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Dapt. Mhone w
Mr. Jim Ayers, Director Fax¥ Zg"— - X F =
Trustee Council L7 /A /Y TTR3E3 K‘Z//

845 G Btreetl
Anchorage, AR 99501

Doar Mr. Ayers and Trustee Councll members,

We wish to say thank you for the work that 1s ongoina,
moving towardo habltat rcotoration. We ure copcrianlly thankful

for the Kachemak Bay State Park buyback, and Afognak Tsland
Scal Bay restoratlon appropriations.

We feel it is important to make large purchases, not
fragmented acrage,; Lo keep an ecosystem intact. The timber
rights for the Eyak area 1s an example. Buying the timber
rights in crucial areas like Sheep Bay, Rude River, Porl
Cravina, and Simpson Bay will help smell businesses continue
to develop tourism and commercial flshing - which we fee)
could be the future backbone of Alaska's economy. FPlease
look at this in a large comprehensive, long-term plan. '

We hope that Governcor 1tlickel and Commiszssion Sandor wiil
agree that thia protection of large areas will be the most
profitable for Alaska in the long term.

Sincaraly,

}ét&4mc4)}{AQCHJZQ

Michael, Diane, Morgan McDrilde

Diane and Michael McBride @ China Poot Bay ¢ P.O. Box 956 ¢ Homes, Alaska 99603 e 1ISA » (507) 235-8910
Nationally anq Internationally Honored Accommodations and Services



Webiéy]

?O, E’(/}/’7/ﬂ )Q/C/%M/ﬂ ?‘ﬂﬁ Lanal.



ﬁO( é‘%/7¢ v%‘*"A T~ i',@\ N
e [’i‘ PM 2

20 st (Q'

oo e

Massachusetts HalleBowdoin College e Brunswick,Maine

, ! JUL 29 1994
AK 1950/ W?Qé_ cOut




g
%
{

Hrttat Protectim %

o
&

~ ] -~
o

Y g



\

D) ECEIVE sq )
> 72 1449 f /

JUL 29 1994

EXXON VALDEZ QiL SPILL
LHU%FLE GOt Gk

C1pS Thuwddee Crunel
A DEIS
EE &, Y%W
fonclesge) o o)



940729150

7 /.;‘\..\I KDl Bakisza

/€ )

N |11
T0: EVOs Fruitie Counodd { as‘)’qx/
fHtn DEIS W,

MMK AK.
s te ’WW
%mww wm

5 2.~ Nubotat
# 550 millis.

A. %:éfz QMJASJZM{ /&Nu. %);t;: C%'M\TM
/Vll)/

/

%@,‘JMZ@



#il52
/24l

5()(0!1 \él“eb 01" %ﬁ“ “ﬁus‘feee;
Atta; DEIS W}

LAs & Stut

o




¢! 5
Hans U. Tschersich, M.D.

1423 Baranof Street
Kodiak, Ak 99615 27 July 1994

EVOS Trustee Council
645 G Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re.: DEIS Comments

The recent acquisition of coastal forest land on north Afognak Island was
a very. encouraging step in the right direction. There are pristine tracts
with old growth forests and clear lakes adjacent to these new additions
to our state park system that need to be protected from imminent logging.
- Beautiful coastal forest land at the city limits of Kodiak (Termination
Point) and private inholdings in the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge are
worthy subjects of acqusition as well since they are threatened by clear
cutting and development.

These examples point out how important coastal habitat protection is.
The proposed 1/3 of the original Exxon settiement money for habitat
acquisition seems woefully inadequate, considering these many urgent
needs. The environmental community proposes at least $500 million for
habitat protection and the_cancellation of general restauration projects
which are considered to be of dubious environmental value.

Sincerely,

Hans U. Tschersich

CC. Govennr Ualtnhbulel






;vog Toustee fomor ‘ b 27, 1994

VS B

ét{s— 6 ST/I—LL'(‘
A"\%"‘jt A 9950

At -

bes Bt ™o s |
we (/L’ !(a-./vu_(l abot EVOS Dol Ssiuion s L"m

Vo S ;

cmi bw4 TM“*‘:\_ diad Avn lAJ'wa:l to Lomaned s, baw Tl ﬁ\j\é5
be Uad +o e sty bpae w:lc\\\‘(:c "Paf)v'ATIOULSl v devveng

vy , ond o i)tj-"’“-J Adeouveq .

M baerqrend sbhea b e lory and eve wumegennt  lons
.luwld e dhad e Ll w»'w( L Pwifu{ ann &OSIS“‘UA— 6““, o Slewd
dekerioribon w de B perle LA\ajE —PAau(‘f;Jl) e & to tAkc
Hondr ‘nalind sowme thw“':\l s alae 6om~s§6 gouve rhechsnd
Caanet  co-exst widlh o L l¥ uoswislow\_ L P | R 1Y ’P.&(PJ‘((UIAVL
s proven b and % flar puwu,l T vast’slwf
Lyl s f sl ) b\vw\ku] Vg ¢ &7& fo Uk »&smfdt %
Joor Py as pomible, K lwst A500 wdllied o Hibike pgusihend
N oass | e woent conevmd il an et Wilban Sod) wutle
bewal Vennss ola @Low] il ?uwo&k’ o d lacd o Aloquau bt ook

kodine  blavds od W‘“LM tslaand
(;\Diﬂ al9 1l MZW less i Tl Loveo ‘l% [%{L\,\,"L Acns ek S

::: lasy M«t:g bo pasrien e = S homan hiae Mot huces oM 10 Reath
20 S VY le»",e Luar d aq s t(‘L%g Lo d 7;\'\* S A clua
e e



940729 152

L g R CANR N B
d@wwah LAY weonn oty wod  dasards cecenh e sholic
Pafler dlan halilar ccgisloon . Wk qoed doet Kt ks ledye
o iy dasbong Loally cconysiens? By flo 14
Ptk b ard el & oo Bty | o oflr wmy B

bactkess, piin and Swple

) L,cm..,c\w4 ﬁow’ wos Rl W\'ﬂq Agoc(w.,AV. STATC PA\Q.K %i l

Honk pepre bonBis sanld be lesd L7 &M,\ Noys Pl s,
Sl Luend - aid ?/L—Dg,uk wonk belp an Mcl? va‘eus\*z shessed
MTS‘L&\M’ s i3 A ns e % V\A-e\~.7. \,L\;S Cce Ssm,\ci')o%; '}1\««_
acthion wed seur Woge  puavecls ?u(rz,c,‘t(( Yoo T T W aide
3”& Pom acee baee b o mlﬂ«[ ShTe

/\\’\-‘\NQ’ \tOU Vb*vl TP N %ow \{M L.M, ?[{a%«_ S,—u..é

ouw[ J()AMM\ tDCoQM&t-x‘etO C,n:wc‘a,t/v\_:,\ < Do | 1 S N

CV\ & H\‘ L p£v+

Aoss - URR

3211 ?@ou\dwc& ve.
© SR Ale 79508 .






A
6 P.O. BOX 966
NORTON T o s

HEALTH CORPORATION

TO: EVOS Trustee Council
Attn: DEIS Comments
645 G street
Anchorage AK 99501

FROM: Doug Koester
Environmental Health Specialist, NSHC
Nome, AK. 99762

I wish to comment on the Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
I strongly feel that both generations (20-30 or 30 and older) who are presently in control
over our resources have already taken their share. It is time to consider our children and
our children's children (and so on) when making these important environmental decisions.
My hope is that the future generations can look back and be thankful that Alaska's coastal
forest from Ketchikan to Kodiak was preserved. Rather than looking back with anger and
disappointment of their greedy ancestors. With this in mind I must ask the following:
-Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least 500 million;
-Support large acquisitions, not puny parcels surrounded by clear-cuts;
-Slash the budget for "General Restoration"

Please help us save the areas we all love for the future of our species. Chenega lands,
Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island, Kodiak Nat. Wildlife Refuge, Kenai Fjords,

etc. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Doug Koester, Environmental Health Specialist

cc Walter J. Hickel

“Serving the communities of: Brevig Mission, Council, Diomede, Elim, Gambell, Golovin, Koyuk, Nome, St. Michael,
Savoonga, Shaktoolik, Shishmaref, Stebbins, Teller, Unalakleet, Wales, White Mountain.”
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July 22, 1994

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

Dear Council Members,

As a former resident of Alaska and frequent visitor, I am extremely
concerned about your draft plan regarding allocation of Exxon's fines.
In mv opinion the value of habitat protection far outweighs the value
of the general restoration projects you propose funding. Clearly, the
damage done by the Exxon oil spill to the environment and Alaska's
economy can best be minimized by protecting the resources that
make Alaska so unique. If habitat is increasingly lost to logging and
other development then no amount of scientific studies and special
projects will be of lasting value to Alaska or the rest of the world.

Last summer my wife and I were in Kachemak Bay State Park and
became aware of the potential threats to the park because of the
fragmented land ownership pattern. We were very grateful for what
you accomplished there and hope you are proud of what you were
able to do to protect habitat and maintain the integrity of the park.
Please revise your plan so that more funds are available for habitat
protection instead of general restoration and apply that money to
important large land acquisitions as you did at Kachemak Bay.

Rob Burnett
Charla Brown

HC 33
South Fork, CO 81154

cc. Gov. Walter J. Hickel
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334 West 200 North, Apt. 309
Provo, Utah 84601
24 July 1994

EVOS Trustee Council
Attn: DEIS Comments
645 G Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Trustees:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the disposition of the
assets of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trust. I'm sure you've spent many
hours trying to achieve a balance among the uses competing for funds, but
| urge you to reconsider this balance to put more resources into acquiring
wildlife habitat.

Your instructions as | understand them are to restore wildlife
populations and wilderness values. Much remains to be learned about how
to achieve these ends, and some funds certainly should be spent on
scientific studies. However, we already know that healthy old-growth
forests are vital to many species harmed by the spill such as bald eagles,
marbled murrelets and salmon.

We know retrospectively that some of the measures taken to remedy
the oil spill’'s effects did more harm than good, and yet as much as another
$100 million is budgeted to be spent on general restoration. | recommend
that less be spent on general restoration until we truly know what works.

In sum, | encourage you to increase the habitat protection budget to
at least $500 million because only this expenditure would indisputably
benefit wildlife populations and wilderness values. These habitat
protection funds can be used most effectively in acquiring large

contiguous tracts of rain forest.

Mark A. Clemens
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EVOS Trustee Council E:
Aty DEIS Comments

H45 G Btreet

frmchorage, AR 9951

Dear EVOS Trustess:

I oam weiting to comment on the Restoration Planm Draft BEIB
and its proposals for spending the Valdez restoration
Furds. I have besn fortunate to visit Alaska several times, and
the reason I owill come back is to enjoy again the wild and
mnatwral lands and waters of the state.

The most valuwable way in whioh yvou carn restore wildlife and
wilderness valuess affected by the oll spill is by protecting
habitat and wilderness from further damage as & result of 111-
advised logging and obher devel opment . Ploge ol earc-ug proiect
and studies of oil impacts while new developments threaten the
wame wildlidfe resowrces sre nob desieable; melbher are
hatocheries to produce more “fake fish.”

Theretore, T woge yvou to madimlze sdxpendlbuwres on habd Tat
protection -~ FEAE million &bt minimum. Foows partiocwlarly on
Large e Bounc and withiin
protected areas such as bthe magnificent Fernad Filoeds Mational
Fark and Eodiak Mational Wldiife Refuge. You have a bremendous
opportunity mow to offset the Eason Valde: tragedy and help
st bhat Alasks continues to beckon me and obthers.

Thark youd.

e el Y,

Wallace BE1T
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EVOS Trustee Council
Attn: DEIS Comments
645 G Street
Anchorage, AK 99501
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Jim Levine
7343 Linden Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 July 27, 1994

EVOS Trustees Council
Attn: DEIS Comments

645 "G" St.

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

DDear Sirs,

I am writing to thank you for the excellent effort I have seen so far to
utilize Exxon Valdez 0Oil Spill money for habitat purchase. I assisted in the
clean-up effort after the oil spill and am currently a committee member with a
local citizens advisory group formed after the spill. I feel the most important
thing the EVOS Trustees can do in helping the spill affected zone recover from
the spill is to acquire as much habitat as possible in the region. Considering
the amount of money provided from the settlement, I feel a minimum of $5C0 -
million should be spent on habitat acquisition.

Thank YOu for your time, and please feel free to contact me if you have any
questions.
Sincerely,

Jim Levine



Mr Eugene Levine
7343 Linden Dr
Anchorage AK 99502-3074

DORIS DAY ANIMAL LEAGUE

EVOS TrusTees Cownc: |

/4""!';4 VDT §° ' loninren =
éL/S_ “@ ik
Anch, Ak 9950l
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Hunton & Williams

P.0. Box 1923¢
Washington, DC 20036 (

Tolecopy Mumbers (202)778-2201 ——ere——"

T03 Name: Molly McCammon

Firm: Exxon Valdex ©il Spill Restoration Team

Location: Anchorage, Alaska

Telecopy Number: S07-276-7178

No. Pages __€ _ Including Cover

FROM1 Name: Craig 8. Harrison, Esq.

Extension: 202-778-2240

gpecial Instructions: Hard copy will follow by mail.
Operator: Data: 07/29/94

Time:

Client/Matter Name: Firm

Client/Matter Number:

(For confirmation or assistance with problems, call 202/955-1611)
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DEDICATED TO THE 5TUDY AND CONSERVATION OF PACIFIC SEABIRDS AND YHEIR ENVIRONMENT

Craig 8. Harvison

Vice Chair for Conservation
4001 North Mh Strees F1801
Arliogion, Virginia 22203

July 29, 1994

Molly McCammon
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

645 G Street, Suite 401
Anchcrage, Alaska 99501-3451

Re: Comments on Draft Restoration Plan and Drafi EIS

Dear Ms. M¢Cammon:

This letter contains the Pacific Seabird Group’s (PSG) comments on the draft EVOS
Restoration Plan (November 1993) and the draft programmatic environmental impact
statement (June 1994). PSG is an intemational organization that was founded in 1972 to
promoie kmowledge, study and conservation of Pacific seabirds, PSG draws its members
from the entire Pacific Basin, and includes biologists who have research interests in Pacific
seabirds, state and federal officials who manage seabird populations and refuges, and
individuals with interests in marine conservation. PSG has hosted symposia on the biology
and management of virtually every seahird species affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill,
and has sponsored symposia on the effects of the spill on seabirds.

L Restoration Policies

PSG generally agrees with the policies set forth in the Restoration Plan¥ and the
proposed action (alternative 5) in the DEIS. The $65-$100 million targeted for general

Y Chapter 2.
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restoration seems reasonable.? PSG specifically endorses Policy No. 3 which allows
restoration outside the spill area (but within Alaska) “when the most effsctive restoration
actions for an injured migratory population are in part of its range cutside the spill area."
As we have commented previously, virtually all the bird species killed in the spill are
migratory, and many birds that breed outside the spill area were injured, For this reason,
we strongly disagree with Alternative 3 of the DEIS which would limit all actions to the spill
area only.”

PSG agrees that manipulation of the environment is a useful restoration activity under
appropriate circumstances, and that technical feasibility is a key factor that must be
considered with each restoration proposal,” In this regard, we reiterate our view that the
best means to restore most of Alaska's seabird populations would be to remove rats, foxes
and other alien creatures from colonies and former colonies as compensatory restoration in
areas that may be far from the spill area. This would allow the islands to regain their natural
biodiversity. One reason that the harm caused by the oil spill is biclogically important is
because the intentional introduction of foxes on other seabird colonies during the past 150
years has greatly diminished the natural population of seabirds in Alaska,

We agree with the overall goal of restoring all injured resources and services.f We
agree that common murres, harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets and pigeon guillemots do not
seem to be recovering and need restoration efforts. However, we strongly believe that the
Trustee Council should also restore other bird species. The Trustee Council should add the
category "other seabirds” and "other sea ducks" to the list of "recovery unknown"
resources.? The Restoration Plan acknowledges that current population status is "unknown”
for the following seabirds that were collected dead in 1989: yellow-billed, Pacific, red-
throated loon; red-necked and horned grebe; northern fulmar; sooty and short-tailed
shearwater; double-crested, pelagic and red-faced cormorant; herring and mew gull; Arctic
and Aleutian tern; Kittlitz’s and ancient murrelet; Cassin's, least, parakeet and rhinoceros
avklet; and horned and tufted puffin.¥ The decline afier the oil spill "varies by species” and

¢ DEIS, p. 2-12,

tie

Restoration Plan, p. 9.
¥ DEIS, p. 2-12.
¥ Restoration Plan, chapter 3.

¢ Restoration Plan, p, 25.

L]

Restoration Plan, p. 30.

[

Appendix B, p. B-41.
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cormorant, Arctic tern and tufted puifin clearly declined.¥ The Restoration Plan also
acknowledges that the current population status is "unknown” for the following species of sea
ducks that were collected dead in 1989:; Steller’s, king and common eider; white-winged,
surf and black scoter; oldsquaw; buffichead; common and Barrow’s goldeneye; and common
and red-breasted merganser. &

We raised this issue in our earlier comments and the DEIS concedes these
injuries,¥ Nevertheless, the DEIS does not seem to propose spending funds on restoring
these populations. According to the federal estimates published in 56 Federal Register 14687
(April 11, 1991), these "other” scabirds and "other sea ducks” totalled 14,000 dead birds.
The Trustee Council estimates that "in general, the number of dead birds recovered probably
represents only 10-15% of the total numbers of individuals killed,"® Simple mathematics
indicates these losses were 90,000 to 140,000 birds, which the DEIS would have us ignore.

As a reference point for this magnitude of injury to seabirds, the federal government
recently settled the Apex Houston case in central California concerning a spill that may have
damaged about 4,200 seabirds (the actual number being an unknown multiple of 4,200), The
insurance company paid about $6 million to settle this claim. If Alaska seabirds are worth as
much as California seabirds, the Trustee Council should spend at least $18 million of the
trust funds to restore "other seabirds” and "other sea ducks,” Predator removal is a cost
effective rechnique that would benefit all seabirds and all sea ducks,

IT,  Habitat and Acquisition Policies

PSG generally agrees with the Trustee Council's habitat and acquisition protection
policies, and recognizes that protecting uplands may greatly benefit harlequin ducks and
marbled murrelets. We agree that those Jands that provide the greatest benefit to injured
resources should be ranked highest. We have previously provided the trustees with a list of
seabird colonies that should be considered for purchase. While we believe that less than fee
simple ownership may be appropriate in certain circumstances, the Trustee Council should
insure that the ownership rights it purchases will be sufficient to protect the injured resources

¥ Appendix B, p, B-41,

¥ Appendix B, p. B-42.

¥ Letter to EVOS Trustee Council from PSG (August 6, 1993).
# DEIS, Table 1-1, p. 1-13.

% Restoration Plan, p, B-16.

& Restoration Plan, chapter 3,
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in perpetvity. For example, the government should not spend any of the $285-$325 million
in trust funds targeted to land purchase for the purchase of lopging rights uniess those rights
are permanent. We understand that historically the government has bought the same land
rights more than once. '

III. Monpitoring and Research

We agree that monitoring and research provide important information to help guide
government restoration activities.® We believe that this is an area where the Trustee
Council must make special efforts to guard against violating Policy No. 9 (*Government
agencies will be funded only for restoration work that they do not normally conduct.”)

Altemative No, § in the DEIS establishes a $100-$130 million restoration reserve for
*long-term restoration and research activities.™® We interpret this reserve to allow the
Trustee Council to adopt one of PSG’s proposals, namely, the endowment of chairs in
marine ornithology at the University of Alaska.?” If our understanding is correct, we
enthusiastically endorse the establishment of a reserve account, and suggest that the Trustee
Council proceed with establishing chairs in marine omithology. The use of funds for this
purpose would begin to make up for the fact that, for example, the Trustee Council directed
ooly 3.4% of its expenditures to marine birds in the 1994 work plan, On a comparative
basis, seabirds suffered far more than 3.4% of the damage caused by the spill, and we doubt
that the public will accept such a result over the course of the restoration period,

We question the basis for the conclusion that “predator control outside the EVOS area
. . . would provide a low overall benefit to murre populations,"® FWS has identified 18
islands that are suitable for predator removal. ¥ Kaligagan Island’s seabird population
increased by 125,000 burrowing birds after foxes died out.2 We suggest that the Trustee
Council estimate for each of the 18 islands the increase in murre populaiicn that might result
after foxes have been removed, and allow PSG to review that study. Without such
information and analysis, this conclusion seems to be arbitrary and capricions.

¥ Restoration Plan, p, 21.

¥ DEIS, p. 2-12.

W See letter from PSG to EVOS Trustee Council (April 14, 1993).
¥ DEIS, p. 4-84,

¥ DEIS, p. 4-84.

¥ D.R. Nysewander et al. 1982, Marine bird and mammal survey of the eastem Aleutian
Islands, summers of 1980-81. Unpublished FWS report.
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Finally, we understand alternative 5 to be identical to alternative 4 except for the
addition of & restoration fund. We believe that fox control, which is included in alternative 4
for murres and pigenn guillemots?’ should also be expressly included in alternative § for
these species.®

IV. Use of Regulatory Authorities to Assist Restoration

Neither the draft Restoration Plan nor the DELS address questions that the Trustee
Council raised in the scoping process during 1992. Are federal and state agencies using their
regulatory powers to modify human uses of resources or habitats that the spill injured? We
noted in June 1992 that such efforts would not exhaust a single dollar of the trust fund, but
would merely require that the state and federal natural resource agencies enforce the laws or
redirect their programs,

Have agencies curtailed the hunting seasons for sea ducks or harlequin ducks? What
has been done to manage commercial fisheries to reduce the incidental mortality of marbled
murrelets in drift gillnets (a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act)? Has logging (both
on government and private lands) been curtailed under federal or state law in uplands that are
prime habitat for marbled murrelets or harlequin ducks?

V.  Competitive Proposals for Restoration Projects

PSG welcomes Policy No. 6 in the Restoration Plan, whereby the Trustee Council
will encourage competitive proposals for restoration projects. We helieve that thig policy
should be broadly implemented, because it will maximize the benefits that can be obtained
from the remaining $600 million in trust funds.

PSG thanks the Trustee Council for this opportunity to lend our expertise and views
on these important issues. We also acknowledge and appreciate the careful consideration the
Trustee Council has given our previous comments during the past several years,

Sincerely,

C)u:u\bs Mopse—

¥ DEIS, pp. 4-84 to 4-85,

Z For example, fox removal should be included in pp. 4-118 to 4-120.



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

Restoration Office
645 G Street, Suite 401, Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

MEMORANDUM

TO: Rod Kuhn
FROM: Eric F. Myers@&;c}]ect Coordinator

DATE: 7/29/%

SUBJ: Public Comment on Draft EIS

I received a phone call today from Karen St. Jean (PO Box 233, Cordova,
Alaska 99574) who wanted to express her view that the Trustee Council
should spend funds from the settlement on habitat acquisition as well as
science (she noted research and monitoring).

She specifically also noted her desire to see the Trustee Council spend funds
on large parcels (as distinguished from small parcels).

She expressed a desire to be kept on the mailing list.

Trustee Agencies
State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, and Environmental Conservation
United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture and Interior
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Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council
Attention: EIS Comments

645 G Street, Suite 401

Anchorage, AK 99501-3451
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

AKHIUK KAGUYAK l* K NU HU'/'ﬁ'/Z'/'/Ul

Fax Memorandum

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council
Autention: EIS Cornments

Akhiok-Kaguyak, Inc.
Old Harbor Native Corpotation

Tuly 29, 1994

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

Enclosed please find the comments of Akhiok-Kaguyak, Inc. and Old Harbor Native
Corporation regarding the Draft Environmenta! Impact Statcment for the Exxon Valdez Qil Spill
Restoration Plan.

The coriginal will be mailed.
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July 29, 1994

Exxon Valdez Qi Spill Trustee Council
645 G Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

On behalf of Akhiok-Kaguyak, Inc. and Old Harbor Native Corporation we would like to
thank the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council for the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statemeat for the Exxon Valdez Oif Spill Restoration Plan.

As you know, we have been working with the Trustee Council 804 its representatives and
recognize the enormity of your task in balanciag the restoration goals of various interests and
regions impacted by the Exxon Valdez oil spill. We aiso sppreciate the open lincs of
communication you have established and the degree of care you have given to this complex process.

How 1 person views the Drafl EIS for the Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan depends upon
where you sit.

The villages of Akhiok and Old Harbor sit amidst the aburdant natural resources of the
Kodigk National Wildlife Refuge and the Alaska Maritime Netional Wildlife Refuge. Our
livelihood, our cullure and our way of life benefit when the natural resources of our area are nurtured
and sustained.

The oil spill had a major impact on ug because it degraded fish and wildlife habitar and
populations and threatened the natural resources of our arca. The spill diminished our subsistence
hase, and discupted the lives of our people through commercial fish closures and the loss of fishing
and cannery jobs for our people.

Given our location and reliance on healthy natural resources, we have been very supportive
of the habitut prolection aspect of the Restoration Plan. We continue to feel that protection of our
habitar will give nature the best opportunity to replenish herself.
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Further, given our proximity to the lands, islands end waters of the National Wildlife Refuge
System, our working relationship with the U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service and our mutual goals of
carcfully managed human use of the refuge areas adjacent to our villages, it is clear that we would
have & low degres of involvement with General Restorazion projects and Research and Monitoring
(See Dreft EIS, Chapter 1, pages 15-16 discussion of National Wildlife Refuge System
Comprehensive Conservation Plans). Therefore, we continue to favor an Alternative 2 approach to
restoration which maximizes habitat protection.

In reviewiag the restoration benefit analysis in the Draft EIS for the final Restoration Plan,
we believe the restoration bencflt for ncarly all injured species, resources and human services
provided by Alternative 2 excecds the estimate which the Draft EIS gives to the respective injured
specles and resources. (ses Summary page xiv-xvii). For example, concerning commercial fishing
(Summary page xvii), which is the backbone of our villages' income opportunities, the Draft EIS
states that the long tevm effects of Alternative 2 would have moderate benefits for commercial
fishing.

To quote the Draft EIS, “Hsbitat protection and acquisition actions may have a long-term
benelit to salmon and Pacific herring stocks in the EVOS arez by helping to ensure maintenance of
wild:stock production to support the commercial fishing industry.”

Again - from where we sit in coraplete dependence on the fishing industry and the health of
fish stocks - the importance of protecting the anadromous streams and their associated wetland
complexes and uplands from incompatible developments in perpetuity cannot be overstated. The
long term health of fish resources is not a “moderate”™ issve for us. It is the highest priority.
Thorefore, any restoration action which helps sustain highly productive fisherics is by dcfinition 2
restoration aspect with high benefit in our opinion,

If our region experiences the habitat degradstion and diminjshed productivity common in
the Pacific Northwest (an issue of growing concern in Alaska), it won't be a case of an economic
downturn and diversification, it will be the end of our villages as viable places to live.

We believe that without babitat protection, degradation of habitat is a certainty over time.
Therefore, fiom where we view the Restoration Plan, a dollar spent on habitat protection is a dollar
invested in the survival of our villages. There simply is no higher restoration priority for us. Itis
our shared opinion that Alternative 2 should be rated as having a HIGH degree of beaefit, as
opposed to a moderate benefit, for commercial fishing,

We note that the Restoration Plan proposed for edoption endorses a redesigned Alternative
S, which has the least amourt of funding for Habitat Protection. Given our perspective, Alternatives
4 and S are our lcast fevorite restoration approaches, although we note the new Alternative $ has
more funding for habitat protection than last year’s version.
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Finally, we recognize that our villages are not the only areas of concern within the oil spill
region, and our goals are not the only ones you as Trustees have to weigh in the restoration ¢fforts.
We support the comprehensive approach being pursued by the Trustees.

Thaak you for the opportunity to present these comrments and good luck on the important job

ahead of you.
@@Jé 1% et Bl
Ralph Etusky, President Emi] Christiansen, President

Akhick-Kaguyak, Inc. Old Harbor Native Corporation

37659041 158
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July 30,199

Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Trustee Council
Attention: EIS Comments °

645 G Street, Suite 401

Ancholrage, AK 99501-3451

Dea: Council Members:

Thank you for thc opportunity to comment.on the adcquacy of statements and merits of alternatives prebcnted
in the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan Draft: Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Our comments -
are sunu'nanzed below for your review. . _

0 CDPU is d.nsappomted that it took 3 years to produce a draft restoration plan.  The settlement consisted
of $900 million, of which only $620 million remains. This effectively means that one third of all
settlement momes were spcnt before any effective planning process was undertaken.

so CDFU beheves that the DEIS should incdlude a methodology whereby funding is based, at least in part, on
a project's proximity to the epicenter of the oil spill. No one can argue that some areas within the oil
spill boundary were more affected than others (in the short- and long-term) and it would not be difficult ",
to draw lines around specific geographic regions in accordance with the degree of oil spill damage
Despite all political intentions to avoid regzonalzzatxon, CDFU sits amidst the most damaged area with
the worst long-term prognosis. -

co CDFU quesnons the adequacy of statements about independent scientific review on page 3 of Chapter 2.

- The DEIS says, “...restoration projects will be subject to open, independent scientific review before Trustee
Council approval Tl'us policy continues an already existing practice. It also assures the public that
scientific )udgemcnts are without bias." On the contrary, CDFU has struggled for years with the lack of
independence in the scientific review process. We have written letter after letter expressing disgust and

. frustration with the Coundl’s sdentific review process which is characterized by inter-agency rivalries
and political agendas. Basically, the public has been stuck with a heavily politicized decision-making

‘ rogess bias in favor of fundmg projects sponsored by state and federal agencies.

A good example of this problem concerns Prmce William Sound herring research projects in 1993, In the
- EVOS Restoranon Framework document, the authors stated that a resource is damaged if "significant

ANl el i P L b damnmrbeabad Nalo a fawr

CDFU cons:dcra the current review proccss tobe more of an mterrxal political review than an independent
scientific review. Some semblance of an internal review may be necessary to address issues of quality
control and consistency but it is not enough to achieve independence in the scientific sense of the word. We
strongly urge the Trustee Council to a:za.ng&f.ouﬂmu of project pmgosah_byjﬂmnﬂs_uhm_nmhe:

iti intc inandally remunerated for their services. Without these elements of true
independence, we cannot be assured that the process will come unstuck.
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% Overall, we believe the DEIS suffers from a lack of definition. The meaning behmd xmportant and often
used termmology (e, enhancement, restoration, reserve, and monitoring) cannot be located in the
document. We rccommcnd that the authors augment the glossary to include these most basic terms,

% CDFU questions the logic behind the assertion described with the proposed alternative that, the greater
“the number of projects and programs, the smaller the percentage of funds allocated to administration and
publicinformation. It would seem to us that, the greater the number of projects, the greater the
administrative expense.

« CDFU is concerned by any alternative restoration plan that allows for actions te be taken outside of the
spill area. Allowing actions outside the spill area will only stretch already scarce resources more thinly.
In short, there is not enough money left to effectively address other than the most injured resources.

o CDFU requests cla.nﬁcahon on how certain activities in the restoration program may be sxmultaneously
within and outside the scope of analysis in the DEIS. On page vii of the summary, the authors state that:
" "In addition to the resources and services analyzed in this DEIS, the restoration program may include’
other resources with injuries related to the spill,” such as killer whales, black oystercatchers. The
authors go on to say that, "these types of actions are outside the scope of analysis in this DEIS.”

‘o CDFU is concerned that the endowment option appears only in Alternative 5 and is ill defined. On page
viii of the summary, the authors say that, "Altemnative 5 contains an element not present in the other
alternatives. In response to public comments that a fund should be set aside for long-term restoration and
research activities, the proposed action includes the establishment of a Restoration Reserve.” CDFU
feels that if this request is really being driven by public demand, it should be offered in.all. altemnatives
plans, not just the proposed fifth altermative. CDFU also asks for better definition of what types of
projects might be funded through this endowment mechanism and what prOCLdure will bc used to access it.

CDFU's most fervent wish is that Prince William Sound may be restored with the help of the Trustee
Coundil. We are in favor of protecting strategic lands and habitats important to the long-term recovery of the
most injured resources and the services they provide per se but, above all, we want our Sound restored.

If you have any questions or nced any clarification on the items above, pléase do not hesitate to contact our
office any time. On behalf of the hundreds of commerdal fishers who comprise CDFU thank you for your -
conslderatxon :

Sincerely,
CORDOVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNlTED

EVINTRY

Jer MgCune, President
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'EVOS Trustee Council
Hon. Robert J. Mrazek Attn: DEIS Comments ‘ ; i

.Lh.m'm.m 645 G Street
Tim Mahoney Anchorage, AK 99501 - )

Vice Chairman

Thomas Troyer '

om0 Dear. Trustees:

Mike Matz ' : _ _ : , _ _ ,
T As Executive Director of the Alaska Wilderness League, a relatively new

Hon: Gecil Andrus 501 (c)(3) org'anization in Washington, D.C. dedicated to the protection of
Charles Clusen Alaska’s incomparable natural endowment, | wanted to make a few brief
Hon Norma Kissi comments on the Re_sto,ration Plan Draft Environmental Impact_Statement.

Mike Maclntosh

Deborah Miller ‘Having recently flown over Native Corporation lands in Southeast Alaska,

it is obvious to me-that the most important thing you could do with the Exxon
' Valdez Settlement money is to purchase forest habitat befose it is logged. Even
the proposed scientific studies will not make as big a difference for Alaska’s fish
and wildlife as simply using the money to buy as many threatened lands along
Prince William Sound as possible. If you don’t, these lands will be clearcut, with
no pretense of sustainable forestry, due to the constraints of the Native
. Corporation system, and fish and wildlife recovery will be significantly hindered.

Please increase the Habitat Protection budget of the RPDEIS to 500 million
dollars. General Restoration projects should be examined carefully, to be certain
" they will really mean something to the long term future of the Sound area.
When land is acquired, parcels should be as large as possible. If not, the
fragmentation'caused by surrounding Iogglng could limit their usefulness as
biological reservoirs.

I know you’ve heard all this before, but |just wanted tc add my voice.
Please devote more resources and attention to purchasing threatened timber
lands, especially in the Kenai Fjords, Afognak Island, Kodiak Refuge, Chenaga
- lands, and Knight Island regions. This is certainly the single most effective -
approach to restoring and maintaining fish and wuldllfe damaged by the Exxon
Valdez sp|II

Slncerely,‘ ,

Sten

Scott Kearin
-Executive Director
418 C Street, N.E., W ashington, DC 20002
(202) 544+ 5205 Fax (202) 5445107

. ®

Printed on 100% Post-consumer Recycled paper
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EVOS Trustee Council
Fon Rolen ' Mok Attn: DEIS Comments
e 645 G Street
lii::lf?l.l|1:1nv\' Anchorage, AK 89501

R

Dear Trustees:

Tlsrgs Jiove

Ake Mot

e As Executive Director of the Alaska Wilderness League, a rclatively new
i et e 501(C)(3) organization in Washington, D.C. dedicated to the protection of

s Ul Alaska’s incomparable natural endowment, | wanted to make a few brief

e Soma ke COmMIMents on the Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Mo ALchios

& bl AL Having recently flown over Native Corporation lands in Southeast Alaska,
it is obvious to me that the most important thing you could do with the Exxon
Valdez Settlement money is to purchase forest habitat befose it is logged. Even
the proposed scientific studies will not make as big a difference for Alaska’s fish
and wildlife as simply .using thc money to buy as many threatened lands along
Prince William Sound as possible. [f you don’t, these lands will be clearcut, with
no pretense of sustainable forestry, due to the constraints of the Native
Corporation system, and fish and wildlife recovery will be significantly hindered.

Please increase the Habitat Protection budget of the RPDEIS to 500 million
dollars. General Restoration projects shouid be examined carefully, to be certain
they will really mean something to the long term future of the Sound area.

When land is acquired, parcels should be as large as possible. If not, the
fragmentation caused by surrounding logging could limit their usefulness as
biological reservoirs. V '

| know you've heard all this before, but |just wanted to add my voice.
Please devote more resources and attention to purchasing threatened timber
lands, especially in the Kenai Fjords, Afognak Island, Kodiak Refuge, Chenaga
lands, and Knight Island regions. This is certainly the single most effective
approach to restoring and maintaining fish and wildlife damaged by the Exxon
Valdez spill.

Sincerely,

Scott Kearin
Executive Director
I8 C el N Woediegion DeJovo,
Q020 53205 by 00 S o7
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AUGUST 1, 1994
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILLY TRUSTEE COUNCIL

645 G STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99jp1

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, EVO$ RESTORATION PLAN

DEAR COUNCIL MEMBERS-

Thank you for the opp rtqnij lto comment on e five proposed restora-
tion alternatives. nT re a g aspects of Alterpmatives 2 and 3 which I
favor. Both focus in my Mai ; concern -- hap1‘at protection. As
presented I must cast mi ort behind Alterpative 2 for the follow-
ing reasons.

Alternative 2 provi? for

protection but omit unﬁin

provides $75 millio or g

habitat protection E $465
a

"ifor "general restoration." Alternative 3
wneral restorationl! and reduces funding for

illion. In my opinion, the minimum accept-
able funding for h at ' pr ftection is $500 ﬁiilion.

l
However, I feel that somL 'general restorati? " projects may have merit.
I could support Alt r ative 3 if funding for abitat protection was
increased to $500 mi ioq 11e reducing thelﬁ location for “general
restoration™ to $4O llFon

ﬁ'expenditure of%$64 million for habitat

Please let me compl nt yo n the common elgments of alternatives
presented on page 2 o c! ap 2 of the docu nt, The emphasis on an
ecosystem approach d. es ec ally valid., eping with that emphasis

I would ask that yo po It ings'

outside of the 11 ar Important el nts of affected eco-
systems may we 1 ie bé nd, and to adeqq.tely protect or restore
the spill area 1ﬂ maf :necessary to goﬂﬁeyond it

Focus on acquis} on qf large tracts whejF possible, This will

Modify alternatiwe¢s agd 3 to allow for mome action to be taken

assure a better» ance Pf ecosystem protection. Of course, there
will be occasiop when; all parcel acquisition is called for, so I
would not sugges thét t be eliminated.:

mall endowment to fund

Finally, I ask you f coﬁsi o establishing 4
pn easements. Private,

costs associated wit dobat Jns of conservatj

== MOre =—-
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| By an especially useful
role in securing some nf‘thq:q smaller tracts;& Presently, in addition
to granting an easemerlt, lqn#fs must also pay Monitoring/stewardship
fees. This sometimes, onfid;ﬁable expense on~fop of an already sub-
stantial donation of;n ghts pas worked to disco
-eagsements. Interest f;;ﬁ a $1 to 3 million

donors of conservatio ' >
endownment would proﬁa lyfpr%l#de such funding,i perpetuity.

land trusts and consFﬂ?an#iel can play an imeﬂFant part in protecting
habitat by conservatidp e?sq&knt. This can p g

I

‘ S?.a cerel:,g @

MIBHAEL'S. O'MEARA

Once again I thank y uwfoﬁztﬁgiopportunity to}&Qmment on the plan and
hope you will give yhHt %ZV%N%aid serious congideration. ,






