~1&t~ a~gree 
Bachelor's ~~gret . 
Graduate or prcf~$sional ce~r~e 

Pereont hi&~ $¢hOQl i:a~uate 
or hi&her 

Ptr~ent ba~h,lor'$ d~zre~ 
~~ high¢~ . 

IES!DtNCe IN 1~65 
- Persons 5 yc~rs ~n1 over 

Lived in same ho~&e 
Lived ift di!ftrent houte in u.s. 

Same Stah 
Serne county 
Different eounty 

Diff~rent State · 
Lived ~broa<t 

DlSADILITY Of CIYlLI~» 
NON!NSTil'tJT-~ON'ALIZED .PERSONS 

Person~ 16 to ~• years 
With a mobility cr ~elf-care 

limi.tation · 
With a ~ob!l!ty 1imitation 
With a self-care limitation 

With a work disability 
.In labor fore~ 

Prevente~ ~~o~ working 

Persons 6S yea~s a~d over 
With a mobility OJ:' 3elf•c:.:u·e 
lilil .i tat i Qn 
With a ~obilit~ limitation 
With a self-~at~ l~mitAtion 

CHILDR!N EVER $0RN 
P~R l,O.OO WOKEN 

Wom~n lS to 24 ye~rs 
Women 2S to S4 y~a~~ 
Wo~en 35 to 44 y~ars 

VE!ERAN STATUS 
Civili~n vete~a~s 16 y~~rs 

an4 ovtr 
63 years an~ over 

9,9S.~ 
3)3QQ: 
~3., e. 

6, 5~~~ 
6~ •. ·2 N.UlVITY AND Pl.ACE OF BIRTH 

7:7-, Nat i.ve population 
"~ · Peroent born ia State of 

~esidcnee 
ForeL&n•born population 

2,61' Entered the U.S. 1960 to 1990 
2~~-

:!. ,e2$ . LAI'fCUAOE SPOKEN AT HOME ).a P~r$Ons 5 yea~£ and over 
464 S~eak a languate other than 

Snglish 
Do not sp~ak En&lish 
''v~ry well" 

Speak Span:izh 
D~ not ~peak English 

' 1very wo ll H 

Sp~ak Asian or ~a~ifio lsla~~ 
.Lan&l.taie 
P¢ n¢~ speak EngLi~h 

nvcry we 11 '' 

~.60~ 

$$.l 
3'+~ 
12~ 

9,07~ 

7ol 

199 
21tJ 

S3 

l6 l 

ll , i~l 
24 
3:2 
21 
3$ 
62 

120 
34e 

1.29'7 
lOS 
420 
12$ 

2,225 
22 ss 

1,359 
2l4 

s 
SoS 
161 

33 

52 
215 
293 

10 
10 

361 
S9 
14 

635 
139 

33 
2,696 



SEX 
Male 
Female 

AGE 

Total '?¢~vlat!on 

Ul'lcter 5 ye:ar~ 
s to 17 years 
113 t~ 20 Y().HS 
~ to 24 yea ~~ 
2~ to 44 ye ars 
45 to 54 yean 
&~ tc ~9 yeo.rs 
60 to 64 year~ 
65 to 74 }'~~=-~: 
"IS to S4 yurs 
as yea~s and ov~r 
M<:chan ase 

tJndct' lS ytat'S 
Fetcent of tot~l pop~lation 

65 years a~d ov~r 
Per~e~t of t e~ nl ~e~ula~~~n 

HOC$EHOLCS BY TYP~ 
Total househ..)ld~ . 

femily ho v .::4h~ ld$ ~ fa fl'. iUes 
MarrL~d~~¢u~t~ fa~ ~lies 

~er~~nt of t¢t~l ~e~$eholos 
Oth~r f~mily, male hovsehol~~r 
Other family, fem,ie householder 

None~mtly hou~eholda 
Ptrc~~t o~ total ho~sehol~. 

Householder llvi~! alo~e 
Kouschold•r 65 year~ a~d over 

PersQnJ l~Yin& in h¢UI~hol~~ 
Pc~sQni pt~ household 

Ci~OUP QUART£!\$ 
Perions living in cr?up q~arters 

!nstitutionaliz~d pe:s~ns 
Other p~rs~ns in troup qu~rte:s 

RACE i.NO HISPANIC ORIOXN 
Whit~ 
Black 

P~~cent of_total P.9P~ltt1on 
A.'llllrlCan Ind:.~r-,, £.s,.l.rnc. o:- .U~ut 

P6rcen~ ~f total oopyiation 
A5ian or Paeieie !ilander 

f¢rcent of total pop~1atlon 
Other r<.lce . 
r.isn~nic orizi~ t ~f any r~~e) 

Percont of total popul~ti¢o 

Total housi~$ units 

OCClJ? ANCY AND TENU~£ 
Oc¢~pied housi~g units 
· · Owner oeeup .i e4 

Pc:cent Qwne~ oecupied 
Renter occupied 

Vaei~t housing ~n~ts 
F¢r seas¢nat, rtcr~~tional. 
e: oeca$ional u~e 

., R:>m00\./P~t v:.cancy- rate !pel."(:ent) 
, Renttil vaeancy rate (per~ent} 

P'arsons per owr.er-o¢cupi90 vn ~~ 
.~·tJ!S.ons. per rent er"':>O:c;~.ipUci vn ~ t 
Un~ote w~th ove-r 1 p¢uor. pu r~¢11:. 

l,lt'.i t s 

CONtRACT R~NT 
Specitled :enter-occupi ed ~nits 

91 364 · pay1n& eash re~t 
~.73 Le!s tha~ $250 

• ·s::a,5.o to ~499 
I ·ssoo t Q 749 

see S7so to 999 
93j $1,000 or mo•e 

49.51 Median {dol!arsl 

1 "~·ACE P ... ~O Hl S?.A..\i~C ORTGlN 
· 812471 'Of HOtiStHC:..DE:R 

51 Oeeupicd h~u sina units 
0.6 Wh~te 

L~45! £h<:~ 
12.~ 1 Pereent of oecupiGd units 
324~ ~~~ri,an Ir.~ian, Eskimo, cr A!e~t 
3.3, PerQ~nt of oc~vPi~d ~nits 
79 1 ·Asian or PaQ&fi~ lsLander 

270! P~r.Q~nt o£ occ~,ied unita 
2.7

1 
QJ,her rae~ 

1 HJ~paniG oristn <of any ra~o) 
1 ' Pt~cent of oceup,ed units 

5!19(5 

966 
4.0 

10.7 

2.87 
2.46 
~:s 

2.s1o 
66 
~66 
152 
452 

1,3~4 

l, l62 
~S! 
35}; 
3B7 
117 
~0 
e 

Sl7' 100 

$)4Q 
147 
392 
320 

S6 
31 

457 

3,425 
~ . 956 

14 
0.4 
36? 

10.7 
69 

2.0 
19 
63 

1.8 

Tb~ user should ftote that th~re are llmitation~ to ma~y of these data. Please re f~r to 
t r..CI te.;:hnieal d.¢,'.i!ll¢ntat!~m pr¢vide~ wi~h SYmm.a:y Tape- f'i.l• lA for a f odher ex~'>l"t~atio~ 
on the limi t ati¢ns QE the data. ~ .. · .:· 

T R:=:::-:=:t<: ill 



Table x-x Existing Recreational Use in PWS Region 

Name of Area Acres Visitors per Year Wilderness Built Facilities 

Chugach 
National Forest 

Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge 

Katmai 
National Park 

Katchemac 
State Park 



Table x-x Alternative 1: No Action 

Option Monitoring Manage Human Use Education Manage Resources Habitat Protection 
Categories 

Natural $2-3M/year 
Recovery 

Annual 
Report ,/ 

Meetings 
& Workshops ,/ 

Community ,/ 

Outreach 

Normal 
Agency ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 

Management 

e)s \ -\ubles \ a.\t . t. 



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 ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 

programs 

Normal agency ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 

management 

Monitoring ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 



Table x-x 

Options Monitoring 

Monitor recovery $2-3M/year 
and effectiveness 

Habitat protection 
and acquisition 

Special 
designation 

Reduce 
disturbance 

Catalog 
anadromous fish 

Protection of 
archaeological ,/ 

resources 

Oil spill 
contingency plan 

rf~hi t-at- Ptn fech'c.Y) 
Alternative 2: -Restorstiou Actious e--

Manage Human Education Manage Resources 
Use 

,/ ,/ 

,/ ,/ 

,/ ,/ 

,/ 

,/ ,/ 

,/ ,/ 

Habitat Protection 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 



Table x-x Alternative 2: Addresses Injured Resources 

Options Fish Birds Mammals Intertidal Archaeology Recreation Subsistence 
and subtidal 

Monitoring ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 

recovery 

Habitat protection anadromous ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 

and acquisition streams 

Special buffer refuges, refuges, marine sanctuary parks 
designation wilderness wilderness 

Reduce ,/ ,/ ,/ 

disturbance 

Catalog ,/ ,/ 

anadromous fish 

Protection of 
archaeological ,/ 

resources 

Oil spill prevent prevent prevent future prevent future prevent future prevent future prevent future 
I cont!ngency p!an future future additional additional injury additional injury additional injury additional injury 

additional additional injury 
injury injury 



Table x-x Alternative 1: Actions Included 

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 
education 

yes yes yes yes yes recreation 

Resource by USFWS by USFWS, by NMFS 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 USDAIUSFS 

Acquisition of not not not not not not 
e uivalent q 
resources ~ 
(replacement) 

Enhancement not not not not not not 

Normal agency yes yes yes no yes yes 
managment and 
administration 



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 
• special eagle, black preserve sites and management areas 

designation oystercatcher, artifacts 
• purchase pigeon guillemot 
• easement 

Manage human 
use, provide 
education 
• reduce 

disturbance murre colonies seal haulouts, sea close fishery not site patrol, educate 
• subsistence 

cooperation otter management plans stewardship subsistence and 

• increase recreation users, 
-protect/entorce - ~ "'""'~ 

Resource 
management by 
State and Federal 
agencies sockeye salmon, coastal zone restore damage not 
• create buffer harlequin duck, river otter pink salmon, Dolly management 

zones 
bald eagle Varden, cutthroat • anadromous 

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 otller not not not 
contingency outside tllreats 
planning 



Table x-x Alternative 3: Actions Included 

Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services 
Actions and Subtidal 

Monitoring all injured until all injured until all injured until all injured until all injured until all injured until 
• outside PWS recovered recovered recovered recovered recovered restored 

as well as 
inside 

Habitat protection harlequin duck, sea otter, river anadramous fish eliminate oil from preserve sites and recreation, 
and acquisition murre let otter mussels artifacts wilderness 
• special 

designation 
• purchase 
• easement 

Manage human harlequin duck, killer whale, seal, fishermen test foods site patrol, provide access to 
use, provide murre let sea otter cooperation stewardship traditional foods, 
education test subsistence 
• reduce foods 

disturbance 
• subsistence 

cooperation 
I I I I I I I 

Resource 
management by 
State and Federal 
agencies accelerate upper not not 
• social murre, marine sockeye salmon intertidal zone 

stimuli 
not 

• predator 
birds, pigeon recovery 

control guillemot 

• intensify 
management 

Acquisition of not not yes, for not not new back country 
equivalent commercial recreation, fishing, 
resources hatchery runs; subsistence 
(replacement) create new sport 

runs 



Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services 
Actions and Subtidal 

Enhancement not not not not not not 

Oil spill 
prevention and not not not not not not 
contingency 
planning 



Table x-x Alternative 5: Actions Included 

Restoration Birds Mammals Fish Intertidal Archaeology Services 
Actions and Subtidal 

Monitoring all all all all all all 

Habitat protection black sea otter, river anadramous fish eliminate oil from preserve sites and wilderness 
and acquisition oystercatcher, otter mussels artifacts 
• special harlequin duck, 

designation murrelet, bald 
• purchase eagle, pigeon 
• easement 
• buffer 

guillemot 

Manage human murre, murrelet killer whale, seal fishermen marine institute site patrol, new education 
use, provide haulouts, sea otter stewardship facilities, fishing, 
education subsistence, 
• reduce increase access 

disturbance 
e cooperative 

programs 
• minimize 

take 

Resource 
management by 
State and Federal all salmon, Pacific 
agencies herring, Dolly accelerate upper not intensify fishery 
• social murre, pigeon Varden, cutthroat intertidal zone management all 

stimuli 
not 

• predator 
guillemot trout recovery users, new salmon 

control runs 

• intensify 
management 

• fish passes 
• anadromous 

catalog 

Acquisition of not not replace salmon not acquire new back country 
equivalent runs replacement recreation, new 
resources artifacts salmon runs 
(replacement) 



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 
(0-25 years) (26-200 years) (> 200 years) 

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 

I Brown creeper low low low- high 

Murre let 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 : not applicable not applicable not applicable not applicable 
No Action 
(monitor recovery) 

Alternative 2: 
Habitat Protection and 
Acquisition 
• habitat protection protect maximum protect not applicable not applicable 
• buffer zones secondary protection not applicable not applicable protect 

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 
Comprehensive 
Restoration 

I (habitat protection) 



Table x-x Fish and Shellfish Impacts 

Options per Population Increase Harvestable Surplus Increase Survival Impact on Aid in Services 
Alternative or Decrease Wild Stock 

Alternative 1 : increase in 20 years decreased for sockeye; no permanent damage? reduced fishing in 
No Action cutthroat trout fishery Kodiak and Kenai; 
• natural recovery closed subsistence only . monitoring 

Alternative 2: increase increase increase could help fishing 
Habitat Protection 
• anadromous 

stream catalog 
• buffer zones .. special 

designation 

Alternative 3: 
United Restoration 
• intensify 

management could harm increase fishing 
• improve survival 

rate 
I • replacement mcrease 

• 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 

e\ ~ \ t"'lo\es \ ~~c;.~ir\1 pact-



Alternative 5: 
Comprehensive 
Restoration 
• replacement 
• intensify 

management 
• improve access 

(fish passes) increase 
• improve survival 

rate 
• anadramous 

stream catalog 
• spawn channels 
• relocate hatchery 
• fertilization 



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 5: 
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 : x MBF/year available decrease increase commercial timber, maximum jobs 
No Action for harvesting subsistence access 
• monitoring only 

Alternative 2: removes max. x maximum decrease back country minimum jobs 
Habitat Protection MBF/year from recreation 
and Acquisition harvest 
• special 

designation 
• buffer strips 
• timber rights 

Alternative 3: decreases along preserves favorable no change wilderness recreation 
Limited Restoration streams 
• habitat protection 
e protect existing 

uses 

. - -1 Aiternatave 4: decreases along no cnange mcrease extstmg 
Moderate Restoration streams recreational use 
• habitat protection 

Alternative 5: 
Comprehensive maximum jobs 
Restoration 
• habitat protection moderate effect minimal 
• commercial 

recreation 
decrease increase recreation increase 

facilities 
• new recreation . improve fish depends on type increase recreation increase 

access reduce aesthetics fishing increase 



Table x-x Impacts on Abiotic Features 

Alternatives Water Quality Geologic Features Soils Energy Minerals 

Alternative 1: no change not applicable increase erosion can detect other spills not applicable 
No Action 

Alternative 2: remove potential for remove potential for 
Habitat Protection 
and Acquisition 

maximum protection protect "fragile" zones reduce erosion exploration mining 

Alternative 3: not applicable not applicable not applicable 
Limited Restoration 

Alternative 4: not applicable not applicable not applicable 
Moderate Restoration 

Alternative 5: 
Comprehensive would probably not applicable increase erosion not applicable not applicable 
Restoration deteriorate 



Table x-x 

Alternative 

Alternative 1 : 
No Action 

Alternative 2: 
Habitat Protection 
• acquisition 
• buffer zones 
• special designation 

Alternative 3: 
Limited Restoration 

Alternative 4: 
Moderate Restoration 

Alternative 5: 
Comprehensive 
Restoration 

I .. 
I 

increase recreation 

Impacts to Legally Protected Natural Resources 

Endangered Species Threatened Species Species 
of Concern1 

no effect declining habitat for 
murrelet and bald eagle 

could aid bald eagle 
marine sanctuary 
could help whale 

no effect 

all whales disturbed bald eagles disturbed 

1 Species threatened or extinct in other parts of their range (i.e., in the Lower 48) 

Wilderness Areas 

decline due to logging 

increase 
not applicable 

decline due 
to development 



Table IV 81 Fish and Wildlife Impacts Due to Alternatives (10/30/92) 

Injured Species Natural Recovery Acquisition or Limited Moderate 

Marine Mammals 

Harbor Seal 

Sea Uon 

Sea Otter 

Killer Whale 

Terrestrial Mammals 

Sitka Deer 

Brown Bear 

River Otter 

Birds 

Bald Eagle 

Peregrine Falcon 

Murre 

Murrelet 

Storm Petrel 

Kittiwake 

Pigeon Guillemot 

Other Marine Birds 

Harlequin Duck 

Key: + 

0 

Monitoring 

-

-

0 

0 

0 

-
0 

-
-

-

-
0 

0 

0 

0 

-

positive results on species 
potential negative results 
neutral or unknown results 

Habitat Protection 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Restoration Restoration 

+ + 

- 0 

+ + 

+? +? 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

,.., n 
u u 

0 0 

+ + 

+ + 

0 0 

0 0 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

Comprehensive 
Restoration 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 



I 

Injured Species Natural Recovery 
Monitoring 

Other Sea Ducks 0 

Black Oystercatcher -
Other Shorebirds 

Fish 

Pink Salmon 

Sockeye Salmon 

Pacific Herring 

Rockfish 

Dolly Varden 

Cutthroat Trout 

Shellfish 

Clam/Mussel 

Shrimp 

Invertebrates 

Limpet 

Periwinkle 

Barnacle 

Amphlpod 

Key: + 

0 

-

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

positive results on species 
potential negative results 
neutral or unknown results 

Acquisition or Limited Moderate Comprehensive 
Habitat Protection Restoration Restoration Restoration 

0 + + + 

+ 0 + + 

+ 0 + + 

+ + + + 

+ + + + 

0- 0 0 + 

0 0 0 + 

+ + + + 

+ + + + 

+ + + + 

0 + + + 

+ 0 + + 

+ 0 + + 

+ 0 + + 

+ 0 + + 



Table x-x Human Issues/Impacts 

Social/ Wilderness/ 
Cultural Intrinsic Aesthetic 

Archaeology Subsistence Recreation Services Economics Value 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 I I I I I I I I 

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 

Alternative 4 

Moderate restoration 
Habitat protection 
Monitoring 

I Alternative 5 I I I I I I I 

Comprehensive 
restoration 
Habitat protection 
Monitoring 
Commercial recreation 
New recreation 
Improve access 



Table x-x Communities (can't) 

Chignik 
Karluk Kodiak Larsen Bay Old Harbor Ouzinkie Port Lions Bay 

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 
I 

Comprehensive 
restoration 
Habitat protection 
Monitoring 
Commercial recreation 
New recreation 
Improve access 



Table x-x Communities (can'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 



Table x-x 

OPTIONS Fish 

New salmon runs 

Test foods 

Access to alternatives 

Mariculture 

Shellfish hatchery 

Table x-x 

OPTIONS Fish 

New salmon runs 

Test foods 

Access to alternatives 

Maricu!ture 

Shellfish hatchery 

Table x-x 

OPTIONS Health Safety 

New salmon runs 

Test foods 

Access to 
alternatives 

Mariculture 

Shellfish hatchery 

SUBSISTENCE 
Damaged Resources 

Birds Mammals 

First Level Impacts 

SociaUCultural Economics Intrinsic Value 

Second Level Impacts 

Social Economics Transpor- Quality of 
Services tat ion Life 

Tidal Non-biological 

Tourism Subsistence 

Water/ Demographic Native 
Sewage Culture 



Table x-x 

OPTIONS Fish 

Habitat protection/ 
acquisition 

Special designation 

Spill prevention & 
planning 

Marine environment 
instruction 

New public recreation 
facilities 

Visitor centers 

Plan & market new 
facility 

Table x-x 

OPTIONS Commercial Recreational 
I fishing I fishing 

Habitat protection/ 
acquisition 

Special designation 

Spill prevention & 
planning 

Marine environment 
instruction 

New public recreation 
facilities 

Visitor centers 

Plan & market new 
facility 

I 

RECREATION 
Damaged Resources 

Birds Mammals 

First Level Impacts 

Tourism I Subsistence 
I I 

SociaV 
cu!turai 

Tidal Non-biological 

Economic Intrinsic 
I I va!ue I 

Aesthetic 
value I 



Table x-x 

OPTIONS Health Safety 

Habitat protection/ 
acquisition 

Special designation 

Spill prevention & 
planning 

Marine environment 
instruction 

New public 
recreation facilities 

Visitor centers 

Plan & market new 
facility 

RECREATION (cont'd) 
Second Level Impacts 

Social Transpor-
services Economics tat ion 

Quality of Water/ Native 
life sewage Demographic culture 



Table x-x 

OPTIONS 

Habitat protection/ 
acquisition 

Designation of 
protected areas 

Table x-x 

OPTIONS 

Habitat protection/ 
acquisition 

Designation of 
protected areas 

Table x-x 

OPTIONS 

Habitat protection/ 
acquisition 

Designation of 
protected areas 

Fish 

WILDERNESS & INTRINSIC VALUES 
Damaged Resources 

Birds Mammals 

First Level Impacts 

Commercial Recreational Social/ 
fishing fishing Tourism Subsistence cultural 

Second Level Impacts 

Health Safety Social Economics Transpor- Quality of 
services tat ion life 

Tidal Non-biological 

Intrinsic Aesthetic 
Economic value value 

Water/ Demographic Native 
sewage culture 



Table x-x 

OPTIONS 

New salmon runs 

Acquire access 

Table x-x 

OPTIONS 

New salmon runs 

Acquire access 

Table x-x 

OPTIONS 

New saitnon runs 

Acquire access 

Fish 

SPORT & COMMERCIAL FISHING 
Damaged Resources 

Birds Mammals 

First level Impacts 

Commercial Recreational Social/ 
fishing fishing Tourism Subsistence cultural 

Second level Impacts 

Health Safety Social Economics Transpor- Quality of 
services tat ion life 

Tidal Non-biological 

Intrinsic Aesthetic 
Economic value value 

Water/ Demographic Native 
sewage culture 

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 

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 

Fish 

I I 

COMMUNITIES 
First Level Impacts 

Recreation Tourism Subsistence 

I I I 

Social/ Intrinsic Aesthetic 
cultural value value 

I I I 



Table x-x 

COMMUNITIES 

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 

I 
Chignik Lagoon 
Chignik Lake 

Valdez-Cordova 

Cordova 
Chenega 
Tatitlek 
Valdez 
Whittier 

Health Safety 

I I 

COMMUNITIES (cont'd) 
Second Level Impacts 

Social 
services Economic 

I 

Transpor- Quality of Water/ Native 
tat ion life Sewage culture 

I I 



Table x-x 

COMMUNITIES 

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 

Fish 

COMMUNITIES (cont'd) 
Damaged Resources 

Birds Mammals Tidal Nonbio 



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 

I Chignik Lake I I I I I 
Valdez-Cordova 

Cordova 
Chenega 
Tatitlek 
Valdez 
Whittier 



Table x-x Communities/Labor (cont'd) 

Finance, Other 
Wholesale Retail insurance, Business & Personal Entertain- Health Education professional 

trade trade & real repair services ment & services services & related 
estate services recreation services 

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 

I Chignik Lagoon 
Chignik Lake 

I I I I I I I I I 

Valdez-Cordova 

Cordova 
Chenega 
Tatitlek 
Valdez 
Whittier 



Table x-x 

Archaeology 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 4 

Alternative 5 

RESTORATION/SERVICES 
Damaged Resources 

Commercial 
fishing Recreation Sport fishing 

Wilderness 
Subsistence use 
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