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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

July 2, 1994 

Dear Trustees, 

I believe that the best use of the $900 million that Exxon paid in civil fines as a 
result of the oil spill is the purchase of land and/or timber rights on land that is 
important as habitat to the many species affected by the oil spill. 

In your draft plan, only one third of the funds available are dedicated to the 
protection of habitat. I believe that the amount should be at least twice that. 

My own priorities include the river valleys inside the Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge, the forests on Afognak Island, coastlines along Kenai Fjords National 
Park, Eyak Corporation lands in the east portion of Prince William Sound, 
Chenega Corporation lands in the west portion, and Knight Island. 

Thank you for yo r attention to this matter. 

Jill Johnson 
1737 Aleutian Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99508 
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Draft EIS_:_DO_L:__~on Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 

~ posed IMS Infrastructure Improvement Project, ' N()T-
Seward Alaska 

Proposed Institute of Marine Science Infrastructure Improvement Project 

I support and recommend Alternative m - No Action 

kE~s-lo ,:2_A- 1-rU '../ 

?~A«l D/:0.5 

State revenues continue to spiral downward, and no clarification of maintenance 
and staffing costs that a research and wildlife rehabilitation. and public 
education-visitor facility would entail are known. The City of Seward would be 
unfavorably financially impacted, and the quality of life in the summer would 
detertorate \ViL"'l the additional pollution from exhausts of fuel and waste 
discharged from the influx of many more cruise ships into Seward. Tour busses 
and prtvate vehicular traffic would increase to an intolerable level within the 
city. stressing public facilities. and certainly ruin any pretense to the small-town 
ambience enjoyed by the year-round residents. If the proposed center is non­
profit. revenues from utilities will not offset the cost of building and maintaining 
adequate utility service. and treatment and discharge of waste from the facility. 
Revenues from visitors would be expected to be minimal as most will be on tours 
where food and lodging expenses will have been included as part of their costs. 

These additional visitors can be expected to not only impact the City of Seward. 
but an already overburdened highway with summer traffic. Seventeen tour 
buses in a row, as mentioned in an Anchorage Daily News article, is apparently 
not unusual at present. 

The proposal says revenue from public education and visitation is to be used to 
help offset the operational costs of all the proposed Jmprovements; yet also 
states that approximately $10 million is to be raised from private donors and 
fund raising efforts to finance the public education and visitation component of 
the project. The major private films who might be expected to make donations 
are expertencing cutbacks in operations in Alaska. with the resulting effect of . 
heavy competition for any remaining firi.ancial donations. 

Without dedicated and perpetual funding tor research. wildlife rehabilitation. 
visitor educational efforts. and basic facility maintenance, the center staff will 
expend most of their duties toward seeking adequate operating monies, thereby 
abrogating the goal of an effective research center. 

Keeping wildlife in captivity for research has already been proven controversial, 
expensive. and results questioned in such centers in the lower 48 states. 
Alaska. with its boom/bust economy. windfalls. and short-term bonanzas has 
built many facilities from such funds. but is consistently unable to sustain and 
maintain them as envisioned in their proposals. 

~~~ 
Kathertne N. West 

3854 Helvetia Drive 
Anchorage. Alaska 99508 
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t1a<y Sinke1-
32l25 B<andstrom Road 
Stanwood, WA 98292 

July 5, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attention: EIS Comments 
645 G St<eet, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

8.5?_ .. =. ___ ._P.r..?._f.t..-... E.;..i5 ... ?5 . .9. . .D_._Y._?.1.9_~z_._ .. Q), .. l. __ $..e.J .. l.L..E~_s;_t..<:?..:r.:..s.t.i . .9. . .D.....E.J..?...n. __ ?..D..f.LJ3.~ . .l.9..t.~_9. 
E.; . .DY.lL9_.D.r:D..~ . .D.t..? t_ . .J..r:D..P..?..9..t_ ... _.$.t..?..t..~.f.D.§_D.t. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Please proceed with the restor at ion in acco<da nee with sound 
scientific principles and utilize the funds available in the most 
effective, cost-efficient manner. Habitat protection and the 
acquisition of habitat should be a top priority in the restoration 
process. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours. 

Lf'{IOJlAf~ 
Mary Sinker 



July 7, 1994 

EYOS Trustee Council 
ATTN: DElS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

I am writing in response to the draft plan (the DElS) on the use of the Exxon Settlement Funds. 
Specifically, I am opposed to using any additional funds to purchase uplands. 

The Exxon oil spill was harmful to a variety of water relat~d plants and animals. Many 
environmental groups, such as the Rainforest Coalition and the Sierra Club, have an agenda 
of using the Settlement Funds to purchase large tracts of uplands, which were completely 
untouched by the oil spill (Eyak lands near Cordova for example) or where the beachlines 
were lightly impacted (Afognak Island for example). There is no evidence that any of the 
wildlife or plants in the uplands areas still are impacted by the oil spill and thereby need 
protection due to the oil spill. The proper use of the Exxon Settlement Funds would be to 
help fix the actual resources hurt by the oil spill and help prevent such an oil spill in the 
future. 

The DEIS tries to strike a balance between the environmentalist creed of locking up more 
lands and truly fixing the problems left by the oil spill. I would strongly suggest that more 
funds be used on General Restoration (use 1/3 to 1/2 of the remaining funds or at least $200 
million dollars). I would also agree with the DEIS on the need for scientific studies, using 
$200 to $300 million dollars. However, their should be NO MORE FUNDS given for upland 
purchases. This will not help restore the water resources that were damaged, nor will it help 
prevent future oil spills from occurring, nor will it help to limit damage if another oil spill 
should happen. All it will do is provide another burden on the taxpayers (who have to fund 
the administration of new parks I refuges), remove current and potential taxpayers from the 
tax rolls (development and timber harvest pays business, property, income and severance 
taxes to local, state and federal governments whereas parks and refuges pay NO TAXES) and 

.limit the use of large areas of lands to those rich enough to be able to pay to use them. 
More lands purchased means a subsidy to the rich and a loss to the average taxpayer and 
resident of the State of Alaska. 

I appreciate the ability to comment of the DEIS and the use of the Settlement Funds. Please 
keep me informed on the process as it develops. 

outch 
edar Park Circle 

orage, AK 99515 



July 7, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn.: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Sirs: 

Joe Wehnnan 
3527 Vassar Dr. 
Anchorage, AK 99508 

Preservationist groups are flooding the countly with highly biased and deceptive 
propaganda aimed at inciting the public to flood your offices with letters in support of 
using much of the settlement money to buy private land and resource rights in order to 
prevent development. I am writing to urge you to spend NO money on acquisition of land 
to prevent resource development from occurring. 

Far too much of Alaska is already off limits to any viable resource development activities. 
There is no scientific rationale for locking up what little land is outside federal conservation 
areas and state parks as habitat or restoration land. The species that were indeed impacted 
by the oil spill already have their essential habitatc: well protected by the myriad of existing 
statutes and regulations in place now. We, as a nation, do not need to go even further in 
this effort to kill the vezy resource development options that made our nation the 
commanding economic power in the world. Most, if not all, the practices of the past that 
were truly damaging to the environment have long since been abandoned by the industries 
t.ut the preservationists would have t.1.e public believe are the demons of t."te day. 

Why not take the lead and put the natio~ missing "logic" back into the word "ecological" 
instead of doing the politically correct thing that further erodes our nations economic 
future? 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 



Catherine s. Alcorn 
24743 Teal Loop 
Chugiak, Alaska 99567 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

July 7, 1994 

Dear Sirs, 

As a citizen and registered voter of Alaska, I would 
like to voice my concern regarding the disposition of 
the 900 million dollars paid by Exxon in 1991. The 
settlement required that the fines levied against Exxon 
would be used to restore wildlife populations, 
wilderness values and to restore the environment. 

I have studied your plans and applaud your actions 
regarding Kachemak Bay State Park and Seal Bay, however 
I believe that too much of the remainder of the funds 
are being planned for ''clean-up" boondoggles and studies 
ad-infinatum that will only line someone's pocket and 
will not prove to be in the best interest of Alaska. The 
prompt actions used to intervene in behalf of ·Kachemak 
Bay coincides with the wishes of the Alaska citizenry in 
general as demonstrated by the overwhelming support this 
action received. I believe that the state of Alaska has 
a unique opportunity to further protect some of its 
finer scenic treasures and natural resources from the 
threat of logging with careful disposition of these 
funds. 

I am increasingly concerned by the steady assault on 
our Alaskan timber resources. The timber industry would 
like us all to believe that timber is a sustainable 
industry in Alaska. But anyone who has done any research 
into the matter knows that this isn't true. It takes 
many generations for timber trees to mature in Alaska 
under ideal conditions. In Oregon and Washington, states 
often touted for their perfect timber growing climates, 



re-forested clear cuts take many decades to replenish. 
It saddens me that cash strapped land owners and 
corporations don't stop to ask themselves what will 
happen to their land after the profitably harvestable 
timber trees are gone. And what happens to the birds, 
animals and fish that once that lived there? 

I believe that the state needs to use this funding to 
further protect large areas such as the Kenai Fjords, 
Kodiak National wildlife Refuge and others like 
Kachemak Bay, and not continue to fund wasteful projects 
and questionable studies. The owners of these 
environmentally sensitive and resource rich lands have 
shown that they are willing to protect the lands if they 
are fairly compensated to do so. Alaska needs to 
continue the work that it started with Kachemak and Seal 
Bays. The Trustees need to strengthen the Habitat 
Protection Budget and to deflate the budgets that will 
end up in some contractor's bank account ~ith nothing 
but paper to show for it. Thank you for your 
consideration on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine S. Alcorn 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 
State Capitol 
PO Box 110001 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Alaska Center for the Environment 
519 West 8th, Suite 201 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 



EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

The Alaska Wildlife Alliance 
PO Box 202022 

Anchorage, AK 99520 
(907) 277-0897 

July 7, 1994 

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACf SfATEl\1ENT 

To the EVOS Trustees: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan and related draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The Alliance is a nonprofit organization that promotes increased protection for wildlife, 
most notably wild predators, in Alaska. Our 2,000 members work for equitable representation 
of nonconsumptive uses of wildlife, and for improvement of the wildlife policy public process. 
Although most often identified with the issue of depredation programs, such as wolf "control"i 
we have been working on numerous other wildlife and habitat issues in the state for more than 
16 years. 

Our members believe the best use of the EVOS settlement funds is long-term protection 
of fish and wildlife resources. Oearly, the most effective way of ensuring robust wildlife 
populations well into the future is through habitat acquisition and protection. 

"General restoration" projects such as cleaning up small patches of oil, fish hatcheries and 
mariculture developments are short-term, profit motivated ideas which are not appropriate to 
the purposes of the settlement funds. We recommend eliminating these appropriations, the 
benefits of which are small compared to securing intact ecosystems. 

Although research can be valuable, we also recommend cutting in half the proposed 
allocation for marine studies. Scientific research may enlighten us as to exactly how oil poisons 
salmon, but entire salmon populations are at greater risk from intensive logging and clearcutting. 

Our strongest request to the Trustees is to increase funds for habitat acquisition and 
protection to at least $600 million. Providing fish and wildlife with healthy, functioning homes 
in which to exist and reproduce is ·the single most lasting action that can be taken to mitigate 
the devastating effects of the spilL In addition, it is equally important to acquire and protect 
significant habitat areas. Safeguarding three or four large parcels will protect more wildlife and 
is more in keeping with the purpose of the settlement funds than buying handfuls of scattered, 
puny lots. ·. 



The Alaska Wildlife Alliance 
EVOS Comments - Page 2 

To sum up our comments: 

• Eliminate "general restoration" projects 
• Cut in half proposed allocations for marine research 
• Increase habitat protection funding to at least $600 million. 
• Acquire and protect large, significant parcels rather than numerous small ones 

The ecologic and economic results of the Exxon Valdez oil spill are still not known. We 
implore the Trustees to do what is best for those most damaged by this disaster - Alaska's 
wildlife. _We hope that our comments will not only be added to the public record, but will be 
meaningfully incorporated, as well. 

Sincerely, 

Cfr~ 
Sandra Arnold 
Staff Representative 

printed on recycled paper 





EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn EIS Comments 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451 

Dear sirs, 
July 10, 1994 

After considerable thought, I must support a program 
resembling Aternative 2 in the draft environmental impact 
statement. I feel that approxiamately 480 million should be 
spent on habitat protection and 100 million on research and 
monitoring over the next 6-8 years. Although I have been 
directly involved in the research and monitoring program and 
have rev1ewed draft EVOS workplans for Homer based gi:UUJ:.ll::>, I 
feel habitat protection is by far the most important use of 
the monies and will leave an important legacy for qur 
children. My impression is that general restoration projects 
have been impractical and not successful in most cases. 

Habitat protection must involve large parcels of land. 
Chenega Corporation lands in the heavily oil impacted 
southwestern Prince William Sound should receive strong 
attention. Lets prevent further damage to the oil impacted 
environment and promote recovery through habitiat 
protection. 

eAix,6~ 
Craig O~tkin 



EVOS Trustee Council, 
Attn: DEIS Comments, 
645 G Street, 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sirs: 

William M. Cox 
7806 Linda Lane 
Anchorage, AK 99518 

July 8, 1994 

I offer the following comments on your Restoration Plan 
DEIS: 

1) I STRONGLY urge you to increase the "Habitat Protection" 
portion of the budget to at least $500 million~ using this 
to protect LARGE areas of Rainforest Habitat in Kenai 
Fiords, Afognak Island, Kodiak Island Nat. Wildlife 
Refuge and other areas, especially when ther~are willing 
sellers! 

2) DECREASE the budget for the "General Restoration" 
projects - many of these are questionable. 

3) DECREASE the money to be spent on more "studies". 
Studies can become self-perpetuating and go on forever. 
There is a grand opportunity for action right now. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

w~/Z1~ 
William M. Cox 

cc. Gov. Walter Hickel 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn.: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Council Members, 

David Stutzer 
P.O. Box 2296 
Homer, AK 99603 

July 11, 1994 

First of all, I would like to thank you for your support of the buyback of native 
owned land in Kachemak Bay State Park as well as the purchase of land at Seal Bay on 
Afognak Island I strongly believe that these purchases are examples of the proper use of 
funds from the Exxon Valdez civil settlement. 

It can be argued that research is needed to assess the extent of the damage to 
natural resources and to monitor the speed of recovery of the resources. While it may be 
important to understand how crude oil affects flora and fauna in a marine environment, it 
does nothing to restore that animal and plant life to its pre-spill levels. Quite frankly, it 
doesn't take a genius to realize that oil isn't beneficial to marine life and that oil spills 
'Should be avoided. I don't believe we should spend any money, let alone millions, to find 
out something that most people know to be obvious. 

The species that were impacted by the oil spill Jive in a ma.rirte coastal environment. 
There are thousands of acres of stilll.Uldamaged marine environment in southcentral 
Alaska. Instead of trying to directly restore the impacted habitat of these species, I would 
suggest that you as cmmcil members look instead to the undamaged coastline for habitat 
preservation. Much of this undamaged coastline is owned by various native corporations 
that, out of financial necessity, are planning or are in the process of harvesting the trees on 
their land. This, in ~ is bringing about further destruction of the habitat of the vecy 
same species that were impacted by the oil spill. 

In my opinion, the wisest use of the Exxon valdez settlement funds is the purchase 
of the aforementioned lands from the native corporations, which seem to be willing sellers. 
Large chunks of land that would provide an undisturbed marine environment for the fish 
and wildlife that were impacted in the oil spill would be best. These lands can be found in 
Kenai Fjords National Park, Afognak Island, Kodiak National Wtldlife Refuge as well as 
lands owned by native corporations in Prince William Sound. 



Because of the Exxon Valdez oil spill, many changes were made in the 
requirements for shipping oil and procedures for preventing and containing any future oil 
spills. These are the positive results of an unfortunate accident. You, as Trustee Council 
Members, also have the opportunity to do something positive by preventing the further 
degradation of Alaska's marine coastal environment. By using Exxon Valdez settlement 
funds to purchase these lands, you can insure that a large part of this unique ecosystem will 
be preserved for the benefit of the flora and fauna, as well as people who want to 
experience this wilderness. 

Cc: Gov. Walter J. Hickel 



EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustee Council, 

3 July 1994 
c/o Stoltzfus 
P.O. Box 1205 
Homer, AK 99603 

In order to help ensure long term protection of the 
Alaskan temperate rainforests and the organisms that depend 
upon the forests, I am asking you to do the following: (1) 
increase the budget for "Habitat Protection" to at least 
$500 million; (2) decrease the budget for "General 
Restoration;" (3) support the purchase of large pieces of 
land rather than small pieces here and there; (4) support 
the purchase of land in the following areas: Kenai Fjords 
National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, 
Afognak Island, and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. I think 
these measures would be a better use of the Exxon settlement 
money than the current proposal. Thank you for your time and 
attention to this very important matter. 

Sincerely, 

~J~: 
Lenae Nof~;; 





EVOS Trustee Counsel 
ATTN: DEIS comments 
645 G street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Persons: 

HERBERT A. VIERGUTZ 
13410 WINDRUSH CIRCLE 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99516 

July 12, 1994 

I would respectfully request that you strengthen the "habitat 
protection" budget to at least $500,000,000 and that you slash the 
budget for the "general restoration" boondoggles. I firmly support 
large acquisitions, not puny parcels surrounded by clear cuts. The 
specific areas I am referring to are the Kenai Fjords National 
Park, Chenega Lands, Knight Island, Eyak Lands, Afognak Island and 
the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

I appreciate your consideration and action on this matter as 
it relates to my request. 

Sincerely, 

1/Jif .(, f::,'/./.::1'71/£/1/ 
Herbert A. Viergu 

HAV:tmp 

cc: Governer Walter J. Hickel 
State Capitol 
P.O. Box 110001 
Juneau, AK 99811 



Jeff Parker 
cjo Jameson & Associates 
500 L Street, Suite 502 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
(907) 272-9377 

July 11, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: EIS Comments 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

These comments are submitted in behalf of the Alaska 
Sportfl~hluy Association a.nd Trout Unlimited. 

The draft EIS ( "DEIS") for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Plan suffers from two major deficiencies. 

The first is that DEIS appears not to meet the 
requ1rement that a draft EIS must exam1ne all reasonable 
alternatives. You have designed your alternatives so that it is 
impossible for any interested person to choose to spend the most 
money on habitat acquisition and spend it either state-wide or 
substantially out of the spill area. That is clearly a reasonable 
alternative, given that the alternative of spending it 
overwhelmingly on acquisitions, but solely within the spill area, 
is itself an admission that it reasonable to pick an alternative 
based on reasoning that little can be done in actual restoration, 
other than acquisition. 

The DEIS seems limit out-of-spill-area acquisitions to 
those that bear a link to injured resources. With all due +espect, 
that is not the standard for acquisitions. The better guidance -­
that of the conference committee on the Clean Water Act of 1977 -­
is more liberal. It is that where the damaged or destroyed 
resource is irreplaceable, you simply acquire a "resources to 
offset the loss." See Con£. Rept. No. 95-830, 95th Cong., 1st 
Sess. (1977) reprinted in u.s. Code Congressional & Admin. News 
1977, 4326, 4424, 4467. The regulatory definitions of acquisition 
similarly are not as restrictive as you have designed your . 
alternatives. 

Essentially, you have distributed the two, key variables 
of ( 1) locale of acquisitions and ( 2) the amount of m~mey for 
acquisitions so as to eliminate this choice being presented for 
public review. As I recall the cases on reasonable alternatives, 
I suspect you are not in compliance. 

1 



Second, you persist in doing nothing to comply with the 
NRDA regulations as they relate to passive use, which I need not 
remind you is the value lost by the American public at large. All 
you say is what you have said for five years -- that when resources 
are back to baseline, so will be passive use. 

The practical result is that for most resource injury in 
relation to passive use value, you have in effect selected a "no 
action" alternative. The NRDA regulations, in the quantification 
phase, in the restoration methodology and in the restoration plan 
phase, all contemplate data-based measures of how restoration 
planning actions will return service, including passive use 
services, to baseline. In my view, the DEIS does not meet that 
requirement for making the necessary choices among restoration 
alternatives. In my view that insufficiency arises from a 
parochial lack of concern for the American public at large and an 
overly parochial concern for local Alaskans. You might do well to 
remind set an example to all, that in the role of trustees, state 
and federal officials alike have duties to the greater public at 
large, and not just to Alaskans. 

2 

s?J/P?L 
JE?'ff :~Pr:ker 
Attorney for the Alaska 
Sportfishing Association 
and 
Vice President, Alaska State 
Council of Trout Unlimited 



EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Re: DEIS Comments 

Dear Sirs, 

Box 1417 
Homer, AK 99603 
july 11, 1994 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Restoration Plan to 
date. At the risk of flogging the dead horse, I must repeat my plea to spend 
more money on habitat acquisition which will ensure long-lasting protection 
for species ravaged by the oil spill and less money on short-sighted projects 
like fish hatcheries and endless studies. 

I applaud the purchase of land in Kachemak Bay State Park and Seal 
Bay. These parcels are among my favorite places in south central Alaska. I 
spend a lot of time in both. I want you to continue this tradition and protect 
very important habitat contained in inholdings in the Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge as well as large parcels in Kenai Fjords and in Prince William 
Sound. 

I read parts of the draft environmental impact statement and 
understand that my comments today are supposed address only impacts of 
proposed projects, but I must vent my frustration at the projects being 
considered. Too much of this settlement money is going down the drain and 
in the end the environment is the last and least benefitted. 

Please put the environment first and purchase land to give the 
damaged species half a chance to recover. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~1 ~ Cfio Wt0{ 
Mary Griswold 

cc Walter Hickel 
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EVOS ~ . ~ . . 
if-L~S'"Gee- ~_.c:u.r-iCll 

645 I3 St .. 

Attn: DEIS Comments 

After looking through the recently-released draft plan, I cannot 
help but be surprised that a relatively small amount of the 
settlement will go to protect habitat. There are many acres 
along Prince William Sound that are threatened--Kenai Fjords 
National Park~ the river valleys inside Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge, the forests on Afognak Island, and elsewhere. These 
areas need to be preserved through the acquisition of private 
parcels. 

To that end, I urge that the Habitat Protection budget be 
increased to at least $500 million and the General Restoration 
budget be cut. Please push for several large acquisitions 
instead of a larger number of minor acquisitions. 
importance are those areas mentioned above. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 



TELEPHONE 

<907) 276-3390 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: D.E.I.S. Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

LAw OFFIC E OF 

GLENN E. CRAVEZ, INC. 

550 W. 7TH AVENUE, SUITE 1 600 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

July 13, 1994 

Re: Comments on the Restoration Plan Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 

To Whom It May Concern: 

FAX 
(907) 276-8238 

I urge you to increase the proportion of the settlement proceeds 
which will go towards habitat acquisition and protection. At least 
$500 million of the civil settlement should be dedicated to this 
purpose. In particular, I direct your attention to the coastline of 
the Kenai Fjords National Park, the river valleys inside Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge, the spruce forests of Afognak Island, and the 
coastline of Prince William Sound, including Eyak Corporation lands i n 
the east and Chenega Corporation lands and Knight Island in the west. 

Monies for habitat protection should be given priority over monies 
currently proposed for "general restoration." Using the settlement 
funds to acquire habitat is the best way to restore wildlife 
populations injured by the oil spill. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

LAW OFFICE OF GLENN E. CRAVEZ, INC. 

GECjjm 

~£_~ 
Glenn E. Cravez ~ 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 
Alaska Center for the Environment 



July 10, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

.JERRY HRNSON 

RE: Allocation of the $900 million Exxon settlement 

Dear EVOS Trustee Council: 

I am writing to ask that you dramatically increase the amount of money you plan to spend on 

habitat protection. I understand the draft plan calls for about $300 million but I would like to see at 

least $500 million spent for large ac.quisitior1s of land or the timber rights of that land. 

I'm opposed to spending large amounts of money subsidizing fish hatcheries, mariculture 

developments and studies. 

Sincereiy, 

107 Paula Street, Kenai, Alaska 99611 • 907-283-7929 



7/11194 

EVOS Trustee Council 
At1n: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 9950 l 

Dear Sirs; 

I recently received an unsolicited form letter from the Alaska Center for the environment exhorting me to 
"save" Alaska's rain forest by writing to your organization to lobby for placing more private property into 
bureaucratic hands. 

This letter is to express my complete opposition to their position. We already have entirely too much 
property in this state under some sort of government control 

I was born and raised in Cordova and spent the first half of my life commercial fishing on Prince William 
Sound, I believe this background gives me a much better perspective on these issues than the California 
based, Sierra Club backed organizations such as the Alaska Center for the Environment. 

The Sound will be much better served by targeted scientific studies of the resources, and General 
Restoration projects that includes public education, instead of further mindless lockups of our land. 

~-~ 
Lany Johnson 
P.O. Box 2091 
Seward, AK 99664 

cc Gov. Walter J Hickel 
Alaska Center for the Environment 
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July 12, 1994 

To: The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees 
and Gov. Walter J. Hickel 

Dear Trustees: 

I'm concerned because an insufficient proportion of the 
Exxon Valdez settlement money will be used to protect 
fish and wildlife habitat. I understand that in your draft 
plan only one-third of the fund will be used to protect 
fish and wildlife habitat. 

That's not nearly enough, especially when you propose to 
spend $200 to $300 million on additional studies of the 
area Instead of encouraging clear-cut logging and other 
development that destroys habitat for the fish and wildlife 
species injured in the oil spill, the money would be better 
used to purchase larger tracts of land surrounding the Kenai 
Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak 
lands, Afognak Island and the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

I strongly urge you to revise the draft plan so that it 
Will strengthen habitat protection to at least $500 million 
and support large land acquisitions in our beautiful parks. 

Sincerely, 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

To the Council: 

I am writing to comment on the draft Plan for spending settlement money on wildlife 
restoration, wilderness protection and natural resources injured by the oil spill. The 
draft plans fails to make the best use of this money to protect and help the ecosystem 
damaged by the oil spill to recover. 

In my opinion-the draft plan does not dedicate enough of the available money to 
habitat protection in the areas effected by the oil spill. Expand the 'Habitat Protection' 
budget to at least $500 million. This money should be used to buy-back large 
portions of intact wildlife habitat in areas like Kenai FiGrds National Park, Chenega 
lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island and the Kodiak National Wildlife · 
Refuge. 

Little parcels of land surrounded by clearcuts are of little habitat value and should be a 
low priority in determining which parcels will be protected. Large tracts of intact lands 
with a healthy ecosystem intact are going to be vital in restoring the effected areas and 
should be given top priority in the selection process. 

Money for the 'Habitat Protection' budget can be obtained by reducing the money for 
'Genera! Restoration' and studies earmarked in the draft plan. In my opinion, general 
restoration and monies for studies are being misspent and will do little to counter the 
devastating effect-the oil spill has had on the ecosystem in the affected areas. It is only 
through protection of the ecosystem from more devastation by clearcutting and 
development that the oil spill effects can be countered and the area allowed to recover. 

I urge you to put most of the money available into 'Habitat Protection' and spend it 
wisely to protect large tracts of high value habitat from exploitation. This is the intent of 
the settlement monies obtained from Exxon and it is the best use of these monies to 
ensure long-term economic and ecosystem health of the Prince William Sound and 
Kodiak Area lands effected by the spill. 

Thank You, 

~ 
Jim Rehfeldt 
327 Highland Drive 
Juneau, AK 99801 



As ;r !lA~ 6o;vE 5o FAtc-
1 

T/fe­

PRuo£~ Cov..Ne- 1 L ->EEM.:> \6 \3E 
Accoh\)e-t SHIN 0 o £Q_Y Lt7TLE. Fon... TI-lE 

f5£.NC...F,-r C>J- THE f<EG!oAj lJ...Nt:oJ<.TuNATLY 

Sc A~E p, PLEA-SP s !+o.w Sc>/Vtt: GooD 
51:::::/V-sE.- A-ND /1/II<E r/1£ LA..NLD 

A~tA.t"'£J17D/....t 5 NOW ( ct-IEN£6A LA-ND5, k;vtc,f./-r 
TsLI\NP J EYAt< LAN.D..s , ,Af:oG.t</AI< I$tANIJ 
AND THE. /<6 DtAlc__ /'/AT. NILD, 1<£ Fu6 c) ... 

. !;IE sTA~ t3£t1/ILR_Ac'Y Wl'-L c:A-Tc~ 
t1+> A-H £) PRe> PERL'( . 5/f.EP/-1-f<._/) /H.£;5£ 
/fr.<EAs f 

$7CP T /JE51?:_ ERRo/J£c:Jbf .s 
Gt:::;VERAL R.;;;s,TOR/-1-Tto.N P!20~!5Crs 7/Y./-1 

/'Yl.Af<£_ ::>o Lt7tiE_ PRAc!t~A-L 5£;(1~ . 

A ? ~0 f<__ J-f /-)- B; //1-T Pt<o75<(:::7) o /<._) 

$6D() /:1.11-t-IIJJ-/ Is /-l- OROP IN (l-IE_ 
7 

\3UC~6.:/ B t{J 1 T;> A GOOD STAR:-~. 

I KNow Yot-, AI<-£ A-LL 

boeJD PEoP~£ w tTl+ LoPT'f IC>£4-C> 
I M <5: u. f<._E_ 8 t-t T u.._ ;v L-s $ > Yo t1 

} 

!YfovE.. CJN Tf/.E>,c:; /5.5~ES ,---- Yo-t.tR._ 
Lt=e:,/-{-cy M;uH! 6E C1 F' 
<:'J) WL1 R TV\./V J TY LCJ :s,-

; 

~P'/ To 6ov_ !/rcL<Ii-L ~:}:?~ 
oAvrD ~~"- E LLt671 



EVOS Trustee Council 
DEIS Comments 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, Ak. 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

HC 33 Box 3181 
Wasilla, Ak. 99654 
July 15, 1994 

I am writing to express my concern over the 
Restoration Plan Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement. 

I would encourage the Trustees to increase the 
amount of the settlement that goes directly toward 
habitat protection. 

Use money to purchase large tracts of land so 
whole enviromental habitats can be preserved. 
Decrease the monies that go for continued scientific 
studies and general restoration. 

By purchasing land fish can swim in clean rivers, 
wild life will have the space they need, and the 
beauty of Alaska will be appreciated by later 
generations. 

I thank you for all the time and effort you have 
given to helping correct the tragedy of the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill. 

Sincerely, 

~Yx 
Ingrid M. Cook 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn. EIS Comments 

JamesG King 
1700 Branta Road 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 

645 G. Street, Ste. 401 
Anchorage, AlasKa 99501-3451 

De .::..r· :::=; i r· , 

These are comments that need to be addressed in the EVOS 
Restoration Plan and EIS. My primary concerns are: 1) these 
documents do not present an "ecosyst~m approach" to 
"restoring, repl a.c i ng, enh.::..nc i ng , r·eha.bi 1 i ta.t i ng or· 
acquiring th~ equivalent of natural resources injur~d as a 
result of EVOS," as required by pol icy-of the Trustee 
Council, 2) There is-an assumption about what was damaged, 
what is recovering and what is not but hundreds of species 
that use the oil spill area are not even mentioned probably 
because there was no pre spill data and few carcasses were 
recovered as is the case with 31 of 32 species of shorebird 
that depend for part of the year on the intertidal area that 
was heavily oiled, and 3) the matter of endowments is not 
cover·ed, in fact not even mentioned, despite the fact tha. t 
b.A.IO th i r·ds c•f peop 1 e responding to the Apr· i l 1'7"7'3 Dr·af t 
favored use of some of the funds for endowment. These 
documents therefore lacK credibility as planning documents 
b::.·· fa.iling tc• addre<.:.s all the a.lter·na.tit.Je a.ctions propo<.:.ed. 

More specifically, It is clear that no one understood the 
oil spill area ecosystem before the spill, no one 
under~tands it now and it wi)l not be understood in 2001 
therefore no one will be able to determine when the 
ecosystem is restored as is called for in the Draft EIS. An 
ecosystem is such a highly complex structure that the only 
hope of understanding it would be to assign a well 
coordinated, multi discipline team to the tasK for an 
extended period. The US Weather Service does not endorse 
weather means until they have 30 years of records which 
suggests one parameter for determining how long 
understanding the ecosystem might taKe. As the worK 
progresses new questions will emerge and new technology will 
be developed adding to the eventual chance of reasonable 
understanding. This realization is no doubt what prompted so 
ma.ny r·e<.:.ponden ts to recommend a r·esea.r·ch pr·ogram endov..ted in 
perpetuity. When the ecosystem is better understood the worK 
of restoring, replacing, enhancing and rehabilitating can be 
properly addressed. 

The suggested permanent research endowment programs tooK ~t 
least three approaches; 1) A grant maKing organization with 
it's own directors and management staff, 2) A coastal marine 
laboratory under either the University of AlasKa or other 
organization and, 3) endowed academic chairs at U of A for 
teaching and research on the ecology of the various 
r· e ·::. c~u r· c e ·=· i n j u r· e !j i n t h e ·=· p i 1 1 . T h e ·::. e .:;;. r· e 1.} a. 1 i ,j -~. 1 t e r· n a. t i ' . .J e ·::. 
for spending the Settlement funds and need to be evaluated 



as to their potential impact on the resources, the economy, 
the people of the ·::.pi 11 .:;..r·e.::< .. ::<.nd so for·th. 

Additional points that need to be addressed: 

5) It has been suggested that use of Settlement funds for 
endowments may not be legal at present. Who determines what 
is legal? What is the appeal process if it is determined not 
legal? What could be done to make it legal? 

~.) The Summa.r·y of Public Comment (Sept. 19$'3) reports 50 
written comments were received ~egarding endowments. It also 
states that four dozen letters dealt with university 
endowments. These comments should be evaluated. 

7) Senator Arl is Sturgulewski sent in a very detailed 
proposal for a Marine Science Endowment that had 30 letters 
of support including most of the Trustee Council members. 
A 1 1 t h i s needs e • . .1 .:;.1 u a. t i on . 

8) The American Bald Eagle Foundation, American 
Or·nithologis.ts. Union, Pacific Seabird Gr·oup, f... • .Iildlife 
Society, American Institute of Fisheries Research 
Bio16gists, The Juneau Assembly and the Fairbanks Chamber of 
Commerce all wrote with various proposals related to 
endowments. These need evaluation. 

9) The attached proposal for U of A chairs growing out of 
my participation in PAG deliberations needs evaluation. 

The letter of the law might allow exclusion of some public 
proposals but the spirit of NEPA, the EVOS Settlement, and 
the Tr·ustee Counc i 1 policy all encc•ur·a.ge public 
participation. Now it is there it needs to be evaluated or 
the whole process loses credibility. The various facets of 
the endowment proposals should be addressed as a 6th 
alternative with appropriate portions included in the 
preferred alternative. With the cards properly organized on 
the t.a.ble a. I.J.,~ell informed public ca.n provide mea.ningful 
evaluation of alternative leading to the most appropriate 
solution to restoration problems. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate. 

Si ncer·el ;.--, 

. .J.::<.mes G. I< i n•:;;J 



A PROPOSAL TO USE EXXON VALDEZ SETTLEMENT FUNDS FOR 

A WORLD CENTER FOR MAR1NE RESEARCH AT UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA 

James G. King, member, EVOS Public Advisory Group 
7/07/94 

No one denies the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill <EVOS) 
severely damaged a number of marine resou~ces and adversely 
effected the quality of human life along the shore of the 
Gulf of AlasKa and-beyond. It is now clear that Knowledge is 
inadequate to fully assess the damage, and technology is not 
av,_ailable for complete restoration. Life, including human 
life, is adjusting to the post EVOS environment. The major 
question now is how to most effec H ve 1 y -.use the damage 
settlement funds from .Exxon. An endowment_ fund is:proposed 
using some of the se'ttlement money for contil'}uing, basel i~e, 
re'liiie a.rch to f i 11 the 110 obvious knnwl Prloe oaps. ·A versa t i.l e 
program is needed that can adapt, grow and develop as time 
passes. It-would be most,effective to use the existing 
prestige .and infrastructure of the University of AlasKa <U 
of A> to build a world center of marine·research and 
education in the EVOS area. The rapidly·developing 
•electronic information highway• will preclude the need to 
have a11 personnel and facilities in one ·tOiiJn. A major­
university· center will._l}ot confl let with, but will 
complement, the lawfully mandated research and management by 
state and federal agencies~ 

GOAL 

To use the existing University of AlasKa Foundation 
for establishing endowed cnai rs, endoWed·-profesS.orsh ips and 
endowed funds for contracts or grants to f.ulfill obligations 
under the EVOS Settlement. 

OBJECTIVES 

1) To develop an ecosystem based program for the 
required 5~ientific and ~ocial research that will enable·the 
various responsib)e agencies to fulfill requirements of the 
EVOS Settlement. · 

2) To continue su_ch research in perpetui-tY so that new 
Knowledge and technology can continue to be applied to old 
problems, or new ones, particularly under the enhancement 
clause of the EVOS Setj:lement. 

3) To create a world center for marine oriented science 
and education in~coasta~ AlasKa as an aid to resource 
management and as partial compensation for services and 
income lost as a result· of EVOS. 



4) To -develop a world class faculty of experts to study 
basic life history, monitor population dynamics and improve 
our understanding of the ecology of - marin~ ipecies of _ 
coastal Alaska thu~ minimizing the rieed to impdrt expertise 
durino future oil related or other crisis. 

5) To use the U of~ to tr~in the scientists and 
technic_ians in marine re~ource management, oil technology 
~nd coastal sociology that wit) be needed by agencies, 
industry and local communities as they adjust to post EVOS 
conditions. - -

6) To . produce a fl6w of peer reviewed, scientific 
publications and technical th~ses. 

7) ;To · create -educational cand-training · opportunities for 
t _he youth and ·resi-dents -of ··the · EVOS region · in -fields· relatec 
to the -resources of their area~ 

8) To. benefit the Native .communities , by . learning to 
und~rsfand their past a~d h~lpirig to cha~t ~ s~t~sf~ing 
course for their future. · · · 

9) To . ~_nhiu1ce per-sona 1 and commercia 1 recreation wh i 1 e . 
protect i·ng other values _ and .resources. -

10) To benefit Ala~~an businesses in marine resources, 
recreation, tourism, and oil . related fields by providing 
pertinent research and -loca 11 y tra i-ried workers. 

11) -To enhance . the environment, the economy, the quality 
of 1 i fe and t'he image of -. Alaskan communities where these 
elements were damaged by EVOS. 

METHODS · 

A> ·z n 1. 994 the EVOS Trustee Counc i 1. w i 11 deposit 30 
million dollars in th~ U of A : Foundation to per~anently 
endow .-·academtc chairs in marine science and sociology to be 
assign-ed at existing University facilities; as follows: 

Oceanography _ 
Mari.ne , tnverte~~ates 
Fisheries 
Ornithology 
Mammalogy . 
Forestry in coastal ecosystems 
Anthropology -
Subsistence, Past-Pres~nt-future 
Recreation, Plannin~ and Management 
Socio-ecQnomics of coastal communities · 

8) In 1994 the ·EVOS Trustees Council wi 11 invite the lJ 
of A President, the three Chancellors and the University 



Foundation Di~ecto~ to join them in a UA/EVOS Committee that 
w i 1 1 : 

W~ite position desc~iptions fo~ the 10 EVOS chai~s. 
Adve~tise fo~ and hire applicants. 

·Provide ove~sight of the wo~k of the chai~s. 

C) The 10 EVOS chairs will be guided by the goals and 
objectives as above and p~ovisions of the EVOS Settlement. 
They will immediately begin to develop: 

An ecosystem based ~esea~ch plan. 
Optimum electronic communication. 
Local adviso~y contacts. 
Baseline research p~og~ams. 
Education p~ograms. 
G~aduate student ~esearch prog~ams 
Proposals for additional funds. 
P~oposals fo~ additional positions. 

D) The 10 EVOS chai~s will fo~m an EVOS Task Fo~ce that 
will work with the EVOS Restoration Team to develop a maste~ 
plan for accomplishing p~ovisions of the EVOS Settlement. 
Additional endowed chairs will probably be needed. 

E> 1995 and beyond: 

The .EVOS T~ustee Counc i 1 wi 11 reserve. 30 
million dolla~s each of the next 8 years to build up endowed 
programs unde~ the U of-A Foundation. 

The Unive~sity of Alaska Foundation will 
manage funds ~eceived f~om theTrustee Council as a sepa~ate 
EVOS fund, p~otected from inflation with the remaining 
income used to fund positions, p~og~ams, facilities, 
contracts and so fo~th under the guidance of the EVOS 
_Trustee/UA Committee. <Trustee Council members ~nd U of A 
officers)· •. It wou 1 d not be necessary for a 11 the income to 
be spent eve~y yea~ thus the principle could be.allowed to 
grow o~ money be saved fo~ la~ge p~ojects. · 

The Evos Task Fo~ce <10 chai~s and the 
Resto~ation Team) will continue to pe~fect maste~ planning 
and p~oposals fo~ furiding. 

The T~ustee/UA Commit tee w i 11 mon ito~ the 
whole p~og~am, select applicants and evaluate funding 
p~oposals. 

DISCUSSION 

Are the coastal ~esou~ces of AlasKa sufficient to wa~rant".,a 
world cente~ of marine ~esea~ch and education? The answe~, 
of cou~se, is yes and we bette~ be about it befo~e they go 
the way of the ~esources of the No~th Atlantic. 



Is it appropriate to use EVOS Settlement money as startup 
funds for a world research center in AlasKa? No other 
proposal for use of this money could benefit so wide a 
spectrum of oil spill affected people and resources. 

Is it legal to use EVOS money in this way? Maybe, if not and 
the people want it, the Legislature and/or the Congress can 
easily maKe it legal. 

Is there enough Settlement money to create an adequately 
endowed, world research £enter? Probably not, but there is 
sufficient to p 1 ant the seed and nour i ~h the sprout un t i 1 it 
begins to grow and branch on it~s own, becoming the mighty 
oaK it should be. 

W i 11 AlasKa Native communities benefit appropriate 1 y 'from 
such a center? No other proposal offers so wide an array of 
possible benefits for f·uture generations of A.lasKa Natives. 

RESULTS 

Under this plan a major portion of the issues and 
responsibilities of the EVOS Settlement will be addressed 
and fulfilleq by U of A research. Nearly 60.percent of the 
money will still be available to cover responsibilities for 
finishing cleanup, supporting agencies, purchasing habitat 
and so forth. . 

Because of the size and financial attractiveness of the 
University program a series of beneficial events can be 
expected. !) Top quality research professors attract grants 
and contracts producing jobs for the professionals they 
train. 2) Private sector businesses catering to the special 
needs of the research/education community prosper. 3) 
Industria 1 and non prof n: 1 abora tori es are ·attracted because 
of the available talent and support services. 4) The region 
can become ~n exporter of talent and technology •. 5) The 
economy of our coastal communi t i e.s wi 11 be enhanced by a 
stable payrofl and the application of applied research. 

CONCLUSION 

Using EVOS Settlement funds to help maKe AlasKa the world 
center of marine research, that it should be, .is a most 
appropriate use of that money. 



July 14, 1994 

EVOS Trustee council 
Att:DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 
99501 

Jim Johnson 
1025 H Street 
Anchorage, AK 
99501 

Dear Trustees: 

I am writing to you to comment on the EVOS Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that was recently released for 
public review. since the DEIS will help provide the framework by 
which the remaining civil settlement money will be spent, I would 
like to urge the Trustee Council to allocate a majority of the 
remaining funds for habitat acquisition. 

Habitat acquisition is the highest and best use of the 
.settlement money, which by law is to be used to restore or 
acquire the equivalent resources of those damaged by the spill. 

Areas of Prince William Sound and the Kenai Peninsula, along 
with privately owned parcels on Afognak and Kodiak Islands are 
now threatened by clearcut logging and coamercial development. We 
must use the remaining spill money to permanently protect these 
irreplaceable wilderness areas. By preserving critical habitat, 
the Trustees will not only protect salmon streams, calving 
grounds and denning sites, they will also ensure that those who 
make their living from the ocean and forest will have a stable, 
sustainable, economic future. 

I complement the Trustees for the Kachemak Bay and Seal Bay 
purchases, without their foresight these areas would have been 
destroyed by clearcutting. But the expenditure of $50 million for 
these two areas must only be the beginning. Many other areas 
within the spill area are under the same threat once posed to 
Seal and Kachemak Bays. The Trustee council must earmark $500 
million of remaining spill money for the purchase of other large 
parcels that are currently at risk. 

Please refuse to dole out money for narrowly focused 
scientific studies and porkbarrell make work projects.Habitat 
acquisition is the most equitable and effective way to use the 
remaining funds . 

. Thank you for your time and attention. 







7114194 

T-o/05 CJ'rustee Councif: 

fJJiere are severa[ issues that I woufd Bk! to adaress. !First of a[£ I wouU 
Bk! to see you strengthen the J-fa6itat Protection 6ucfget to at feast five 
liunarea mi[fion. Seconafy, 6e very careju[ witli genera[ restoration 
jurufing. Pfease concentrate on protecting farge areas sucfi as the Xgnai 
1joris'gfg:tiona[Par~ cfienega tanis, 5(niglit1sCa~·Tgaf(£anis, 
.9Lfognak_ Isfana ana the !l(paiak_ :J{ationa[ Wifduje !Rgjuge. -

Sincerefy yours, 



July 16, 1994 
Dear Friends, 

There is still alot of money from the Valdez oil 
spill to be spent and I don't want to see it spent 
on anything as vague as "General Restoration". 

We need Forest and Habitat protection. For in­
stance, there are the Eyak Corp lands and the 
Chenega Corp lands and Knight Island that need to 
be bought. In fact, all of Prince William Sound is 
at risk, and preserving the Alaska Rainforest from 
further depredation you will be restoring and pre­
serving wildlife habitat as well as our last remain­
ing unlogged temperate rainforest. · 

All this I beg of you. It may be a last chance. 
And it is all within your powers. Please be aware 
of your powers and do not fai~us. · ~~ . 

Concerned cit:· """'f""h'A- / ( /! £- ./ ~ _ / 
27 ~-0<---v--v~ 7 ';;41!'4-17v-v-

/ 



1540 South Chugach 
Palmer AK 99645 
July 15, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
ATTN: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage AK 99501 

RE: Restoration ·Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

I am writing to encourage the Trustee Council to increase the 
habitat protection budget. Now is the time to acquire land along 
the Western Gulf Coast for recreation, tourism and fishing. If 
only a third of the settlement money goes for habitat 
acquisition, much critical land will be lost to clear-cut logging 
and private development. This would be a tragedy for Alaskan 
Natives who depend on the land for subsistence and for all groups 
who value experiencing this pristine wilderness. 

I urge you to increase the habitat protection budget to at least 
$500 million so that this great land will be preserved for future 
generations to enjoy. 

Diane Sallee 
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To: 

From: 

EVOS Trustee Council, 
ATTN:DEIS Comments, 
645 G Street, 
Anchorage, Alaska 
99501 

Erick N. Carpenter 
2611 Lyvona Lane 
Anchorage, Alaska 
99502-5454 

I would like to address the Council on the issue of how oil 
spill settlement monies are being spent. I have no political stake 
or any environmental extremist views in how the money is to be 
spent. However, I do remember that the original idea was to 
RESTORE lands that were injured by tne spill. I know how difficult 
your job must be with every Environmentalist raising hell on one 
side, and every Politic ian's hand out on the other. I can honestly 
say that I don't think that I woulq want your job. Well, on to my 
two cents worth ••. 

I would really like to see that lands that are to be 
clear cut be bought and set aside for Parks or pulled into National 
Parks. I have seen, first hand, the results of logging in areas 
near Cordova, and the r esults are horrendous . I honestly believe 
that due to the intense rainfall and the steepness of the land, 
that it wi1~ be a very long time before those lands recover from 
that particular logging practice. I guess that it would not bother 
me near as much if the logs ~ere staying here. in the u. s . instead 
of going to Japan. or if it were not subsidized. I don 1 t 
understand how a business continually needs a government subsidy to 
stay open, if you can't survive on the open market, you should 
close down. Just common sense. I would like to see studies done on 
the sound, but do so with extreme scrutiny, even researchers go 
overboard with their costs. · 

If you would like mo;r-e information on how to have lands 
purchased at a fair market value and placed into Federal Wildlife 
Refuges, please contact Bob Rice at u.s. Fish & Wildlife (Division 
of Realty) 1011 E. Tudor Road Anchorage Alaska, 99503. 786-3440. 

I could go on for pages, but for what it is worth, 
remember this much, the idea, from what I have gathered, is to 
restore the injured resources. Focus on that , if you can, and 
hopefully it will be a little easier to reach your decisions. 

Thank You for your time, 

Erick N. Carpenter 
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July 15, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
ATTN: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99~1 

RE: Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am very concerned about Alaska's coastal forest between 
Ketchikan to Kodiak. I consider it to be the last great temperate 
rainforest on earth. I am concerned about the way that the Exxon 
settlement funds are being used. I strongly believe that they 
should be used to buy and protect wildlife habitat. This would be 
the best way to restore wildlife populations injured by the oil 
spill. 

Please consider the following actions: 

*strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 
million 

*slash the budget, removing any "General Restoration" 
boondoggles 

*support large acquisitions, not puny parcels surrounded by 
existing or proposed clearcuts 

*save the areas most unique: Kenai Fjords National Park, 
Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island, 
and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

Thank you for your attention to my concerns. You are charged with 
the on-going protection of one of the most beautiful places on 
earth. Let's keep it that way for current and future generations. 

R becca Falkenberry 
1018 A 42nd Street South 
Birmingham, Alabama 35222 

/ 
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Mary Spess 
2837 Wendy's Way 
Anchorage, AK 99517 

July 19, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
645 GStreet 
Anchorage, Ak 99501 

Attn: DEIS Comments 

A brief but important note to request the use of the Exxon settlement funds to buy and protect wildlife 
habitat in the Alaska Coast Rainforest Spend the money to restore wildlife populations, wilderness 
values, and other injured resources in the Kenai Fjords National Parle, Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak 
lands, Mognak Island, and Kodiak Nat. Wildlife Refuge. Thanks for listening. 

Sincerely, 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Attn: DEIS Comments 

EVOS Trustee Council: 

July 1 5, 1994 

Alaska 1
S coastal forest from Ketchikan to Kodiak is the last great 

temperate rainforest on earth. We must protect it. There is no point in 
saving the animals devastated by the Exxon oil spill if we turn around and 
destroy the habitats they live in. 

I am particularly interested in saving the areas in and around: Kenai 
Fjords National Park, Knight Island, and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

In addition I would like to see you: 
•Strengthen the 11 Habitat Protection II budget to at least $500 million. 
•Slash the budget for 11 General Restoration.~~ 
•Support large land acquisitions, not little parcels surrounded by 

clearcuts. 
•Stop funding studies and start saving the forest. 

Jennifer Merriman 
217 Spruce St. 

Fairbanks, AK 99709 



CxTY_Of_CoRDOVA 

July 18, 1994 

Mr. Jim Ayers, Director 
Exxon Valdez Trustee Council 
645 G Street 

.Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. yrs: r 
Regarding the comparative budget emphasis of restoration categories 
by alternatives. It appears that Alternative 5 provides a balance 
of funding for all categories and includes a restoration reserve 
which will make money.available for research and restoration beyond 
the terms of the settlement. 

I wish you and the trustees well in their deliberations. 



DEIS Comments 
EVOS Trustee Souncil 
645 G Street 

R.D.4, :aox .348 
Canton, N.Y. 1361? 
July 15, 1994 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

This is in refeTence to the "Restoration 
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement-". 

Far too much rnoney has been allotted to 
u General Restoration 11 and not enought to the 
·ourchase of old ,qrowth timberland that provides 
the vital habitat for fish and wildlife-that is 
the base upon which the economy and a healthy 
environment rests. 

At least ?5% of the funds should be spent 
on purchases of lands· i_n such areas as Afognak 
Island.; Knight Island, Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge, K.a.nai Fjords Xational Park, Eyak lands 
and Chenega lands. 

Large blocks of land, not small parcels 
are needed to counter the tremendous damage 
that was inflicted on the area by the oil spill. 

Too much money has already been wasted on 
attorney fees, 11 research", and "make believe 
restoration" that has done virtually nothing to 
ensure urouer protection of this snecial are~ 
in Alaska ~or ~resent and future g~nerations. 

You are urged to start acting in the best 
interests of both thr:; majority of people and 
a healthy environment by using most of the funds 
for purchase of large blocks of timberlands as 
they become available. 



lo: £V05 T~ ~~ 
ati/ru: DEIS ~ 
~45 G-~ 

~) AJ<. CfCJSO/ 

FMrrJ : F:uv&_ od ~ $tvvv 
ll4~~QC 
~)co. &1'-13d.. 

11 M /9lf4 

~:Rtd~~J)M{t~~~' 



i 2JMK TvCl)'SI['L (DvNGIL. ·. i. 
i 

__ J LA~ .c.; ~(L) _ . [ 1.--Jo(Z.-lc;"¢> ,,J Q Af2-l>vAlj;> /CAG )4~ K 
l . 

•~=~~:~~:- --t:::J. :~-::~~~~~~;;~~~'] F:;) ~· :~;QTh 
' 

--------------------1 2l-&1 _____ ~6<-P ____ ~ ~~------~-4_1JJS ____ _I1~0~-~~-- __ --I--t.~---- .ElL~ __ J)_ ___ _ 
I _J -

_________________ L~--- TI6t:: _____ vv~-j-----Th _____ .,.;_.I_c ________ Ti:.J.Z>~~-- _ Fvft});s _______ -;p ___ S:/sJ~---
1 ' ------------------------ j A~.s--~A ___ ()'-/ ____ TJ:!k ______ uJv._C. ___ ~ . _ l/!-J __ tA/fZ-:li/t!_~ ___ TJJJ~ _ 

--------------- -- j 4:~ --- TJ)_ ___ f:2<;_f_/f§~ ____ g'-1_-_5~fJPbrkL oE.. ___ ___ f::_~7J!J'J_;(_-. _ __ V~G5 

_____________ J __ £ ______ W5 ___ _f:::-~. I 1\/ /-l S'tt!JJ..ld.!JL?o., _____ lc/.AZJ_•_/_1/ f'7A/)__ Jl~~~-~ 

____ ___.~ 1:, (/'/eft< 45>.- TN,_ 1--J .DI.51_Ll\_l_ Pf?o l'CLT&/"" j] ~+ Lee.~}: 

-~£_;}~ KJ ~jj~~--__ L~~~ &-~.0_ _____ _ 
I 
I J --i ___ tcL_&.&f.-.£_____f]_,2J? I V(i{jj_"IJ__j_d_/':1<7/.?.£ .. ____ l,J& ~~~/ __ L?:'_gQ;;,,<-!/l.:-::._::j)~-- ____ _ 

------------~--~-S.~ LL<( 12-- f--4/LO{__S} ____________________________________________________ ____ _ 

.f- __ Jiq~<£- A) c.. t.--v5 ~_:_~uJ;::..~ __ bl_~_~-j_ ____ Tf::J__'S:-__/::i tJ.r/L-)---E~G:-

____ -t--~~!~ i4t~TJR.;J ___ /.L_f.15._£,J2- JkJ<;_. US.J l/V.~-:~STfJ3. 
+~.::J2'L~_--h,oL q;v tJC-- J/?<2fL""C__jJ:::J"kY~~ --

• . ---------------------
£ 

__________________ ~ ____ ?!_! ___ ~~- ---~----~ P_/1/.l:>~:!:!u'-=--- !:?.f!/11-&ll!!:!. ry ____ _ 7:2. _____ f!Jg({~_f;t!?J!~ 

-------------l---ly_/:![!I:_ ___ ;S ________ L~.fT: ______ P?£1}S~------Th ____ _ Jo_y(L __ -~2_L_ __ JP_ __________ -----

-----l-Sc?}Lt(l? ___ ~:~ _ ____ud_2~~ ______________ -------------------------------------- ____ _ 

-l---------------. ;.'J::P.h!7_]2~!:!}~5. ____ (_ __ q tro,J.?_ ___ f:_)-! ~[;_ '... -

_____________________ J ___________ ----------· ··--·--··--· ---------------------------·-···-J6a-1J ...... _tf~l!]/1~.-----· ----- ..... -····- .... . 
f 

-------· ............. -- J ___ .... ··------·-··--------------------- .. ... . .Ltt?. 75 &2 .. 0!. --. ---~-"'- ........ ---------
! 

-------- ------- ---- -- . l 
I 



17829 Skyline Boulevard 
Los Gatos, CA. 95030 
July 18, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sir: 

I am writing regarding the Restoration Plan Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. I urge you to strengthen the Habitat Protection 
budget to a least $500 million; slash the budget for General 
Restoration pork; support large acquisitions; not puny parcels; and to 
pay particualr attention to saving Kenai Fjords, Chenega lands, Kight 
Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island, and Kodiak Naitonal Wildflfe 
Refuge. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
~ 

Vt:_)!;~ d~ohn Miller 



July 19, 1994 

Dear EHHon Ualdez OH Spill Trustees: 

I am writing to eHpress my concern ouer the use of spill settlement 
monies. My understanding is that the money must be used on 
restoring wildlife populations, wilderness ualues, and other injured 
resources. It is my feeling that at this point, fiue years after the 
spill, we need to be inuolued in action as opposed to more dialogue or 
studies. 

Please begin putting the funds to use by purchasing large land tracts, 
and not piece-meal tracts already effected by clearcutting. Work: 
toward sauing Hfognak: Island, Kodiak: National Wildlife Refuge and 
Kenai Fjords National Park:. Try to strengthen the Habitat Protection 
budget to a minimum of $500 million. Hnd, put an end to projects with 
questionable outcomes that sucl< up important resources which could 
be better used. 

I thank you for your time and effort to best use EHHon settlement 
funds by purchasing wildlife habitat and helping restore wildlife 
populations injured by the oil spill. 

Sincerely Yours, 

~~~-~ 
Mrs. Susan Downes-Borl<o 
P .0. BOH 3868 
Soldotna, HK 99669 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

To Whom It May Concern: 

18 July 1994 

I am writing in regards to protecting the Alaskan rainforest 
along the southe~st border of Alaska .. I have learned 
recently that habitat for wildlife in the region may be 
threatened by clear cutting. The wildlife of this region is 
just starting to recover from the disastrous Exxon Valdez oil 
spill and many species in the region may not survive another 
blow. I support strengthening the "Habitat Protection" 
budget to at least $500 million and doing away with the 
"General Restoration" budget which would siphon off precious 
funding for small, rather meaningless projects which will 
most likely have little to no impact for wildlife 
preservation if clear cutting is to continue. Alaska is the 
last great frontier where beautiful landscapes and amazing 
wildlife abound. Do not let lessons of past mistakes go 
unheeded and destroy our wilderness areas as so many blindly 
have in other regions of the United States. Please save 
Alaska. 

Thank-you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Kerrie Golden 





Date: 7/12/94 

From: Chip Ames 
10208 Wren Lane 
Eagle River, Alaska 99577 

To: EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 

RE: Habitat Protection 

I am writing on behalf of the fish, wildlife and the 
ecosystems of Alaska's Coastal areas, and the people who 
depend on them, to encourage you to increase the Habitat 
Protection budget to at least $500 million. I especially 
urge you to consider utilizing these funds to acquire the 
largest intact land areas possible in order to avoid further 
fragmentation of the complex coastal ecosystem. 

Once an ecosystem begins to become unraveled, it is 
difficult, if not impossible, to restore the ecosystem to 
viability - I know, I came to alaska from the Northwest 
where the cumulative effect of ecosystem degradation 
and fragmentation resulting from years of exploitation have 
resulted in the collapse of the salmon fishery. We still 
have a chance to think ahead and protect our magnificent 
coastal ecosystem for future generations. 

Sincerely, 

~4~~ 
Chip Ames 

cc: Governor Hickel 
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Mary Ellen Gadski 
4431 N. Illinois Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46208 

(317) 283-5668 

July 18, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage AK 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

: I urge yoti to ·consider buy·ing and protecting wildlife habitat as the best 
way to help restore wildlife populations iniured by the oil .spill. 
Specifically I would like to direct your attention to the opportunity· to 
safeguard the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge from adverse 
development. 

The current draft plan allocates only one-third of the settlement to 
habitat protection. Please re-distribute some of the funds devoted to 
"general restoration" measures · to purchasing and safeguarding more land 
critical ·to wildlife. The habitat protection budget should be increased to 
at least $500 million. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

f\/'(vfl0 ~('v Gu\ ~~ 
Mary Ellen Gadski 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 



July 15, 1994 

PETER M. & LINDA C. ENTICKNAP 
PO BOX 1086 

HAINES, ALASKA 99827 
(907) 766-2240 Phone & Fax 

EVOS TRUSTEE COUNCIL 
ATTN: DEIS COMMENTS 
645 G Street 
Anchorage AK 99501 

Please enter my comments in the record. We are very disappointed that so much of 
the Exxon money has gone to lawyers, bureaucrats and studies. We want to see this 
money spent as follows: 

1. Habitat acquisition, protect Kenai Fjords, Afogeak Island, Eyak Island, Knight 
Island and the Kodiak NWR. 

2. Buy large tracts not clear cut buffers 
3. Slash the bureaucratic budgets and General Restoration projects 

No hatcheries, protect natural fish stocks and habitat 

Thank you for considering our position on this issue. Please let us know the results. 



EVOS Trustee Councll 
ATTN: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 9950 1 

Dear Trustees: 

James R. . ..Jacf(son, Jr. 
1530 I Elmore Road 

Anchorage, AK 995 16 
907-345-1248(h) 
907-265-5545(w) 

I am writing to encourage you to incr·ease the amount proposed in the Draft 
EIS for "Habitat Protection" and, particulary, for purchasing large areas of 
important habitat. 

The DEIS proposes large amounts for studies and for "General Restoration". 
Altl1ough some study is desirable, it is also true that scientists have an 
msatiable deswe for "more study." It is only human nature to want to do 
what one likes to do, is trained to do, and it paid to do. So I am sure many 
scientists present compelling argument in favor of various studies. 
Similarly, general restoration provides an opportunity for the proponent of a 
project to put it into effect and see the results. I'm sure all of this is well­
intentioned. 

Nonetlleless, it is clear that the best way to use the vast bulk of the 
avai I able money lS to purchase large amount of habitat. The best of studies 
and t.t1e l1est general restoration projects will do little if the fish and 
wildlife is already dead because of loss of habitat. Large-scale Jogging 
prevents a very great danger to much of the coast I ine that was damaged by 
tl1e spi 11. 

Please, make a LASTING difference with the monies available. Protect 
11abitat. 

Thank you for your consideration of this issue. 

Sincerely, 

--~~-~~-;­
.Ja~fe;/e4kson . / 

/ 
! .. __ _......---· 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attention: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 

Dear Sirs: 

1202 E. Harding St 
#414 

Urbana, Illinois 
15 July 1994 

I am concerned about how the money from Ex­
xon as payment for damages from the oil spill is be­
ing spent. So far, I have learned that not enough 
is being set aside to preserve wildlife habitat. I 
have learned in a letter from the Sierra Club that 
the third of the money already spent has been to fi­
nance clean-up, attorneys' fees, and scientific stu­
dies, while only $50 million of the $280 million 
spent has gone to preserve wildlife habitat. 

I urge you, therefore, to do the following: 

1. Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to 
at least $500 million; 

2. Slash the budget for "General Restoration" 
boondoggles; 

3. Support large acquisitions, not puny parcels 
surrounded by clearcuts; 

4. Save key areas: Kenai Fjords National Park, 
Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afog­
nak Island, and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 

T h e s e ph~·~~\"? a r e n o 1 o n g e r t h r e a t e n e d b y t h e ' 
oil spill. They are, however, threatened by clear­
cutting of the coastal temperate rainforests. To 
preserve these is critical for protecting wildlife 
such as the salmon fisheries, for the headwaters 
- the streams in which salmon spawn- are threatened 
by erosion from logging activities. 

I suggest you do whatever you can to use the 
oil spill money to purchase critical wildlife hab­
itat. 

Yours truly, 

~~~ 
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June 18, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 "G" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

Susan & Chandra Lundy 
13534 Paseo del Mar 
El Cajon, CA 92021 

It has been brought to our attention that your draft plan allows only one-third 
of the Valdez oil spill settlement to be set aside for habitat protection, while 
a bloated amount has been pinpointed for general restoration and scientific 
studies. Yet the best way to restore wildlife populations injured by the spill 
would be to use the settlement funds to buy and protect wildlife habitats. Please 
strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 million, slash the 
budget for "General Restoration" boondoggles, and support large acquisitions, 
not puny parcels surrounded by clearcuts. The areas that should be protected 
include Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, 
Afognak Island and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

Sincerely, 

c~aJ\drcc 
Chandra Lundy 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 



Dear Sir or Madam: 

3 710 Ember Spring Drive 
Kingwood, Texas 77339-1932 
July 17, 1994 

As an EVOS trustee, I wish for you to know properly spend the Exxon settlement 
funds in a manner that will restore wildlife populations injured by the oil spill. It is 
fitting and proper that we do this for future generations. There, I strongly believe that 
you should make the following changes to your draft plan. 

1. Strengthen the 'Habitat Protection' budget to at least $500 million. 

2. Slash the budget for 'General Restoration' boondoggles. 

3. Make large land/habitat acquisitions. Do not buy puny parcels surrounded by 
clearcuts. 

4. Make sure you save the areas I loved as a tourist, Kenai Fjords National Park, 
Chenega lands, Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, Knight Island, Eyak lands and 
Afogn~k Island. 

As a trustee, you can make a mark for future generations. Do the right thing and save 
magnificent Alaska while there is still something left to save! 

Cordially, 

!{jA!!Jlvf4 
Robert Markeloff 



July 17, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attention: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99811 

To whom it may concern: 

This letter is in support of a strong restoration plan that 
will go directly to saving wildlife habitat and protecting 
Alaska's rainforests from clearcuts. Clear cut logging and 
other development destroys habitat for the same fish and 
wildlife species injured in the Exxon Valdez oil spill. 

Please include the following points in your Restoration 
Plan. 
1- Strengthen the "Haulld.l P.t•ul~ctlon" budget to at least 
$500 million. 

2- Slash the budget for "General Restoration" boondoggles, 
such as: replanting seaweed, mopping up small widely 
scattered patches of oil, and subsidizing questionable fish 
hatcheries and mariculture developments. 

3- Support large acquisitions of rainforests, not tiny 
parcels surrounded by clearcuts. 

4- Save habitat area in and around the following areas: 
Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, 
Eyak Islands, Afognak Island, and the Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

Sincerely, 

~ /lt~e rfi~-~-t__ 
Cheryl andr Jordon Bluestein 
3183 Wayside Plaza #114 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G St. 
Anchorage AK 99501 

To the Trustee Council: 

43 Westbrook Way 
Eugene Oregon 
July 16, 1994 

I travel and do business in Alaska and have tried 
to stay in touch about major developments affectinq the 
State. 

Reports in the lower 48 state that a large portion of 
the Exxon Settlement funds are being spent not to insure 
future protection of the lands, and not to acquire lands 
for the coastal forests and related areas in Kenai-Afognak­
Kodiak region. 

Hopefully expenditures of settlement dollars will go 
for having a permanent impact on lands. I was especially 
surprised to learn how very much money, may, apparently 
be spent for scientific studies and not for future protection 
and public lands acquisition. 

Thank you for receiving my views. 

E. Conant 

Eugene Oregon 



Dave Lacey 
P.O. Box 81765 
Fairbanks, AK 99708-1765 

July 20, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council: Attention DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

I am writing to you to provide my comments on how to best spend the money that you 
control from the oil spill settlement funds. I would like the money spent on purchasing 
the timber rights to the native corporation lands in the oil spill areas to prevent clear­
cutting that would destroy more habitat and further damage the already 'sick' area. 
Areas in particular that I can think of are Kodiak Island and the Eyak lands around 
Cordova. Large acquisitions in these areas would go a long way towards maintaining 
the health of the region. We do not need more studies. We know oil and the 
environment do not mix. Let's do something practical and save these lands that are in 
serious danger. This is the best long term use of the settlement funds. 

Thank you very much for your time and consideration. 

In service, 

r:J~ 
Dave Lacey 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn. DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 

99501 

July 19,1994 

Subject - Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Trustees, 

It is in my opinion that it is in the best interest for 
future generations of Alaskans to alot Maximum Funds (at 
least 500 million) of the 900 million dollars in civil fines 
levied on Exxon Corporation to go directly into Habitat Protec­
ion of the Coastal Rainforest. 

As Alaskans, we need to minimize wasteful spending of the public's 
money on attorney fees, and unecessary (scientific study) and 
instead put that money into much needed Habitat Protection 
and land procurement for future generations while developing 
resources from this area in a very limited and ecological 
manner,if at all. 

Please do not cave-in to political pressure from special in­
terest groups. Instead, why not follow my advice and do some­
thinq qreat that will have a beautiful, lasting impact for 
future Alaskans and visitors to enjoy forever! I feel it is 
the least that can and should be done considering the ecological 
damage done in the wake of the Oil Spill. 

Fairbanks, Alaska 99708 
.'------ / 
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'E'Vos ~t~E! d&Uncil 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
~ft~:.G 'P~~r'e~t;; 'J ~'\G\): ::, 

·.A!icliorage., Ak; -_.,:9;9501 
: . ' ... ' : ~- _-,. : :·~· ~.·! ~ . 

Dear Council, 

P.O. Box 1088 
Valdez, AK. 99686 
July 22, 1994 

Everything in this world is tied together through the food chain. 
The fact remains, whether we like it or not. Without adequate 
forests, our weather patterns and life of any kind on this earth 
is seriously th~eatened. 

In view of this, please use the settlement money to buy up the 
precious rainforest of Alaska and help to save our world. Pro­
tection of wildlife habitat is in the long run a very real pro­
tection for ourselves and our life styles. 

Strenghthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 
million and slash the budget for "General Restoration" boon­
doggles. Buy up large section, not small slivers. 

Areas of importance that you should try to protect are Kenai 
Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, 
Afognak Island, and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

Thank you for your consideration to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

C~4-J ~ ~'~.J 
!) 

Mrs. Carolyn A. Bailey 

cc/Hickel 
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Juiy 16, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn.: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sirs: 

We are writing in regards to the $900 million in civil fines paid by Exxon and how this money is 
being spent. In the draft plan just released, less than 1/3 of the settlement is being used to protect 
the habitat damaged by this disaster. We feel strongly the "Habitat Protection" budget must be 
increased to at least $500 million. The planned $65-$100 million to be spent on "General 
Restoration" reminds us greatly of"pork-barrel" politics. These budges expenses should be 
slashed significantly and move more of this money into the ~'Habitat Protection" budget. 

We are in strong support of large acquisitions of habitat for preservation not simply tiny squares of 
land surrounded by clear-cut forests. We feel everything should be done to save the beautiful areas 
located in this portion of Alaska. This is to include the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, Afognak 
Island, Chenega native lands, Knight Island, Eyak native lands and Kenai Fjords National Park. 

Utilizing the fl . .mds from the settlement of this disaster to purchase and protect wildlife habitat is the 
very best way to restore the wildlife populations damaged and affected by the oil spill. Please 
adjust your proposed usage for this money and protect the last great temperate rainforest remaining 
and stop the devastation of the clear cut logging in this sensitive area. 

Thank you for your consideration of this important issue. 

!i~~r: cftJMe 
11800 W. 29th Place 
Lakewood, CO 80215-7096 

cc: Walter J. Hickel, Governor 

_,......----___ 

Claudia Hogue 



EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Attn.: DEIS Comments 

Dear Reader, 

Lowell Krassner 
71 South Williams St., #2 
Burlington, VT 05401 
July 18, 1994 

I am writing to urge that the funds derived from the entirely 
inadequate fines levied on the Exxon Cbtporation be used to 
preserve wildlife habitat, much of which was seriously damaged by 
the criminal negligence of that company. The money derived from 
the penalty Exxon paid should be used to protect every bit of 
remaining wildlife habitat, for this is the most effective way to 
restore, insofar as possible, the loss that was sustained as a 
result of Exxon's criminal irresponsibility. 

I visited Kenai Fjords National Park several years before the Exxon 
Valdez tragedy, and was impressed by its abundant bird life and the 
sea otters, seals and other marine life in the surrounding waters. 
It was one of the most wonderful places I have ever seen. I don't 
know how much of this superb biological variety and abundance were 
lost, but its recovery depends on the preservation of habitat. 
While there is protected area within the park, bordering lands 
outside the park boundaries are necessary spawning, feeding, and 
breeding areas, and need to be protected as well. 

The losses already constitute an enormous tragedy; additional 
studies will not repair the damage, but protecting, in a natural 
wild state, as much habitat as possible provides the best chance 
for the damaged shores and waters and their native biota to recover 
to something like their natural state. 

Please do not waste funds on additional studies, artificial 
"General Restoration" projects, fish hatcheries, or commercial 
types of mariculture; every possible penny should go to establish­
ing protected, ecologically complete areas that will support and 
restore the native biology. Certainly more than half of the $900 
million settlement, at least $500 to $600 million, should be used 
to buy and preserve essential habitat. 

Areas in the western Gulf of Alaska that particularly need to be 
acquired and preserved are those along the Kenai Fjords coast, 
river valleys inside Kodiak NWR, and forests of Afognak Island. In 
Prince William Sound, lands threatened with clearcutting, which 
destroys fish habitat and spawning sites, should be purchased. 



These include lands belonging to the Eyak Corporation and the 
Chenaga Corporation, as well as Knight Island. 

Please use the Exxon Valdez funds for these measures of permanent 
protection, not for studies that would only further detail the 
losses incurred, after the present opportunity for protection has 
been lost. 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn. : DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage AK 99 50I 

20 Sullivan Ave. 
Port Jervis, N. y, I277I 
July 20, I994 

Subject: Comments on Restoration Plan DEIS. 

Gentlemen a 

riiy name is George A. Jones; I am a citizen of the USA; I reside 
at the above address. Please make my comments a part of the permanent 
record. 

Distribution of the funds available from the I99I E~n Valdez : · 
settlement in the manner proposed in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement would minimize the the effectiveness of those 
funds in helping to restore wildlife populations injured by the 
Valdez oil spill. 

The proposed allocation of funds is very heavily and unacceptably 
skewed in favor of activities that would have, at best, only 
minimal effectiveness in restoring injured wildlife populations. 
The share of funds allocated to the purchase and protection of 
wildlife habitat is i=B- far too small, unr~alistically so. Protection 
of wildlife habitat is the single most important item on any 
agenda designed to help the recovery of the injured populations. 

The wildlife populations curre~ly trying to recover from the oil 
spill are faced with enormous and increasing pressure from logging 
operations, many of the clear cut sort, and development. A large 
part of the remaining unlogged or undeveloped Alaska rainforest is 
in the hands of Native Corporations who are reported to prefer to 
sell their lands or timber rights to those who would protect them 
and the 'Nildlife dependant upon theJ1v The proposed allocation of 
funds would make it impossible t9~avail the nation of this opportunity 
to secure the future of wildlif~n the coastal area. 

my recommendations to the council follow: 
!. Increase the all-important Habitat Protection budget 

to at least ~500 million . . 
2. Effectively dismantle the General Restoration budget,r/;7nma!..:: 

all those projects that have questiortPle o.r_:minimal 
merit in helping vvildlife population recovery. 

J. Greatly reduce the :.:;) 200/JOO million allocation for 
scientific studies. It era I is the important one at this 
time. No lasting harm can come from defering many 
studies. 



'·:' ... 1.' ):} 4. Use funds to acquire and protect large areas of unlogged 
Alaska rainforest. as a means for obtaining the 

· · .·<'".·:maximum effect from the funds ·expended. 
· : 5· I suggest that .. patticular attention be placed upon the 

::·c+;::5tie::~ ofKE:rnaiiFjgrdsJ1atidmal::..Park.,..,Kodiak'·Natt.:LWili!ilife Refuge, 
..... >'c: :r~:."':~:·"Knigh:l:l Island ·;Afognak Island Chenega 1ands and Eyak 

Lands. 

The stakes are very large here. The consequences of failure to 
accomplish the recovery of the injured wildlife populations are 
enormous. There is no room for pork barrel projects or for those 
of very limited value in attaining the goal of recovery. Considering 
the magnitude of the damage done by the Exxon Valdez oil spill, 
the sum of money available is severely limited. We can not afford 
to waste any of it. 

Respectfully submited, 

cc. Gov. Hickel 



EVOS Trustee Council 
. Attn: ·DEIS Comments 
645 G St. 
Anchorage AK 99501 

Dear Council Members 

19 July 1994 

We urge that the full rema1n1ng settlement funds go toward the purchase of 
wildlife habitat. The biggest single thing the council can do to protect 
wildlife for the future and to restore wildlife populations injured by the 
spill is to buy and protect wildlife habitat. In fact, the council is 
obligated to spend this money to restore wildlife populations, wilderness 
values and other injured resources. 

You propose to spend only one-third of the settlement to protect habitat. 
This is not nearly enough to protect the hundreds of thousands of acres 
threatened from clearcutting and other harmful activities. Nearly one-third 
of the settlement ($280 million) has already been spent --on cleanup, 
attorneys' fees and scientific studies, while less than $50 million went for 
habitat. Now you plan to spend another $65 million to $100 million on 
"general restoration." A bloated budget of another $200 to $300 million 
would go toward studies. 

One thing is certain, however, we already know oil kills birds and mammals. 
We don't have to study this fact anymore. We must spend all of the remaining 
money now to save as much habitat as possible, not on boondoggles which will 
do nothing to save habitat from clearcutting and development. 

We urge you again to spend all of the remainging settlement funds on the 
purchase of wildlife habitat. 

~e~~(~c 
Alan and Moniy4 Gregory cc: Gov. Hickel 
PO Box 571 
Conyngham PA 18219-0571 



July 20, 1994 

Dear EUOS Trustee Council, 

I am writing to urge you to use the most money possible for the 
Habitat Protection section of your directed task:. I guess I'm most 
concerned a bout the proposed .a mount budgeted for studies. Things 
seem to get studied foreu er up here while the enuiron ment continues 
to degrade euer more rapidly. 

The Wilderness Society has contacted me a bout this issue and 
they seem to make sense about preseruing what we haue to the full 
e~-etant possible. I haue seen effects of clear-cut logging as I fly to 
Seattle. I saw in the paper about the absolute lack: of natiue salmon 
in the state of Washington, partially brought about by unwise logging 
practices. I haue heard ouer and ouer again about the ruinous timber 
contracts we haue in southeast Alas k:a. 

I'm not sure what good can come of more studies. Perhaps the 
isola ted areas from the oil spill that are still degraded can be studied. 
I don't see the sense of spending a lot of money to clean up little 
patches. Tan k:er spills from both world wars seem to haue eue ntually 
been cleaned up on their own. Rnd, please, spend as little as possible 
on attorneys. 

I would like to see as much of this settlement money go to I and 
~q;mistion as possible. 



.. 
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EVOS Trustee Council, Att. DEIS Comments 
645 G St 
Anchorage, AI< 99501 

571 1 NE 77th St. 
Seett1e v-lA 98115 
.Jul 1 9, 1 994 

·' 
re: coastal rainforest 

Dear Sirs: 

Tt·te v·torld's last unlogged temperate rainfor-est must not be allov·ted to 
fa 11 to c 1 ear-cutting, thus further destroying the wi1 d1 if e habitat for the 
same ani rna 1 s a 1 ready so damaged by the Exxon oil spi 11. Under the r-ecent 1 ~d 
release,j draft plan of the Trustees a rninoritw of u·,e Exxon settlement is 
eenr!erketj for habitat protection .. not neerl~d enough to protect the hu!~e 
threatenetj area. 

I urge you to strengtt·n~n the Habitat F'nJtecUon bwjget to at least $5t:)Ct 
miliion/ entj to cut tJ·te budget for "General Restoration/} whict·t seerns to 
include rnuch rnoney for- rnor-e studies arnj minor proJects. Please support 
large acquisitions .. to seve maJor areas such as l<enai FJords Net. Perk .. 
!< n i !;! h t I t; 1 en ,j a ruj K c11j i ft k i'-4 a t. V·/ i1 :j 1 if e R e f u ~~ e . 

,-.1· •·• --P.·-P. J '' u -,,,r-.::-·=· , ,t_. __ , ~ .:f •. u c.-~ .... , 

cc. Gov. V·ielter J. Hickel 





Donna L. McCarty 
4832 Guion Road 

Indianapolis, IN 46254 

July 21, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage AK 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

I would like to call your attention to the opportunity to safeguard the Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge from adverse development. I urge you to consider 
buying and protecting wildlife habitat as the best way to help restore 
populations injured by the oil spill. 

As currently drafted, the plan allocates only one-third of the settlement to habitat 
protection. Please re-distribute some of the funds devoted to "general 
restoration" measures to purchasing and safeguarding more land critical to 
wildlife. The habitat protection budget should be increased to at least $500 
million. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Donna L. McCarty 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 



~~~~----------

July 21, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G St. 
Anchorage AK 99501 
ATTN: DEIS Comments 

RE: Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear DEIS Comments: 

I urge you to shift money from "general restoration" to "habitat protection" to at least 
provide $500 million dollars. Habitat protection is the only long term security for the 
species which have been so decimated to the Exxon environmental disaster. Buying 
large sections of land that surround greater ecosystems lengthens the long term 
security offered by your completion of the Restoration Plan. While studies may be very 
helpful in supporting such long term protection, what you have termed "general 
restoration" provides only short term relief to very isolated areas. 

I would like to receive notification of any further chance for the public at large to 
provide comments to you or other interested parties in any matter addressing 
restoration or preservation of the Alaska wilderness. 

CJJ!cb 
cc: Gov. Walter Hickel 

(316) 263-2173 • P.O. Box 3089 • Wichita, KS 67201-3089 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DE IS c:ommen t s 
EA5 13 St r· eet 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Re: Re~toration Plan Draft EnvironmPntal Impact StatemPnt 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I wish to add the following comments 
has be;2n p·l"" ev i ousl y sent r- egar-· ding 
environmental impact statement. 

l . least ·$!:j()(J 1T1 ill i c~n 
p ·( ot ec t :i. on • 

to supplement my letter 
the r· estc•r· <::d:; ion p 1 an 

be ··~- J .• 
bC'L- <~side 

w}-, i c l-i 
d·r aft 

~"2. The budqet for· gt?nei··al ·r-e·:::.to·(c;,tic•i-, ·::;hould be g·re<:~tly 

reduced to allow for more funds to be directed to habitat 
p·r- ot er:: t ion. 

,::, • L.::_'("( ge r!a.r- r::: el·:::;. () f py· ope·!'· t y ~.:-,r::·ul d be c'.C qui r-eel' j·- at hey t hctn 
for: using on ·:::.mall el'" por· t: ions. •..,1h i c h ar-e ·:;u·i'" r· ou.rrcj :=:d t:;y 

c l 2i3. y· r::: u t '=·" 

<·. Kenai F . .j o·( d:; 1\jat i orra.l F'ai·- k, Chenega lands., t<n i ght l =..lc:•.n<J, 
Eyak lands, Afognak Island and Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge should receive special attention. 
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EVOS Trustee council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Council, 

P.O. Box 84169 
Fairbanks, AK 99708 

July 21, 1994 

I am writing to ask you to spend as much as possible of the Exxon 
settlement money on habitat protection. By working with an 
organization such as Nature Conservancy, the settlement could be 
used to protect thousands of acres of important habitat around the 
Gulf of Alaska. There is no better to way to protect the 
environment from human disturbance. It will not protect these 
lands from future oil spills, but it can protect them from logging 
and other development. 

Sincerely, 

Martha K. Raynolds 



f_Vo>Trllit~ Cou:v~~ 
a..;l:L)It !) £ l S ~Yn Me vd S 

045 Gf~ 
jj A/CL-Io llAG E" ( Ak. q q 5c> I 

~~rud~s 

:f {liS.tf-"o£ !fa<-vv .81afe. ('7J'\--IL /0 ~ 
~tJ.K. Pdp It? Utdrt at!:Jf'c~s '-' 1, -rz, 

J. p~lo v.:s;l ~ -fo-~aJ!i~¥ 
b~J,_.s u.-1()l).r ~tuvd ~e.. 
:riP"'- wrft~ iz:> ~ ~ ~ ~ 
fML t«e t£-Jrltf_l/1~ ()il9d/~ 

iD ~ ~ /rtlfcr-1-~ 
4t~M St? tid- &1-iv.r ~ 

sJ;u :1171 t£__ ~ ~ ~ 

~s~~MH~ 
~6/:;rMse~r} 
~7ZJC1:70AJ ~ (A- ?/S"Zo7 



I ~~-jl...._; ,~--.- ·~.·"'·--
- / 

I 

I . 



The INDIANA SASSAFRAS AUDUBON SOCIETY 
Lawrence~ Greene, Monroe~ Brown , Morgan and Owen Counties 

P.O. Box85 
Bloomington, IN. 47402 
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Sassafras Audubon Societv. Usually, this orqanization focuses 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
64.5 G Street 
Anchorage, AK. 99501 

Dear Sirs: 

P.O. Box 272 
Cedar Mountain, N.C .. 28718 
july 17. 1994 

Please do not dribble away the remaining Exxon Valdez settlement monies on 
piddling "restoration" projects. Use major amounts of the funds for something 
significant like protecting major land and sea areas like Kenai fjords, Afognak 
Island. and the like. Let's make sure the terrible oil spill has some truly long-range 
positive contributions to the magnificent natural heritage that is Alaska. My many 
visits to Alaska have convinced me that native Alaskans love this land as much as 
we visitors, and that this is the one remaining place where we still can do things 
right. taking advantage of the hard lessons in resource abuse we have experienced 
in the lower 48. 

Sincerely, 
._ /) /1 

/t/i"%~ I__V~ 
William R. Thomas 

cc: The Ron. Walter]. Hickel 



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
501 W. Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 203, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 FAX: (907) 278-7997 Telephone: (907) 276-0347 

July 21, 1994 

Mr. Rod Kuhn 
EIS Project Manager 
Exxon Valdez Restoration Office 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

RE: Draft EIS for Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 

Dear Mr. Kuhn, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important 
document. The future of this area of the State will be determined 
by this EIS and we are concerned that unnecessary restrictions are 
being proposed. Mining and logging have been a part of this area 
since the turn of the century and significant opportunities remain 
for the future. 

We are concerned that the DEIS has been written with no recognition 
of current mining practice and of the laws and regulations now in 
place. In various locations the DEIS shows a bias against mining 
without describing exactly why mining would be a problem. 
Negative, unsupported comments are made about mining but the 
positive benefits are not identified, discussed and analyzed. 

Mining is a short term use of the land, after which the land will 
remain available for other uses. This should be recognized in the 
EIS under each of the alternatives. 

When mining is discussed in this document it must include the 
positive benefits that result from mining. Many millions of u.s. 
citizens want to work and need jobs to support their families. 
These citizens have a right to have their need for jobs recognized 
in this EIS. Mining provides the highest paid blue collar jobs in 
the country. These jobs are challenging, skilled and year-around. 
The EIS must address the benefits that would result when valuable 
mineral deposits are identified in this area, as most certainly 
will be the case at some time in the future. Historic mining 
occurred and was economically viable at that time. Now with new 
technologies, deposits that were previously not economic will 
become viable. 

The DEIS contains a strong undercurrent that "natural" is best. 
This is not correct and this view must be removed from the 



document. Management of the land, wildlife and fisheries can 
result in a higher value than in the natural state. The land, 
wildlife and fisheries must be managed for the benefit of mankind. 
"Natural" areas are one of the needs of mankind but not the only 
need. 

Mining can result in improved wildlife and fisheries habitat and 
this should be recognized in the EIS. For example, mining can 
provide improved moose browse over the natural habitat. If mining 
is in the vicinity of riparian areas these can be reclaimed to a 
more productive condition than. the natural setting. Gravel can be 
sized and placed to provide for improved spawning areas as compared 
to the natural setting. Deep holes can be provided for wintering 
where none exist at the present, etc. These benefits to the 
wildlife and fisheries must be recognized and included in the EIS. 

We do not agree that purchase of the land or mineral rights or 
logging rights, etc. by the government is appropriate. Such 
purchase will eliminate the possibility that these lands will ever 
be added to the tax rolls. The projected losses of property taxes 
must be included in the EIS. 

Purchase of the land or mineral rights or logging rights will also 
result in restrictions to use by the public, even if the EIS allows 
some measure of development. Once the government controls the land 
and resources, groups opposing development of any kind will insure 
that any potential project is tied up in litigation so it cannot 
proceed. 

We do not agree that if lands are purchased they should be closed 
to exploration and mining. Mining can be managed and the disturbed 
lands reclaimed to insure that permanent adverse impacts do not 
occur. If the option is included that lands may be closed to 
mining, it must be specified in the EIS that this has to be on a 
case by case basis and would have to be limited to the smallest 
possible area. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sinc;:erely, 

lJ_L--(~c.,c:_c_~ 
Steven c. Borell, P.E. 
Executive Director 

cc: Senator Ted Stevens 
Senator Frank Murkowski 
Congressman Don Young 
Governor Walter J. Hickel 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK. 9950 I 

Gentlemen: 

RE: DEIS Comments 

July 22, 1993 
37 Ternan Avenue 
East Greenbush, NY 12061 

I understand that the Trustees have released their plan and only 1/3 of the settlement will go to 
protect habitat. This is not nearly enough to protect the hundreds of thousands of acres threatened. 
Particularly at risk are the coastline of Kenai Fjords National Park, the river valleys inside Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge, the spruce forests of Afognak Island, and the incomparable coastline of Prince William 
Sound, including Eyak Corporation lands in the east and Chenega Corporation lands and Knight Islands 
in the West. 

Nearly 1/3 of the settlement ($280 million) has already been spent- on clean- up, attorneys' fees, 
and well over $100 mi!Iion on scientific studies. Less than $ 50 million went for habitat. These funds 
saved Kachemak Bay State Park and Seal Bay (now Afognak State Park). 

Please revise the plan to include the following: 
-Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 million; 
- Slash the budget for "General restoration" boondoggles: 
-Support large acquisitions, not puny parcels surrounded by clearcuts; 
-These areas are especially at risk : Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, 
Eyak lands, Afognak Island, and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

cc: President Clinton 
Governor Hickel 



GE~A!.i:> R, SROOKiv\AN 
7'15 /v~UiR AVENUE 

KENAI, ALASKA 99611 
hly 2?, 1994 

To: EX~ON V11LDI~Z OIL SPIJ,L TRuSTEE CuuNCIL 
11 T'i'EHTION: DEIS cm::;:J·:N'I'ci 
645 G Street 
AncLorar;e, Alaska 99501 

COPY TO: Governor \'ial ter Hickel 

I would like to offer the following comments on the Draft Envir-

onmental Impact Statement on the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill i1estoration 

Plan. I had ~oped to deliver these comments via teleconference, but 

a failure of comr.mnlcations led to the local Legislative Information 

Office not l;eing aware of the fact that they had been scheduleu to be 

"on line" for this hearing. 1 request that tl!e following comments be 

consiaered as if they had been so delivered, and aaded to the formal 

public hearing recol'.a on the document referred to, above. 

¥irst, I would like to state that the amount of money involved 

is large, as individuals it would seem to uny of us that it should be 

pltnty to do evLrything that truly needs to be uone, in the fi·eld of 

environmental restoration of the areas impacted by the ~ Valdez 

oil spill. As you have undoubtedly already discovered, however, the 

needs for these funds, both real and imagined, are far greater than 

the funds actually available. For thls reason, I will list what I 

believe are the hi~hest priority, most deserving needs, together with 

a brief explanation of the r2ason I believe these needs are important. 

(1) I believe that tl,e amount proposed for habitat protection is 

inadequate. I would like to urge that tl.c buaget for this activity be 

increat~ed to at least Pive Hundred iitillion Dollars. In order to do this, 

I would like to ur{"e that the funds for "General Hestoration" and for 

research be drastically reduced. lrhile research is always desirable, 

I bc;licv<J that in this particular situation the need for land acquisition 

is lllt!;ch {il('eater. 

(2) I IJ<ilieve ti.at tn" lanu nreas proposed for protection are 

inadequate, anu should be r;reutly increased. I urge that the Council 

actively ano agressiv~oly negotiate with native Hegional and Village 

Corporations to purchase lands for wildlife habitat, particularly native 

"inholdings" surrounded by park and refuge lands, including Kenai Fjords 

National Park; the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge; Afognak Island; and 

along the constline of Prince ~illiam Sound a~d it's islands. 

(5) I would hope that you will make a great effort to minimize 

administrative cost~;, and to put tl:e mone~' where it will ac, the most 

good 1 that is, protecting lands from development whi.ch could well uo as 
much dama(;e au ir not more, 

i\the 19t:J9 Exxon Jaldez oil spill itself uict, 11but in a less spectacular, 

more grauual but nonetheles:; very destructive manner! 

...,i ncerely, ;:;:: . 

~~J/(.tc/2 
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JOHN SCHULTZ 
8501 SULTANA DRIVE 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99516 
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July 23, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attention: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

I am writing to express my concerns on the proposed spending plan of the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Settlement money. The way I understand it, only about 1/3 of the 
money will go to protecting habitat, while the majority of the money will go toward futile 
clean-up efforts, attorney's fees, and scientific studies to determine the effects of 
petroleum products on living organisms. 

It is my position that the best use of the money would be to protect and preserve habitat 
that is currently in danger of development, destruction, or other irreparable harm. I 
applaud your use of the money to save Kachemak Bay State Park and Seal Bay. 
Please continue with that approach to reimbursing mother nature for the damage done 
to her; the real victim in all of this mess. I urge you to increase the "Habitat Protection" 
budget to at least $500 miiiion, and reduce the so-caiied "General Restoration" budget 
(including scientific studies and other overhead that yields no environmental benefit). I 
further urge and challenge you to look toward the acquisition of large tracts of land, not 
tiny insignificant parcels that are island in a sea of clearcut. Think and act BIG ... and 
responsibly. 

This Habitat Protection budget should be used to protect threatened areas of Alaska 
such as: 

• Kenai Fjords National Park 
• Chenega lands 
e Knight !sland 
• Eyak lands 
• Afognak Island 
• Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 

One of my great joys and passions in life is flyfishing. I have spent a good deal of time 
traveling in southeast Alaska and in the Prince William Sound area while flyfishing some 
of the remote rivers of the state. On a trip last spring to the Ketchikan area to fish for 
steel head I was once again reminded of the need to preserve the riches of Alaska. 
While flying into the remote river area, we passed over some massive areas of clearcut 

1 



that have inflicted devastating change on a fragile ecosystem. As big and powerful as 
Alaska is, she bears the scars of some battles lost. Please help. 

As you make your decisions on how to spend the money from the Exxon Valdez, I 
would ask you to consider "What is the best thing we can do to help save other critical 
habitat areas from damage?" 

Please put me on your mailing list and ensure that I am mailed a copy of the Draft and 
Final EIS. And remember to do the right thing! 

Most sincerely, 

Stewart Osgood, P.E. 
3339 Checkmate Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99508 
(907)338-0083 

cc: W.J. Hickel 

2 



July 20, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Anchorage, Alaska 

Dear Trustees, 

I am writing to request that you use the Exxon Valdez Trust 
Funds in the most environmentally sound way. Using these funds 
to buy and protect wildlife habitat is the best way to restore 
wildlife populations injured by the oil spill. 

Specifically, please: 

o Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 
million 

o Slash the budget for "General Restoration" 
o Support large acquistions 
o Save the following areas: Kenai Fords National Park, Chenega 

lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island, and Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

STJ:::; tk1t~~{~ 
David Thompson ~- ~ 
1 2 51 5 E. 37th 
Tulsa, OK 74146 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Council, 

P.O. Box 84169 
Fairbanks, AK 99708 

July 21, 1994 

I am writing to ask you to spend as much as possible of the Exxon 
settlement money on habitat protection. By working with an 
organization such as Nature Conservancy, the settlement could be 
used to protect thousands of acres of important habitat around the 
Gulf of Alaska. There is no better to way to protect the 
environment from human disturbance. It will not protect these 
lands from future oil spills, Lul ll l!dll vrotect them from logging 
and other development. 

Sincerely, 

Martha K. Raynolds 
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The INDIANA SASSAFRAS AUDUBON SOCIETY 
Lawrence~ Greene~ Monroe~ Brown ~ Morgan and Owen Counties 

P.O. Box85 
Bloomington, IN. 47402 

Sassafras Audubon Society. 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK. 99501 

Dear Sirs: 

P.O. Box272 
Cedar Mountain. N.C ... 28718 
july 17. 1994 

Please do not dribble away the remaining Exxon Valdez settlement monies on 
piddling "restoration" projects. Use major amounts of the funds for something 
significant like protecting major land and sea areas like Kenai Fjords. Afognak 
Island. and the like. Let's make sure the terrible oil spill has some truly long-range 
positive contributions to the magnificent natural heritage that is Alaska. My many 
visits to Alaska have convinced me that native Alaskans love this land as much as 
we visitors, and that this is the one remaining place where ~'estill can do things 
right. taking advantage of the hard lessons in resource abuse we have experienced 
in the lower 48. 

Sincerely. 

cc: The Ron. Walter]. Hickel 



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION' INC I 

501 W. Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 203, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 FAX: (907) 278-7997 Telephone: (907) 276-0347 

July 21, 1994 

Mr. Rod Kuhn 
EIS Project Manager 
Exxon Valdez Restoration Office 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

RE: Draft EIS for Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan 

Dear Mr. Kuhn, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important 
document. The future of this area of the State will be determined 
by this EIS and we are concerned that unnecessary restrictions are 
being proposed. Mining and logging have been a part of this area 
since the turn of the century and significant opportunities remain 
for the future. 

We are concerned that the DEIS has been written with no recognition 
of current mining practice and of the laws and regulations now in 
place. In various locations the DEIS shows a bias against mining 
without describing exactly why mining would be a problem. 
Negative, unsupported comments are made about mining but the 
positive benefits are not identified, discussed and analyzed. 

Mining is a short term use of the land, after which the land will 
remain available for other uses. This should be recognized in the 
EIS under each of the alternatives. 

When mining is discussed in this document it must include the 
positive benefits that result from mining. Many millions of U.S. 
citizens want to work and need jobs to support their families. 
These citizens have a right to have their need for jobs recognized 
in this EIS. Mining provides the highest paid blue collar jobs in 
the country. These jobs are challenging, skilled and year-around. 
The EIS must address the benefits that would result when valuable 
mineral deposits are identified in this area, as most certainly 
will be the case at some time in the future. Historic mining 
occurred and was economically viable at that time. Now with new 
technologies, deposits that were previously not economic will 
become viable. 

The DEIS contains a strong undercurrent that "natural" is best. 
This is not correct and this view must be removed from the 



document. Management of the land, wildlife and fisheries can 
result in a higher value than in the natural state. The land, 
wildlife and fisheries must be managed for the benefit of mankind. 
"Natural" areas are one of the needs of mankind but not the only 
need. 

Mining can result in improved wildlife and fisheries habitat and 
this should be recognized in the EIS. For example, mining can 
provide improved moose browse over the natural habitat. If mining 
is in the vicinity of riparian areas these can be reclaimed to a 
more productive condition than the natural setting. Gravel can be 
sized and placed to provide for improved spawning areas as compared 
to the natural setting. Deep holes can be provided for wintering 
where none exist at the present, etc. These benefits to the 
wildlife and fisheries must be recognized and included in the EIS. 

We do not agree that purchase of the land or mineral rights or 
logging rights, etc. by the government is appropriate. Such 
purchase will eliminate the possibility that these lands will ever 
be added to the tax rolls. The projected losses of property taxes 
mu:sl Le l11cluded lu Llle EIS. 

Purchase of the land or mineral rights or logging rights will also 
result in restrictions to use by the public, even if the EIS allows 
some measure of development. Once the government controls the land 
and resources, groups opposing development of any kind will insure 
that any potential project is tied up in litigation so it cannot 
proceed. 

We do not agree that if lands are purchased they should be closed 
to exploration and mining. Mining can be managed and the disturbed 
lands reclaimed to insure that permanent adverse impacts do not 
occur. If the option is included that lands may be closed to 
mining, it must be specified in the EIS that this has to be on a 
case by case basis and would have to be limited to the smallest 
possible area. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sin~erely, -~._ 

£]_). __ ~ ~-. ~c-.,9-c_~ 
Steven C. Borell, P.E. 
Executive Director 

cc: Senator Ted Stevens 
Senator Frank Murkowski 
Congressman Don Young 
Governor Walter J. Hickel 







July 22, 1993 
37 Ternan Avenue 
East Greenbush, NY 12061 

RE: DEIS Comments 

EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK. 99501 

Gentlemen: 

I understand that the Trustees have released their plan and only 113 of the settlement will go to 
protect habitat. This is not nearly enough to protect the hundreds of thousands of acres threatened. 
Particularly at risk are the coastline of Kenai Fjords National Park, the river valleys inside Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge , the spruce forests of Afognak Isiand, and the incomparabie coastiine of Prince Wiiiiam 
Sound, including Eyak Corporation lands in the east and Chenega Corporation lands and Knight Islands 
in the West. 

Nearly 113 of the settlement ($280 million) has already been spent- on clean- up, attorneys' fees, 
and well over $100 million on scientific studies. Less than$ 50 million went for habitat. These funds 
saved Kachemak Bay State Park and Seal Bay ( now Afognak State Park). 

Please revise the plan to include the following: 
-Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 million; 
-Slash the budget for "General restoration" boondoggles: 
-Support large acquisitions, not puny parcels surrounded by clearcuts; 
- These areas are especially at risk : Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, 
Eyak lands, Afognak Island, and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

cc: President Clinton 
Governor Hickel 

Sincerely, /'] 

/
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David Pisaneschi 



GER;:'tL1) R(l D~·<OOKiv\AN 

7"1 5 AAUiR AVENUE 
KENAI, Al..ASKA 99611 

Jt.:.ly 2?, 1994 

To: EX;CON V1\LDE6 OIL SPIJ,L TRuSTEE CvuNCIL 
1\ T'l'ENTION: DEIS GON.f,~EN'l';; 

645 G Street 
AncJ.ora{';e, Alaska 99501 

COPY TO: Governor v;al ter Hickel 

I would like to offer the following comments on the Draft Envir­

onmental Impact ::;tatement on the ~Valdez Oil Spill iiestoration 

Plan. I had ~oped to deliver these comments via teleconference, but 

a failure of comr.mnlcations led to the local Lcgislativ<l Information 

Office not l;>eing aware of the fact that they llad been scheuuleu to be 

"on line" for this hearing. I request that the following comments be 

considered as if they had been so aelivered, and aaded to the formal 

publ.ic hearing reco~".a on the document referrea to, above. 

}'irst, I woul.a like to state that the amount of money involv~'d 

is large, as inaiviauals it would seem to any of us that it should be 

plt:nty to do ev .... rything that truly needs to be done, in the fi·eld of 

environmental restoration of the areas impacted by the ~ Valdez 

oil spill. As you have undoubtedly already discovered, however, the 

needs for tl•ese funds, both rea 1 and imaF,ined, are far greu ter than 

the funds actually avAilable. For thls reason, I will list what I 

believe arc the hi~hest priority, nost deberving needs, together with 

a brief explanation of the raason I believe theae needs are important. 

(1) I believe that tJ,e amount proposed for llabi tat protection is 

inadequate. I would like to urge that the buaget for this activity be 

increa:oJed to Ht least ~'ive Hundred iY1illion Dollars. In order to do this, 

I would l.ike to urr-e that the funds for "General Hestoration" and for 

research be cira:oJtically reduced. 'uhile research is always desirable, 

I bc:licvu that in this particular situation the need for land acquisition 

is llll.l:ch g:.-eater. 

(~) I 1.>'-lleve ti,at tll<= lana areas proposed for protection are 

inade,luate, ana should be F,rr"atly increased. I urge that the Council 

actively ano agressiv~oly negotiate with native Hegional and Village 

Corporations to purchase lands for wildlife habitat, particularly native 

"inholdings" surrounded by park and refuge lands, including Kenai Fjords 

National Park; the Kodiak National Wildlife RefuF,e; Afognak Island; and 

along the constline of Prince William Sound a~d it's islands. 

(5) I would hope that you will make a great effort to minimize 

administrative costs, and to put the money where it will ao the most 

good: that is, protucting lands from dGvelo_prnent whi.ch could well ao as 
much damar,e as ii- not more, 

il.the 1989 Exxon y~ oil spill itself aid, 11but in a less spectacular, 

more grauual but nonetheless very destructive manner! 

..,incerel;y, k _ 
)bJ /(ld1. 
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July 23, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attention : DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

I am writing to express my concerns on the proposed spending plan of the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Settlement money. The way I understand it, only about 1/3 of the 
money will go to protecting habitat, while the majority of the money will go toward futile 
clean-up efforts, attorney's fees, and scientific studies to determine the effects of 
petroleum products on living organisms. 

It is my position that the best use of the money would be to protect and preserve habitat 
that is currently in danger of development, destruction, or other irreparable harm. I 
applaud your use of the money to save Kachemak Bay State Park and Seal Bay. 
Please continue with that approach to reimbursing mother nature for the damage done 
to her; the real victim in all of this mess. I urge you to increase the "Habitat Protection" 
budget to at ieast $500 million, and reduce the so-called "General Restorat ion" budget 
(including scientific studies and other overhead that yields no environmental benefit) . I 
further urge and challenge you to look toward the acquisition of large tracts of land, not 
tiny insignificant parcels that are island in a sea of clearcut. Think and act BIG ... and 
responsibly. 

This Habitat Protection budget should be used to protect threatened areas of Alaska 
such as: 

• Kenai Fjords National Park 
• Chenegalands 
e Knight Island 
• Eyak lands 
• Afognak Island 
• Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 

One of my great joys and passions in life is flyfishing . I have spent a good deal of time 
traveling in southeast Alaska and in the Prince William Sound area while flyfishing some 
of the remote rivers of the state. On a trip last spring to the Ketchikan area to fish for 
steel head I was once again reminded of the need to preserve the riches of Alaska. 
While flying into the remote river area, we passed over some massive areas of clearcut 

1 



that have inflicted devastating change on a fragile ecosystem. As big and powerful as 
Alaska is, she bears the scars of some battles lost. Please help. 

As you make your decisions on how to spend the money from the Exxon Valdez, I 
would ask you to consider "What is the best thing we can do to help save other critical 
habitat areas from damage?" 

Please put me on your mailing list and ensure that I am mailed a copy of the Draft and 
Final EIS. And remember to do the right thing! 

Most sincerely, 

Stewart Osgood, P. E. 
3339 Checkmate Drive 
Anchorage, Af< 99S08 
(907)338-0083 

cc: W.J. Hickel 

2 



July 20, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Anchorage, Alaska 

Dear Trustees, 

I am writing to request that you use the Exxon Valdez Trust 
Funds in the most environmentally sound way. Using these funds 
to buy and protect wildlife habitat is the best way to restore 
wildlife populations injured by the oil spill. 

Specifically, please: 

o Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 
million 

o Slash the budget for "General Restoration" 
o Support large acquistions 
o Save the following areas: Kenai Fords National Park, Chenega 

lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island, and Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

si};_erely, .· 

, J · II · 11 1Lf'div \ 1 !It! 
na~d~~'!psf:WI1r-J _,v~ 
1 2 51 5 E. 37th 
Tulsa, OK 74146 





Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Public Advisory Group 

645 G Street, Suite 401, Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451 
Phone 907-278-8012 Fax 907-276-7178 

July 27, 1994 

Rod Kuhn 
Restoration Plan EIS Project Director 
EVOS Restoration Office 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Kuhn: 

At a recent meeting of the EVOS Trustee Council Public Advisory Group, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on the Draft Restoration Plan was discussed. 

On behalf of the Public Advisory Group I would like to submit the following comments 
on the Draft EIS. 

1. Implementation Management Structure -- We have been briefed by Executive 
Director Jim Ayers on the results of the planning workshops he has been 
holding since January, 1994. Participants have included PAG members, other 
representatives of the public and spill area communities, EVOS researchers, 
and agency representatives. Tnis group has reviewed the Draft Restoration 
Plan and further refined and updated the recovery status and objectives of the 
injured resources and services, the draft policies, and other elements of the 
Draft Restoration Plan. 

We believe this "management by objective" implementation approach is an 
appropriate clarification of the Draft Restoration and would like to see it 
incorporated into the Final Restoration Plan. 

2. In July, 1993, the Public Advisory Group unanimously adopted a set of 
restoration priorities (attached). We would like to see these elements reflected 
within the Final Restoration Plan. 

3. Establishment of a reserve account is included as a restoration activity in 
alternative #5 in the DEIS, the "proposed action". The Public Advisory Group 
would like to see the restoration reserve account action clarified in alternative 
#5 and in the other alternatives. We would like to see specific criteria attached 
to the reserve for its expenditure. 

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 



Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sinc(elyj / r/ . . 
_);Cc--cKJ~ 

Srad Phillips, Chair ( 
Public Advisory Group 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Public Advisory Group 

--Approach to Restoration (7/15/93)--

The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees should give priority to the 

projects which are most effective in restoring and protecting 
. ' 

' 
injured resources and services. Preference should be given by 

the Trustees to projects .(-1) within the spill area as defined in 

the Restoratjon·~lan brochure of April 1993, or (2) outside the 
. . . 

spill area within the state of Alaska. 

A. Pick-up oil which is fouling the environment and where it 

makes environmental and economic sense to clean up and with 

the approval of local residents, landowners and resource 

users. This includes: 

• Monitoring and feasibility studies 

• Physical clean-up 

B. Restore injured resources and services by taking direct 

action in pertinent environments. This includes: 

• Subsistence 

• Cultural 

• Recreational 

• Commercial 

• Fish 

• Wildlife 

• Habitat 



c. Protect habitat critical to resources injured by the oil 

spill or threatened by potentially ~njurious actions. This 

includes: 

• Acquisition 

• Conservation easements 
~ 

• Leases 

• Trade 

• Appl~cation of management techniques with landowners 

D. The Public Advisory Group is in support of the c?ncept of 

the establishment of an endowment or trust that will provide 

funding for the purposes established by·the settlement 

agreement. The use or administration of the endowment or 

trust should be established by a charter developed and 

approved by the Trustee Council. 

E. Replace andjor enhance injured resourcesjservices through 

indirect means. This includes: 

• Enhancement of equivalent resources to reduce pressure 

on injured ones 

• Increase populations or levels of service over pre-

spill conditions 

F. Provide funding for facilities which support A through E, 

above. 





EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK. 99501 

Fol1.s1 
I'm writing to urge you to use Exxon settlement funJs to purchase more land. 

I .believe that the single most important thing that we can do for damaged animal 
populations is to save their habitat. I thi:n.k that the longest lasting improvement is to 
leave undeveloped land. We can use the funds to insure that the Lmd remains 
protected after the oil has left: the .beaches. 

I also favor making recreational use of much settlement purchased land. I 
thin.1 that campsites and similar low impact use can coexist with the wi1llife resources. 

Than1 you for your consideration. 

P&~ 
Box8168 
Nikiski, AK. 99635 
(907) 776-5745 



Dear Restoration draft authors 

Bill Rotecki 
PO Box 7738 
Ketchikan, Ak 99901 
July 24, 1994 

I have to say that there is no better way to spend the oil spill 
money than to buy habitat protection. I always thought that was 
the intent of the settlement to begin with, and the more I think 
about it .. the more that I am convinced that that is the most 
effective way to spend it. , 

By spending the money on habitat protection we: 

-help protect the future fishing industry 
-help protect the tourism industry 
-make cash available to private corporations which they can use to 
diversify local industry 
-help protect subsistance uses which were so badly damaged in the 
spills 
-leave a legacy of opportunity for our offspring 

Furthermore, 
-I oppose spending more than 10% of the money on research 
-I oppose spending more than 10% of the money on restoration 
-I oppose spending more than 10% of the money on administrative 
needs 

Thanks for listening 

Bill 



ALAS_KA CENTER for the ENVIRONMENT 
519 West 8th Avenue, Suite 201 • Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
(907) 274-362 1 • fa::><: 274-8733 

July 2 6, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Att:DEIS Comments 
645 G Street · 
Anchorage, AK 
99501 

Dear Trustees: 
. . . 

I am Wl;'iting to you to comm~nton the . EVOS Draft 
Environmental Impact statement which will help determine how to 
spend the rest ci ·./il settlement money. 
· .I urge the · Truste.es to use up to $500 ritillion of the 
remaining funds for habitat a~quisitiori. Purchasing ~arcels · 
endangered by unwise logging practices is the highest a:nd .best 
use .· of the settlement money, which by law ·is to be used to 
restore ·or · acquire the equivalent resources .of those damaged by 
the spill. . . · . · . . . 

· The Trustees have the opportunity to .permanentlyprotect a 
host of irr~~laceable wilderness areas, such .as ·the Eya~ lands 
near Cordova , Chenega's holdings on Western Prince Will i am Sound , 
the Paul arid Laura Lakes artd Shuyak straights regions. of Afognak , . 
Montague Island , and the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge • 

. By using most of the remaini ng spill . funds f or habitat . 
~rotection, the Trustees will preserve critical habitat such as 
salmon ·streams , calving .grounds . and denning sites. ·They will also . 
e c onomi cal l y empower Native ·corpor ations who are reluctantly 
engagi ng in unsustainable l ogging in· or der to .raise much rieeded . 
cash for shareholders. · · · · ·· 

I c omp l ement the Trustees ·for the ·· Kachemak Bay .. and .seal Bay 
purchases, without .their foresight these areas would have been 
destroyed . But the expenditure of $50 million for t~o areas is· 
not nearly enough. Th·e Trustee Council must earmark $500 million 
of remaining spill money for the purchase of other large parcels 
that are currently at risk. . . · · 

Please refuse to dole out money for . ~orkbarrell make work 
projects. Use ._the· ·money for acquisition of habitat and good, 
focused scientific studies with a preference going to Alaska 
~ased ~esearchers . and field .technicians. Habitat acquisition and 
quality_ science are the inost equitable and effective ways to use 
the remaining funds~ The land will remain protected, and the data 
will serve scientists for years to come. 

Thank· you for your time arid attention. 

Sincerely , 

Tim Bristol 
ACE Grassroots Organizer 

@ pn~tcd 011 tOO% post-eCIZStmzer-wiiste recycled paper 
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Kodiak Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 1756 

Kodiak, AK 99615 

Dear Members of the Exxon Valdez Oii _Spill Trustee Council, 

July 25, 1994 

I am writing on behalf of the Kodiak Audubon Society. We have reviewed the 
Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement and have the following 
comments. 

We were quite disappointed to see that only one third of the remaining money is to be 
used on habitat acquisition. During the lengthy public input process, a majority of 
respondents cited the importance of habitat acquisition. In light of this, we feel that the 
"Habitat Protection" budget should be increased to at least $500 million. Though 
some of the research and general restoration projects may have merit, we firmly 
believe habitat protection to be the most efficient way to aid recovery of the resources 
injured by to Exxon Valdez oil spill. Thousands of acres in the spHI affected are 
threatened by clear cut logging and development. For example, Afognak Island is 
steadily being destroyed by clear cut logging and the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 
is threatened by the potential development of inholdings. "General Restoration" and 
research projects are not going to help these areas at all . 

Please do not succumb to political pressure and the many special interests wanting a 
share of the settlement money. Use the money for "Habitat Acquisition." It is the most 
efficient means of protecting threatened land. 

Thank you for considering our views. 

Sincerely, 

'_/J114vv/ ~l~ 
Mary Forbes 
Conservation Chair 
Kodiak Audubon Society 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustee Council: 

21 July 1994 

I have commented before on the "Working Document" which I was 
sent. The Sierra Club is now urging me to write again so that 
their comments can be heard. I have written before and will 
write again •.. the monies should be spent to restore wildlife 
populations, wilderness values and other injured resources. We 
must look at what is a lasting value here, and cutting the "pork" 
which will result in wasted monies in short-term duration 
projects. If I have any say at all, if this letter gets put on a 
scale and weighed, if this letter has any effect at all, I must 
lobby for a slash in the budget for "General Restoration" 
projects that will give somebody a job for a few months but will 
add nothing of lasting value to Alaska. Living in Minnesota I 
value the wildlands more than anything. This is why I visit 
Alaska, because it is still largely unspoiled by development. 
The "Habitat Protection" portion is underrepresented and should 
be given monies of at least $500 million. Large acquisitions 
should be the priority, not small parcels that are mere islands 
of habitat. These large parcels should be in Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge,(my first choice), Afognak Island, Kenai Fjords 
Bational Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island and the Eyak lands. 

I wish these comments to be included in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and I wish to be kept informed of future 
developments on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

-)'~~ 
Marc Olson 
Box 185 
Barrett, MN 56311 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
6456 Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Council Members: 

Box 42, Torrey Hill Road 
Turner, :ME 04282 
July 21, 1994 · 

I wish to make the following comments on your plan to use the Exxon settlement 
funds in the coming year. 

This year's allocation should include a much larger percentage of money for 
buying up coastal lands from Ketchikan to Kodiak in order to protect them from the clear 
cut logging that is taking place. Although research needs some money for studying the 
effects that the oil spill had on wildlife in the area, the habitat for this same wildlife is being 
destroyed and must be protected. 

The land from Prince William Sound to the Kenai Fjords and on down to Kodiak 
are especially at risk since many populations of birds, fish and animals in this area already 
crashed after the 1989 oil spill. 

This oil spill settlement money is a golden opportunity to protect forever 
thousands of acres of wildlife habitat from being destroyed. At least $500 million should 
be set aside for this purpose. 

Thank you for your consideration of these ideas. 

Sincerely, 

;t1;~~ 
JB:kl 
cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attention: ElS Committee 
645 G Street. Suite 401 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-·3451 

Dear ~.;1embers of the Trustee Council: 

Some months ago we completed a survey/questionnaire 
regarding what we considered to be appropriate disposition of the 
Exxon civil settlement moneys. Our opinions were that 90% of the 
moneys should be used to protect wildlife habitation within the Prince 
\/Villiam Sound area. 

We ask you (members of the Council) to spend at least $500 
million on "Habitat Protection" and reduce the "General Restoration" 
budget to less than $1 0 million. Habitat Protection provides the best, 
long-term approach to restoration. 

Thank you, in advance, for considering our opinions and 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

~fJ /) ~ 
/~~~.~--~~-j 
George and Trina Smallwood 
P. 0. Box 3371 
Homer, Alaska 99603-3371 



7/25/94 

Jeremy Anderson 
410 Twelfth St. 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Jim Ayers 
Director, Trustee Council 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, ASK 99501 

Dear Mr. Ayers and members of the EVOS Trustee Council: 

JUL 28 1994 

. ···:.· 
"' t :: ~ : : ' 

As an Alaskan citizen, I am concerned about how you are planning to spend the money from the 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trust Fund. You and I both know what daunting challenges face the 
people and wildlife in and around Pri.nce William Sound. First, the Exxon Valdez spilled 11 
million gallons of oil in the Sound and now industrial-scale clear-cut logging is destroying critical 
fi1'h and wildlife habitat in the same area. Prince William Sound is productive and bountiful, but 
how much more can it take? 

You and the other members of the EVOS Trustee Council have a unique opportunity to restore and 
protect some of Alaska's most valuable assets. You can spend much-needed trust fund money on 
deals that make long-term practical sense. Only you can protect the resources, like fish, wildlife, 
and scenery, that give so many Alaskans their livelihood and sustenance. 

I encourage you to: 

* 

* 

* 
* 

* 

Buy timber rights in areas like Rude River, Simpson Bay, Sheep Bay, and Port Gravina 

Put together a comprehensive deal to purchase all of Eyak' s timber rights 

Support Alaska's commercial fishing and tourism industries 

Increase the habitat portion of the budget to at least $500 million 

Support the purchase of large parcels, not just small areas surrounded by clear cuts 

Please resist the temptation to spend the money on short-term pork-barrel research and restoration 
projects. Does spending money to study how fish and birds have fared the environmental 
onslaught of the last decade make sense, when you are letting the habitat they depend on for health 
and survival slips through our fingers? 

No one will remember you for financing a study destined for the dusty shelf; however, people (and 
their children) will remember you if you take the courageous step and protect some of America's 
last remaining temperate rain forest. 

Thank you for attending to my concerns. 

Sincerely, rv S. ~A~ 
Jeremy S. Anderson 

' 
·~ 



Exon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
ATTN: EIS Comments 
645 G. Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

DEIS 
RE: EVOS Restoration Plan 

This is generally an excellent document for which I would 
recommend only minor changes in presentation. 

't!J uu.: 

1. Concerning habitat protection and acquisition, it would be 
helpful if a table could be provided in Chapter 4 that for each 
resource (sea otter, harlequin duck, pink salmon, subsistence 
uses, etc.) listed the number of parcels proposed to be acquired 
or protected under each alternative (except No Action) according 
to the rank (high, moderate, low) for that resource. This would 
give the reader a clearer comparison of how the various resources 
would fare under each alternative; e.g., would harlequin ducks or 
marbled murrelets suffer more loss of habitat under Alternative 5 
relative to Alternative 2? 

2. There appears to be little or no mention of the halibut or 
silver (coho) salmon, both significant fishes in the spill 
region. Is there a reason for this? 

3. The glossary should be expanded to include, e.g., CCP, GMP 
and LPP (1-14) as well as all the government agencies listed in 
Chapter 6. 

Concerning the Restoration Plan itself, I believe that there 
should be more emphasis on restoration and less on enhancement. 
Thus, habitat protection and acquisition should be favored over 
artificial enhancement of commercial and sport fisheries and 
Recreation & Tourism. I would suggest that the budget should 
approximate an average of the budgets for Limited and 
Comprehensive Restoration (Alternatives 3 and 5). 

~~.~ 
W.O. Burrows 
USABRDL 
Bldg 568, Fort Detrick 
Frederick, MD 21702-5010 



EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage ·.AK 99501 

Council members: 

July 23, 1994 

This is to corrment on the Restoration. Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Staterrent. 

I disagree with the intention to use only ·1 /3 of the settlerrent to 
protect habitat. Of the first third which has already been spent, only a 
fraction went for habitat protection.· I urge you to increase substantially 
the habitat protection budget. I support the purchase of large· areas 

which are undisturbed i:l<:M, in order to save this land for the creatures 
who were so damaged by the oil spill. 

I am against spending any more for scientific studies. This settlerrent is 
a chance to turn a dreadful wrong into a lasting right - protect these 
lands from future development ·- dont keep studying what went wrong. 

I would like to see you purchase the inboldings or logging rights for 
these areas first: Kenai Fjords National Park; Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge; Afognak Isla.11d; and. the c-oastline of p-.cince William Sound, in­
cluding the Eyak Corporation lands in the east and the Cllenega Corporation 
lands and Knight Island iri the west. 

Thank you, 

JJ~!Z~ 
Mrs. Barbara Ristow 
72 Palanino Way 
Garberville, CA 95542 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, ~ 99501 

To the EVOS Trustee Council, 

I am writing to ask that the majority ofthe $900 million dollar settlement from 
Exxon over the Valdez oil spill go for the restoration and protection of habitat. Currently 
only l/3 of the settlement is proposed for this purpose. By protecting habitat, the goals of 
the Oil Spill Council; restore wildlife populations, wilderness values, and other injured 
resources, can be best achieved. It seems to me that too much of the money ($280 million) 
has already been used for purposes other than those stated above (attorney's fees and 
scientific studies). Funding additional studies is not a priority, at this stage. In addition, 
spending money on "General Restoration" will not give any permanent protection to the 
areas at risk. Much of the. land available for habitat restoration and protection is owned by 
native Americans, who would prefer to sell their land or their timber rights, rather than 
raise money by logging and subdivisions. Many of the best and most strategic holdings are 
adjacent to, or inside of refuges and parks. By protecting the area from logging and 
development, we can help remove some of the threats to the habitat, wildlife, ecosystem, 
and economy. We can protect the wildlife, fish, sealife, and birds from logging, which is 
just as deadly as oil spills. Many of these populations have not yet recovered from the 
spill, and protecting and restoring their habitat, instead of logging or development, will 
hasten their recovery. This represents a rare opportunity where there are willing sellers, 
adequate funds, and habitat worth protecting and restoring. Let' s not miss this opportunity 
by not maximizing the amount of money spent for habitat protection. Please increase the 
money allocated for habitat protection, go for large acquisitions, cut funding for "General 
Restoration", and attempt to save, preserve and restore the following areas; Kenair Fjords 
National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island, and Kodiak 
National Refuge. Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

Stan Eilers, M.D. 
5070 Northridge Pt SE 
Cedar Rapids, lA 52403 

cc: Walter J. Hickel, State Capitol, P .O. Box 11001 Juneau, AK. 99811 



July 26, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Attn: EIS Comments, 

Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation (PWSAC) is the regional aquaculture 
association for the Prince William Sound Area, and was created under the Alaska 
Private Non-profit Hatchery Act (1974). Regional associations are comprised of 
representatives of commercial fishermen, sport fishermen, processors, commercial 
fishermen, subsistence fishermen, and representatives of the area communities. The 
charge of such associations and non-profit hatcheries is to contribute to the rehabilitation 
of the state's depleted and depressed salmon fishery. PWSAC's Board of 45 directors 
represents communities of PWS and users of the area salmon resources. 

Various biological and habitat resources and associated services were injured by the 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, including salmon and salmon harvesting. Restoration of the oiled 
area resources and services can best take place following the "Proposed Action for 
Comprehensive Restoration" listed as Alternative 5 in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the EVOS Restoration Plan. 

Alternative 5 targets substantial funds at research, monitoring and restoration, as well as 
habitat protection and creation of a restoration reserve fund. Of great importance to the 
restoration of resources and services in PWS are research, monitoring and restoration 
activities outlined under this preferred alternative. A variety of technologies and 
procedures are recommended which are supported by PWSAC. Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIS draws a clear picture of the affected environment and the injury caused to fisheries 
and development (p46) which can be returned to pre-spill conditions by such restoration 
activities. 

Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS (Environmental Consequences) provides a very good 
pathway for restoration of the Sound's salmon resources. General restoration activities 
listed for pink salmon are well identified and discussed. In addition, the need to have a 
good harvest-management strategy to harvest hatchery stocks is identified and 
supported by PWSAC. 

Restoration activities are stated they may have low short term benefits within one life 
cycle of pink salmon, but the long term benefits are recognized as high. Although the 
draft EIS indicates (p126) that long term effects of some or all of the restorative actions 
for pink salmon may be realized in 6 to 10 years, PWSAC believes this to be inaccurate. 
Long term restoration can be achieved in a time span less than indicated if resources 
and technologies are applied with care and diligence. Following the path of activities 
outlined in the EIS, PWSAC intends to participate in restoration activities with EVOS 
Trustee Council funding. PWSAC will use its staff expertise in salmon biology and fish 
culture, and its facilities and technologies to help restore injured pink salmon, and aid in 

Corporate Office • Post Office Box 1110 • Cordova, Alaska 9957 4-1110 
phone: 907/424-7511 * fax: 907/424-7514 



the replacement of injured or lost resources and services by rehabilitating other salmon 
stocks as well. 

Rehabilitation and enhancement of salmon stocks in PWS are necessary steps to 
restore salmon to their pre-spill condition and achieve "optimum production of wild and 
enhanced salmon stocks on a sustained yield basis through an integrated program of 
research, management, and application of salmon enhancement technology, for the 
benefit of all user groups" as stated in the PWS-Copper River Phase 3 Comprehensive 
Salmon Plan. This is of great importance particularly in light of changing conditions 
outlined as "cumulative effects" in the draft EIS (p146). Recognizing that further impacts 
to the resources through access to PWS by the Whittier road and harbor expansion, 
Cordova road and Shepard Point dredging (port), increases in tourism and continued 
functioning of the Alyeska Terminal and development of the Port of Valdez Trans-Alaska 
Gas Pipeline, clearly tells us that restoration is critical to return salmon stocks to healthy 
condition, and enhance stocks where possible to meet the continued and growing 
pressures on our resources. 

"Procedures for Project Planning and Permitting" (EIS, Appendix C) provides further 
direction on process oriented questions concerning restoration activities for fish. The 
program planning and permitting timeline should be considered as too lengthy and in 
need of stream-lining and process facilitation through permitting agencies. The Exxon 
Valdez oil spill occurred in 1989. Injured stocks are recognized as not recovering and it 
is now more than 5 years since the spill; some stocks may not be recoverable without 
quick action. Restoration activities must begin and not be hampered with lengthy 
permitting. Good project planning is crucial, but facilitation of the process is 
recommended so that progress can be made on restoration of injured resources and less 
time spent of lengthy bureaucratic processes while stocks of salmon are allowed to 
continue in their injured and depressed state of productivity. 

I would aiso like to know why only fish have been targeted with an appendix for project 
planning and permitting procedures when so many other resources are also recognized 
as injured and in need of restoration. 

Sincerely, 
,..-:--1Z:. 

'-..·~ ' c.. ., 

Bob' oys 
President 

(hf) 
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July 24, 1994 

Dear Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, 

I am writing to urge you to use the Exxon settlement funds to purchase, preserve, 
and protect wildlife habitat. Wildlife habitat, wildlife populations, and wilderness 
resources need restoration and protection by the Exxon settlement funds. 

I am concerned that these settlement funds should restore and protect as much 
of the Alaska coastal habitat as possible. I urge you to strengthen the "Habitat 
Protection" budget to at least $500 million. I think you should also utilize those funds 
to support purchase and protection of large acquisitions of wildlife and wilderness, 
instead of small parcels surrounded by timber ctearC'utting. 

The Alaska coastal wilderness is very special and important to me. 1 would like to 
see the Exxon settlement funds protect ar.eas such as : the Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge, Afognak Island, Eyak lands, Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, and 
Knight Island. I know that these areas are of great value to many Alaska Natives and to 
Alaska and other U.S. citizens .... as well as to the Alaska wildlife itself. 

Thank you. 

·cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 

Sincerely, aA ~ 
Z"_v~v C, 

John C. Bast 
P.O.Box 82082 
College, Alaska 

99708 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear sirs: 

7047 Old English Road 
Lockport, NY 14094 
July 25,. 1994 

As you know, the most important way to save and protect 
plants and animals is to protect their habitat for the future. 
This letter is an appeal for use of more of the Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill settlement monies to do just that by buying up lands 
for protection of habitat in such places as the coastlines of 
Kenai Fjords National Park, the river valleys inside Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge, the spruce forests of Afognak Island 
and the incomparable coastline of Prince William Sound, including 
Eyak Corporation lands in the east and Chenega Corporation lands 
and Knight lsland iu the we~L. 

At this point, with about 1/3 of the $900 million settlement 
spent, less than $50 million has gone for habitat. For the 
sake of Alaska's rainforests, please strengthen the "Habitat 
Protection" budget part to at least $500 million. Also please 
support large acquisitions not puny parcels surrounded by 
clearcuts. And it is very important to try to save especially 
the precious areas named in the paragraph above! 

Thanks for your attention and assistance. 

Copy to: 
Gov. Walter J. Hickel 

Sincerely, 

'~ ( } (I - ( ., "~ 
lA.x..-.J1..-h,_... '>_ dv...-vJ~. 

Alden E. Smith 



DEIS Comments 

1321 Queen Anne Avenue North ~408 

Seattle, WA 98109 
(206) 285-2399 
July 22, 1994 

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

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Alaska's coastal forest from Ketchikan to Kodiak is the last great 
temperate rain forest on earth. Please help protect it. 

Specifically, please: 
* strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget. to at least $500 million 
* slash the budget for "General Restoration" boondoggles 
* support large aquisitions, not puny parcels surrounded by clearcuts 
* save the areas I love: Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, 

Knight Island, Eyak lands, Afognak Island, Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

Thank you, 

M~!Uii, ...... __ ........... """""' ... ~ 
Craig F. Miller 

Copy: Governor Walter J. Hickel 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear EVOS Trustees: 

July 19, 1994 

Exxon is paying $900 million in civil fines because of the Exxon Valdez oil spill that 
decimated the western half of the Alaskan Rainforest coastline, from Prince William Sound to 
Kodiak. This spill killed thousands of marine mammals and hundreds of thousands of birds. 

Today, clear-cut logging and other development is destroying habitat for the same fish 
and wildlife species injured in the oil spill. With the money from the Exxon settlement, we 
have the chance to save this damaged habitat, now and forever. How can the trustees 

·allocate this money so that it benefits the populations which were hurt hardest by the spill? 
They can protect their forest homes from being logged. 

As far as I understand, the draft plan has just been released which outlines where the fine 
money is to be spent. Why is it that only 1/3 of the settlement will go to protect habitat of 
the affected species? I know that $280 million of the settlement has already been spent on 
clean-up, legal fees, etc., and I would like to see the a large part of the remaining portion of 
the settlement spent on habitat acquisition. 

I urge you to strengthen the habitat protection budget to at least $500 million and spend 
the remaining on general restoration. With this $500 million, I request that you support the 
acquisition of large parcels of critical habitat, not small insignificant parcels surrounded by 
clearcuts. You can save appropriate areas such as: Kenai Fjords Natioanl Park, Afognak 
Island, Knight Island, or Chenga lands. 

This Council has the power to acquire habitat which is critical for preserving the 
biological diversity of species in the Alaskan Rainforest. Please use your power to benefit the 
many species which were damaged by the spill, the reason all of this money is available. 
Please use your power to stop the logging of the Alaskan Rainforest instead of spending it on 
studies which can tell us why wildlife suffered because of the spill, but can't do anything 
about protecting the remaining life in the rainforest. 

Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

ipGCv, wv~'l'\ l_S 
Kristi Timmings 
3954 Mt McKinley Ct 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 



July 24,1994 
17430 Andreanoff Way 
Juneau AK 99801 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Re: Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Statement 

I am a fisheries biologist and have been a resident of Alaska for thirteen years. The 
best way to protect or preserve an ecosystem is to leave it unmanaged by people. 
Please consider the following alternatives to "restoration" for the Prince William Sound 
and surrounding areas affected by the oil spill. Recovery will be slow for such a large 
area, lets make our dollars do the greatest good. 

To help preserve our natural resources-both on land and in the sea~ please consider 
1) Strengthen the "habitat protection budget to at least $500 million; 
2) Slash the budget for "General Restoration" 
3) Please acquire the largest parcels possible. bears often need 50 square miles and 
many hawks over 20 square miles for a single home range 
4) Please add to all the existing borders of national monuments, national parks, state 
parks, and wildlife refuges, i.e. Kenai Fjords National Park, Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge. 
5) Please use the money to acquire lands such as the Eyak Corporation lands which 
are located in the most prime wildlife and scenic areas. 

Please let our money provide us with the maximum long term support of unmanaged 
lands and ecosystems. We as humans, are not near as capable as managing wild 
places as nature. Let nature have space to cope with all future ecological disasters 
that may occur. 

~~· 
Brenda Wright ~ 
Fish Biologist 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 





LEITER RETYPED BECAUSE ORIGINAL WAS TOO FAINT TO COPY 

EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Council, 

July 25, 1994 

I fully supported using '91 settlement monies for the protection/acquisition of spill 
affected areas such as Seal and Kachemak Bays. I believe this is the most effective 
means of restoring wildlife populations, values, and protecting them for the long run. 

I urge you to both increase the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 million 
and to substantially reduce the "General Restoration" budget. Many of the general 
restoration projects, while well intentioned, aren't nearly as effective at protecting as the 
acquisition of large parcels and inholdings---there are many worthwhile candidates. If 
you're interested, I vote for Kodiak NWR inholdings and Afognak Is. forested lands. 

Thanks for the opportunity to contribute my $0.02. 

cc: Gov. Walter J. Hickel 

Sincerely, 

ERIC MUNK 
P.O. Box 2940 
Kodiak, AK 99615 



Frc:>m the Hc:>usehc:>ld c:>f 

EVOS Trustee Council 
ATTN: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 

.Dear Members of the Council: 

Ronald & EJJen McKean 

3231 Garfield Avenue 
Alameda, CA 9450 1 
.July 22, 1994 

I am deeply frustrated and angry that one of the worlds last temperate 
rainforests is receiving yet another blow----but this time it is not 
an accident. What the Exxon Valdez did to the gulf of Alaska was a 
catastrophe, but clearcutting the same area is unforgivable! The 
wildlife that is still suffering from the oi 1 spill, is now facing the 
blatant elimination of their habitat. 

The 900 million in civil fines must go to restoring wildlife, and ! 
think that there is no better way to restore wildlife populations 
(harmed by the oil spill) than to buy and protect the wildlife habitat 
that is being destroyed by logging in an area already hurt by one 
incident. 

The Trustees "General Restoration" is unacceptable. First, only one 
third of the settlement will go to protecting wildlife habitat . 
Second, 200 to 300 million dollars would go toward scientific studies. 
While money is spent on studies about how fish die with oil many other 
spices die in habitat Joss. 

I ask that the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees strengthen the Habitat 
Protection budget to at least 500 million and to cut the budget for 
General Restoration scams. I would also ask that you support large 
land acquisitions and not small parcels of land surrounded by 
cJearcuts. We need to save these areas: Kenai Fjords National Park, 
Chenega Lands, Knight Island, Eyak Lands, Afognak Island, Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

Please, I ask for Sanctuary on behalf of the countless fish birds and 
mammals that were powerless against the spill and who are just as 
powerless against the chiansaw. 

Thank you for your time. 

Ron Me~ 
(. (. ! bo". 



Working for the Nature of Tomorrow® 

~ NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
.. 750 W. Second Ave., Suite 200, Anchorage, AK 99501 (907) 258-4800 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear EVOS Trustee Council: 

July 25, 1994 

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) writes to urge the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council (Trust~es) to revise its 
Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement to provide 
for greatly increased habitat protection purchases. The current 
draft of the Restoration Plan emphasizes scientific research and 
small, but very expensive, restoration projects to the detriment of 
larqe-scale land acquisitions. The Plan is unacceptable for this 
reason. 

Large-scale habitat acquisition is a far more effective way to 
protect the fish, marine mammal and bird species injured by the 
Exxon Valdez oil spill than are the studies and restoration 
projects proposed in the draft plan. Many of the restoration 
projects are expensive and will have only marginal returns when 
compared to the benefits of habitat preservation. Many of the 
research projects will advance the base of knowledge concerning 
oil's effects on fish and wildlife species, but will do nothing to 
prevent the widespread habitat destruction that is killing those 
species. While NWF acknowledges that research is a necessary 
component of a successful long term recovery and restoration plan, 
land acquisition now is essential to the survival of important fish 
and wildlife habitat. 

NWF recognizes the pressures on Trustees to draft a plan that 
provides jobs and money to local economic interests. Ultimately, 
however, 'l'rustees' duty is to restore the fish and wildlife 
populations and wilderness values harmed by the Exxon Valdez 
spill. This can best be done by protecting habitat in perpetuity. 
NWF therefore urges Trustees to revise its Draft Restoration Plan 
to greatly increase funding for large-scale habitat acquisition. 

Sincerely, 

ames W. Adams 
egal Associate 

National Wildlife Federation 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Exon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

RE: Allocation of settlement monies 

Honorable Trustees: 

July 25, 1994 

The best and most justified use of the oil spill monies is to acquire lands and permanently 
protect them. Only this can have long-lasting and meaningful mitigation value for wildlife 
populations injured by the spill. 

Specifically, I ask that the much more of the settlement go to Habitat Protection, at least 
$500 million. I am angered over the waste of so much money on research, etc., and the General 
Restoration budget must be markedly reduced. 

Please make it your top priority to leave as a legacy a set of magnificent, large acquisitions. 

Thank you for considering my views. 

Sincerely, 

£..~~_!) 
Dan Silver, MD 
1422 N. Sweetzer Ave., #401 
Los Angeles, CA 90069-1528 
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July 29, 1994 

Mr. ~im Ayera, Director 
Trustee Council 
G45 C Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

r 1 0~[ ~ ~o . : 'JO-;' 235 O'Jll 

Poat·IP hrontf lalC transmittul rnemo ?On 
1'11. 

Do~r Mr. Ayere and Tru~tee Counci1 members, 

We wish to say thanK you ror ~he work that 1s onqo1nq, 
moving tow&rdo habit;.;1l;. rcobor;l4:-ion. '1-lc urc copcc:lo11y t.ho.nlcful. 

for the Kachemak Day State Park buyback, and Afognak lRl~nd 
Sea1 B~y reetorQ~ion appropriatiun~. 

we feel it is important to make large purchases, not 
f1.·agmented oc1:oge, to :k:eep an ecosyell .. em int.act.. . The t..imber 
rights f or the Eyak area is an exampl e . Buying lhe timber 
rights in crucial areas like Sheep Bay, Rude Rive r , PorL 
Cr~v! n~, Qnd SimpGon D~y will help amal1 bu~lnea~ea continue 
to d~Vt'!lop t.nuri !';m ~nd r.nmmP.rr.ii!tl f~_ F.Ih~_ ng - whir::h WP. f"P.P.~ 
could be the ! utur e bac:k:bone o r Al aska's economy . Piease 
look at this in a large eompr9henelv9, long-term plan~ · 

We hope t:.h~t Governor tiicke1 and Commlt5a!on !:lcindor wil1 
~or~P. ~hA~ th~~ ~rotPetion of l~rg~ ar~a~ vlll h~ th~ mo~t 
profitable for Alas~a in the long term. 

~:l.n~arCl1y, 

fcltM'-L f)t~,_,~ 
Michael, Diane, Morgan McDride 

Diane and Michael McBride • Chlna Poot J3ay • P.O. Box 9S6 • Homer, Alllsh 99(-,()l • I JSA • (907) 235-H910 
Nationally anrtlntemationally Honored Accommodallons and Services 



JJL -29-94 rR: :6 : 55 WORLD WiLDL:FE FGND 

Via Facstmlle-907-276-7178 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: EIS Comments 
c/o Mr. Rod Kuhn 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

~ 
WWF 

July 29, 1994 

Subject: World Wildlife Fund's Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments 

Dear Council Members: 

On behalf of World Wildlife Fund ("WWF"), an international conservation 
organization with over one million members, we would like to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) Restoration Plan 
(DEIS), and suggest the following improvements to the Council's Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative 5). 

?. Q~/G2 

WWF is committed to a comprehensive solution to the restoration of narural resources 
injured within the oil spill region that is based on an appropriate allocation of the remaining 
balance to habitat acquisition, restoration, research, administration, and a restoration 
reserve , Although we recognize that the Preferred Alternative S exceeds the old alternative 
originally proposed by the Trustee Council by as much as 15% of the habitat acquisition 
funds, the Preferred Alternative provides only 48 -52 % of the remaining balance to be used 
for habitat acquisition. This is the smallest amount of any of the 5 alternatives evaluated and 
is inadequate for acquiring the vast majority of the large parcels receiving high-moderate 
rankings from the Trustee Council's large parcel rankings. We strongly urge the Trustee 
Council. to appropriate more of the remaining balance of EVOS funds to habitat acquisition to 
provide injured fish and wildlife species with high quality habitat and the greatest chance for 
recovery from the oil splll. Habitat acquisition is the best way to restore injured natural 
resources and provide renewed opportunities for subsistence and recreation use by both 
Alaska residents and non-residents. 

World Wildlife Fund 
1250 Twenty-Fourth St, NW Wa&hlnicon, DC 20037·1175 USA 

Tel: (202) 29J-4800Telc:Jt: 64.505 PA.."WA FAX {202) Z9J.9211 
Incorporating The Conserootion Foundation. A/fi!iaud with W or!d Widt Fund f(!Y N lll.ure 
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Based on our review of the Trustee Council's working document "Comprehensive 
Habitat Protection Process; Large Parcel Evaluation and Ranking Volume 1" and using Seal 
Bay and Kachemak Bay as comparabl~ sales, we estimate that the Preferred Alternative will 
fall short of acquiring all high to moderately ranked parcels (553,100 acres identified on p. 
16-17 of the Large Parcel Evaluation Working Document) by approximately $60 million to 

,$90 million. Therefore, we recommend that funds be transferred from research and 
monitoring and/or the restoration reserve into habitat acquisition. Shifting the additionaJ 
funds into ,habitat acquisition would increase the total funds for acquisition to $385 million, 
representing 62% of the remaining balance. The higher percentage we reco.m.rnend for 
habitat acquisition is consistent with the average allocation for habitat acquisition (66%) 
supported by the public! as indicated in the "Summary of Public Comments on Alternatives~, 
and would allow the Council to acquire all high-moderately ranked large parcels from willing 
seHers throughout the spill region. In general, the public has shown a strolli desire To c.rf'.<ne 
additional protected areas as a viable strategy for restoring injured resources. Additional 
protected areas will not only benefit injured resources, but wiU provide a boost for Alaska's 
tourism industries. 

. 
In addition, we recommend to the Trustee Council that the restoration reserve be used 

as a long-term investment strategy for acquiring additional sites should the results of 
monitoring and research reveal the need to obtain additional habitat areas for select species . 
The restoration reserve should also provide an invesunent pool that can be drawn upon to 
acquire small parcels, once Council completes similar parcel rahlcings. 

In conclusion, WWF supports the Trustee Council's efforts to develop a 
comprehensive solution to the restoration of injured resources in the EVOS spill region. 
However, we fecommeild that the Council iocrease the funds for habitat acquisition to at 
least 62% of the remaining balance to acquire all high-moderate, large pat:eels. This would 
provide the Tl11.6tee Council with an opportunity to develop a Final EIS that is more 
consistent with public support for habitat acquisition. Habitat acquisition is the best way to 
provide high quality habitat in perpetuity for injured species that will also benefit Alaska 
residents now and in the future. On behalf of WWF, thank you for considering our 
comments on the DEIS. Please feel free to contact me at 202-822-3465, should you have 
any questions regarding our commems. 

Sincerely, 

(J~[)dd# 
Dominick A. DellaSala, Ph.D. 
Senior Program Officer 
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Hans U. Tschersich, M.D. 
1 423 Baranof Street 
Kodiak, Ak 9961 5 

EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Re.: DEIS Comments 

27 July 1994 

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 settlement 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 
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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 

PO BOX966 

NOME, ALASKA 99762 

(907) -1-B-3311 

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 coastai 
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 !vlission, Council, Diomede. Elim, Gambell, Golovin, Kovuk, Nome, St. Michael, 
Savoonga, Shaktoolik, Shishmaref, Stebbins, Teller, Unalakleet, \\'ales. White ~1ountain." 
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July 22 , 1994 

Exxon Valdez Oil 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 my 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 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

334 West 200 North, Apt. 309 
Provo, Utah 84601 
24 July 1994 

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 
I urge you to reconsider this balance to put more resources into acquiring 
wildlife habitat. 

Your instructions as I 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. I recommend 
that less be spent on general restoration until we truly know what works. 

In sum, I 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. 



EVDS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
.s 1t ::.:.:; c:; ~; t ,r· ('? E:! t 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear EVOS Trustees: 

69 Elm Hill Street 
Springfieldry VT 05156 
,} 1.\ 1 ./ ::~:: <1 '·' :l c;- (i' 4 

I am writing to comment on the Restoration Plan Draft EIS 
and its proposals for spending the Exxon Valdez restoration 
funds. I have been fortunate to visit Alaska several times, and 
the reason I will come back is to enjoy again the wild and 
natural lands and waters of the state. 

The most valuable way in which you can restore wildlife and 
wilderness values affected by the oil spill is by protecting 
habitat and wilderness from further damage as a result of ill­
advised logging and other development. More clean-up project 
and studies of oil impacts while new developments threaten the 
same wildlife resources are not desirable; neither are 
hi::<. t c !···, <:::-1'- i <:::·~=· t:. o p ,,.. od uc E:" iHDI'- E· "f <.:i k <-:::: f i !:.'.h • " 

Therefore, I urge you to maximize expenditures on habitat 
protection -- $500 million at minimum. Focus particularly on 
large acquistions around Prince William Sound and within 
protected areas such as the magnificent Kenai Fjords National 
Park and Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. You have a tremendous 
opportunity now to offset the Exxon Valdez tragedy and help 
ensure that Alaska continues to beckon me and others. 



Jim Levine 
7343 Linden Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

EVOS Trustees Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 "G" St. 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

DDear Sirs, 

July 27, 1994 

I am writing to thank you for the excellent effort I have seen so far to 
utilize Exxon Valdez Oil 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 $500 
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, 

Q~L 
;/Jim Levine 
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PacHic 
Seabird 
Group 

OEDICA'rED TO THE STIJD" AND CONSERVATION Of PACIFIC SEABIRDS AND 'I'HEIR ENVIR.O!'<.•.m.a 

CnU« S. Hurisoa 
Vice CIWr tor CO!W!l"Pstioll 
~l Nort.b 9th Strc:et 11801 
~. V'J.rCWa .12203 

Molly McCammon 
Ex:r;on Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 0 Street, Suite 40 l 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451 

July 29, 1994 

Re: Comments on Draft Restoration Plan and Draft EIS 

Dear Ms. McCammon: 

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 international organization that was founded in 1972 to 
promote knowledge, 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 refuies, and 
individuals with interests in marine conservation. PSG has hosted symposia on the biology 
and management of virtually every seabird species affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill, 
and has sponsored symposia on the effects of the spill on seabirds. 

I. Restoration Polldes 

PSG generally agrees with the policies set forth in the Restoration PJan!.' and the 
proposed action (alternativeS) in the DEIS. The $65-$100 million targeted for general 

l' 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 effective restoration 
actions for an injured migratory population are in part of its range outside the spill area. "J/ 

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 ~h restoration proposal. 11 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 
a.'ld other alien creatures from colonies and former colonies as compensatory restoration in 
a.'US 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 biologically 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 ove...-.ill goal of restoring all injured resources and services.~' We 
agree that common mUITeS, harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets and piaeon 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 "re~:~Jvery 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 homed &rebe; northern fulmar; sooty and short-tailed 
shea.rwater; double-crested, pelagic and red-faced cormorant; hening and mew gull; Arctic 
and Aleutian tern; Kittlitz's and ancient murrelet; Cassin's, least, parakeet and rhinocero£ 
auklet; and homed and tufted puffin.!' The decline after the oil spill "varies .by species" and 

f DEIS, p. 2-12. 

'¥ Restoration Plan, p. 9. 

~ DEIS, p. 2·12. 

! Restoration Plan, chapter 3. 

~ Restoration Plan, p. 25. 

~ Restoration Plan, p. 30. 

11 Appendix B, p. B-41. 
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cormorant, Arctic tern and tufted pur1in clearly declined.t' 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-v..inged, 
surf and black scoter; oldsquaw; bufflehead; common and Barrow's goldeneye; and common 
and red-breaste:d merganser.J91 

We raised this issue in our earlier commentsll' and the DEIS concedes these 
injuries.u- Nevertheless, the DEIS does not,seem to pr~ spending funds on restoring 
these populations. According to the federal e~timates published in 56 Federal Register 14687 
(April 11, 1991), these •other" seabirds and "other sea ducks" totalled 14,000 dead birds. 
The Trustee Council estimates that "in genenl, the number of dead birds recovered probably 
represents only 10.15% of the total numbers of individuals killed.".!!' Simple matherr.atics 
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 A~x 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 technique 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 protootion 
policies,J.1J and recognizes that protecting uplands may greatly benefit harlequin ducks and 
marbled murrelets. We agree that those lands that provide the greatest benefit to injured 
resourr..es 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. 

Ui Letter to EVOS Trustee Council from PSG (August 6, 1993). 

W DEIS, Table 1-1, p. 1-13. 

ll' Restoration Plan~ p. &16. 

~ Restoration Plan, chapter 3. 
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in perpetuity. For example, the aovernment should not spend at!,Y of the $295-$325 million 
in trust funds targeted to land purchase for the purchase of log~n' rights unless those rights 
are permanent. We understand that historically the government has bouiht the same land 
rights more than once. 

ill. Monitoring and Research 

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

Alternative No. S in the DEIS establishes a Sl00-$130 million restoration reserve for 
•tong-term restoration and research activities."~ We interpret this reserve to allow the 
Trustee Council to adopt one of PSG' s proposals, namely, the eadowment of chairs in 
marine ornithology at the University of Alaska.!!' If our understanding is conect, we 
enthusiastically endorse the establishment of a reserve account. and suggest that the Trustee 
Council proceed with establishing chain in marine ornithology. The use of funds for this 
purpose would begin to make up for the fact that, for example, the Trustee Council directed 
only 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 mu~ populations. ·w FWS has identified 18 
islands that are suitable for predator removal.a- Kaligagan I$land's seabird population 
increased by 125.000 burrowing birds after foxes died out.a.- We suggest that the Trustee 
Council estimate for each of the 18 island~ the increase in murre population 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 capricious. 

U' R~toration Plan, p. 21. 

J.t DEIS, p. 2·12. 

Ut ~letter from PSG to EVOS Trustee Council (Apri114, 1993). 

w DEIS, p. 4-84. 

!21 DEIS, p. 4~84. 

~ D.R. Nysewander et al. 1982. Marine bird and mammal survey of the eastern 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 a restoration fund. We believe that fox control, which is included in alternative 4 
for murres and pigeon guillemotsW should also be expressly included in alternative 5 for 
these species. BJ 

IV. Use ot Replatory Authorities to Assist Restoration 

Neither the draft Restoration Plan nor the DEIS 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 injured7 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 pro~rams. 

Have agencies curtailed the hunting seasons for sea ducks or harlequin ducb? 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 curta.iled 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 re:stmation projects. We believe that this 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, 

lV DEIS. pp. 4·84 to 4·85 . 

.w 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) 276-717a 

ME M O 'R AND U M 

TO: Rod Kuhn nlllt"\ 
Eric F. Myers~~ro)ect Coordinator FROM: 

DATE: 7/29/94 

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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AKHJOK-KAGUYAK. INC. 
S028 HiUs Orin 
An'horagf, Al 99508 

Exxo.n Valdez Oil Spill TNStee Council · 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

rtln nu. 1 1 r. uq 

OlD HARSOR NATiVE CORPORAT~ON 
P.O. Bax7l 
Old H~rbor, AK 99&43 

July 29, 1994 

Re: Draft Environmental Imp:u:t Statement Comments 

Oti behalf of Akhiok·K&guyak, Inc. and Old Harbor Native Corporation we would like to 
thank the Exxon Valdez Oil Spin Trustee Council for the oppommity to comment on the Ornrt 
Enviconmcntal Impact Statement tbr the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan. 

As you know, we have been working wit4 the Trustee Council and its representatives and 
recogniz= the enormity of your task in balancing the restoration goals of various interests and 
regions impacted by the £xxon V~ oil spill. We also appreciate the open lines of 
communication you have established and the degree of care you have given to t.hl.s complex process. 

How a person view-s the Draft EIS for the Exxon Valdez Restoration Plan depends upon 
where you lit. 

The village& of Akhiok and Old Harbor sit a..mldst the abundant natural resources of the 
Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge and the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Reibge. Our 
livelihood, ow- allture and our way of life \x:nefil when the natural resources of our area are nurtured 
and sustained. 

The oil spill had a major impaet oo us because it degraded fish and wildlife habitat and 
populations and threatened the natural resour«s of our arc:a. The spill diminished our subsist en~ 
base. and disrupted the li'IJC8 of our people through: commerc:ial fish closures aucl the loss of fishing 
and cannery jobs for our people. 

Given our location and reliance on healthy natural resources, we have been very supportive 
ofthe habitat protection aspect of the Restoration Plan. We continue to feel that protection of our 
habitat will give natw:e the best opportunity to replenish herseif. 
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Further, givm our proximity to the lands, islands and waters of the National Wildlife Refuse 
Syste~ our working rdatlombip with the U.S. Fish &Wildlif'e Servk:e aDd our mutual aoals of 
carefully managed human use of the refuge areas adj8Cent to our villages. it is clear that we would 
have a low d.egtee of involvement with General Re.itormion project& and .Research and Monitoring 
(See Draft ElS, Chapter 1, pases JS-16 discussion of Natkrnal Wildlife Refuge System 
Comprthen.sive Conservation .Plana). Thetet'or'e, we continue to favor an Alternative 2 approach to 
restoration whle& max.imfzes h.tblw p.roteetio.a.. 

In reviewing the restoration beoefit anAlysis in tbe Draft EIS for the final Restoration Plan, 
we bclie\'8 the restoration benefit for nearly all injured speci~ resources and human seaviCQ 
provided by Alternative 2 exceeds tho ~timate which the Draft ElS gfves to the respective injured 
species and resources, (see Summlll)' page xiv-xvii). For example. concemlng commercial fisbins 
(Summary pasc xvii), whi'h is the backbone of our vilblges' income opponunities, tbe Draft ElS 
states that the long tern1 etl'etts of Alternative 2 would have moderate benefits fOr commercial 
tnhi!li. 

To quote the DnUt EIS, "Habitat protection and acquisitioa. actions may have a long-term 
benefit to salmon and Pacific herring stocks ln the EVOS area by helping to ensure maintenance of 
wild•stock production to SUP?Qrt the commercial fishing industry_ .. 

Again - from where we sit in complete dependence on the &hi..n8 indu.stty and the health of 
fish stock.! • the importance of protecting the anadromous streams and their associated wetland 
complexaa. and upland~ &om incompatible developments in perpctulty cannot be overstated. The 
long term health of fish r~ces i.! not a '(moderate" issue for us. lt is the "highest priority. 
Thorefore, any .restoration action whiclt helps sustain highly produdive fisheries is by definition a 
restoration aspect with high benefit in our opinion. 

If our region ~ences the habitat degradation and dimlrushed productivity common in 
the Pacitio Northwest (an issue of growing concern U1 Alaska). it won't be a <:ase of an econon:lic 
downtUl'tl and diversification_ it wlll be the end of our villages as viable places to live. 

We believe that without habitat protection, degradation of' habitat u a certainty over time. 
Tha-efore, fi·om where we view the Restoration Plan, a dollar spent on habitat protection ii a dollar 
invested in the 5urvivaJ of our villages. There simply is no higher restoration priority foT us. It is 
our shared opinion that Alternati~ 2 should be rated as ha'ving a HIGH degree of benefit, as 
oppo$00 to a moderate bencttt. fot commercial fishing. 

We note that the R.esroration Plan proposed for adoption endorses a redesigned Alternative 
S, wiUch has the least amoum of fUnding for Habitat Protectio11. Given our p<lnpective. Alte.rnati~ 
4 and S are our least favorite reston.tion approaches. al~ we not~ the new Alternative S bas 
more funding for habitat protection than last year's version.. 
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Finally. we reoogniu that our villa.ses are not tM only ana.s of concern within the oil spill 
region, and our goals are not the oaly ones you as Tru~ees have to weigh in the restoration efforts. 
We support the comprehensive appr<*h being pursued by the Tru3tees. 

Thank you fot the opportunity to presenr these comments and good luck on the important job 
ahead of you. 

~J-fk/L_ 
ii8ij)hEiUSP~w 
Akhiok-Kaguyak, Inc. 



July 30,1994 

E:cxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attention: EIS Comments · 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

Dear <;:otmcil Members; 

Cordova District Fishermen Unitec 
P.O. Box 93~ 

Cordova. Alaska 99574 
(907) 424·344 7 FAX (907) 4~4-343( 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the adeql.l~cy of statements and merits of alternatives ·presented 
in the E:cxon Valdez. Oil Spill Restor.ltion Plan Draft·Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Our comments 
are summarized below for your review. . · · · · 

oo CDFU is disa.pp()intcd that it took 3 years to produ~e a draft restoration plan. The settlement consisted 
of $~0 .. l't:lillion, of which only $620 million remains. This effectively me~s that one third of all 
settlement monies were spent before any effective pfanning process was undertaken. · 

. . 
1::0 CDFUbelieves th.lt the DEIS should include il methodology whereby funding is based,. at le~st 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-tenn) and it would not be difficult ' 
to draw lines arotmd specific geographic regions in accordance with the degree of oil spill damage. 
Despite all political intentions to avoid regional~zation, CDFU sits amidst the most damaged area with 
the worst long-tenn prognosis. · . · · · 

oo CDFU questions the adequacy of statements tlbout independent scientific: review on page 3 of Chapter 2. 
The DEIS says," ... resto111tion projects will be s1.1bject to open, independent scientific review before Trustee 
Council approval. Thi!!i policy continues an already existing practice. It al60 assures the public th.1t 
scientific judgements arc without bias." On the contrary, CDFU has struggled for years with the lack of 
independence in the scientific review process. We hav~ written letter after Jetter expressing disgust and 
frustratioll with the Co1.1ncil's scientific review proc:e~ which is ch~racterized by inter-agency rivalries 
.and political agendas. Basically, the public has been stuck with a heavily politicized decision-making 
process bins in favor of funding projects sponsored by state and federal agencies. 

A good example of this problem concerns Prince William Sound herring research projects in 1993. In the 
. EVOS Restoration Framework document, th~ authors stated that .J resource is damaged if "significan~ 

• · - •
4 

• '"· ·• . ,,,. t ..... -· . ... -· · -'"' L- ... l.--- ,.a ____ ,...,_ ..... ,,...& · r"\-1,, a &n1a.1 

CDFU considers the current review prtKcss to be more of an inttrnal politictil review than an independent 
scientific -review. Some semblance of~ internal review m.Jy be necessary to Jddress issues of quality · 
control and consistency but it is not enough to achieve independence in the scientific sense of the word. ~ 
strongly urg,e the TrustPe Counc.iUo arrange for review .of_pm¢.p.I:UJ20Sa.l:i.by scientists who ace neither · 

· politically a~anOally rcmpne@tcd for...lhcir seOOces Without these elements of true · 
independence, we cannot be assured that the proce~s will come unstuck. 
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co Overall, we believe the OEIS suffers from alack of definition. Tne meaning behind important and often 
usad terminology (i.e., enhancement, restoration, reserve, and monitoring) cannot be located in the 
documQnt. We recommend thilt the authors ilugment the glossary to include these most basic terms. 

co CDFU quc&tions the logic behind the assertion desaibed with the proposed altem.ttive that, the greater 
the number oi projects and programs, the smaller the percentage of funds allocated to administration and 
public information. It would seem to us that, the greater the number of projects, the greater the 
administrative cxpen!>e. 

co CDFU is concerned by any alternative restoration plan that allows for actions to be ta.k~n 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. 

oc CDFU requests clarification on how certain activities in the restoration program may be simultaneously . 
withif\ and outside the scope of an~lysis in the DEIS. On page vii of the summ~ry, the authoni state that: 
"In addition to the resources and services analyzed in this DEIS, the restoration program mfly 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.'' 

oo CDFU is concerned that the endowment option appears only in AI temati ve 5 ~nd is ill defined. On page 
viii of the summary, the authors say that, "Alternative S contains an element not present in the other 
alternatives. In response to public comment!> that a fund should be set :1sidc for Jong· tcrm rcstor:1tion and 
research activities; the proposed .1ction includes the est01blishmcnt of a Rc!:itoration Rl~scrve." CDFU 
feels that if thi.s..J:cqucst i.s reali}!Jlcing.driven by pub.lic..demand it sbouldbc . .offen:d.in. . alL.altematiyet~ 
plans, not just the proposed fifth alternative. CDFU also ilSks for better definition of what types of 
projects might be funded through this endowment mechanism and wh<~t procedure will be used to access it. 

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

If you have any questions or need any clarification on the items above, please do not hesitate to contact our 
office any time. On behalf of the hundreds of commercial fishers who comprise CDFU, thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 
CORDOVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED 

~'(~\«..~ 
Je~ M:Cunc, President 



ALASKA \VILDERNESS LEAGUE 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

August 1, 1 994 

As Executive Director of the Alaska Wilderness League, a relatively new 
501 (c)(3) organization in Washington, D.C. dedicated to the protection of 
Alaska's incomparable natural endowment, I wanted to make a few brief 
cornrnenls on the Resto.ration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

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 befofe 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 hinctered. 

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 logging could limit their usefulness as 
biological reservoirs. · · 

I know you've heard all this· before, but I ·just wanted to add my voice. 
Please devote more resources and attention tn 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. 

G0 3917d 

Sincerely, 

Scott Kearin 
·Executive Director 

L51S-t>t>S-C:0C: t>T:GT 1:>551/10/80 
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPlLU TRUSTEE COUNCIL 
645 G STREET 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

M]CHAEL S. O'MEARA 
P .0. BOX 1125 
HOMER, ALASKA 99603 

AUGUST 1, 1994 

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, EVOS RESTORATION PLAN 

DEAR COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the five proposed restora­
tion alternatives. There are aspects of Alternatives 2 and 3 which I 
favor. ~oth focus on my major concern -- habitat protection. As 
presented, I must cast my support behind Altennative 2 for the follow­
ing reasons. 

Alternative 2 provides for an expenditure of $564 million for habitat 
protection but omits funding for "general restoration." Alternative 3 
provides $75 million for "general restoration" and reduces funding for 
habitat protection to $465 million. In my opinion, the minimum accept­
able funding for habitat protection is $500 million. 

However, I feel that some "general restoration" projects may have merit. 
I could support Alternative 3 if funding for habitat protection was 
increased to $500 million while reducing the allocation for "general 
restoration" to $40 million. 

Please let me compliment you on the common elements of alternatives 
presented on page 2 of chapter 2 of the document. The emphasis on an 
ecosystem approach is especially valid. In keeping with that emphasis 
I would ask that you do two things: 

Modify alternatives 2 and 3 to allow for some action to be taken 
outside of the spill area. Important elements of affected eco­
systems may well lie beyond, and to adequately protect or restore 
the spill area it may be necessary to go beyond it. 

Focus on acquisition of large tracts where possible. This will 
assure a better chance of ecosystem protection. Of course, there 
will be occasions when small parcel acquisition is called for, so I 
would not suggest that it be eliminated. 

Finally, I ask you to consider establishing a small endowment to fund 
costs associated with donations of conservation easements. Private, 

-- more --
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land trusts and conservancies can play an important part in protecting 
habitat by conservation easement. This can play an especially useful 
role in securing some of tpose smaller tracts. Presently, in addition 
to granting an easement, ~onors must also pay monitoring/stewardship 
fees. This sometimes considerable expense on top of an already sub­
stantial donation of nights has worked to discourage some potential 
donors of conservation easements. Interest from a $1 to 3 million 
endowment ·would probably provide such funding in perpetuity. 

Once again I thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan and 
hope you will give what I've said serious consideration. 

Sincerely, 
r 

MICAAEL\S. O'MEARA 



The National Outdoor Leadership School 
P.O. Box 981, Palmer, A laska 99645 
(907) 7-!5-4047 

Don Ford 
Alaska Bra11ch Director 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451 

Re: EVOS Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

July 31, 1994 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan. I am commenting on the draft plan from 
the perspective of the National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS) which has been 
operating kayaking courses in western Prince William Sound since 1971. NOLS is a non­
profit educational institution that operates in the state of Alaska with certification from the 
Commission on Post Secondary Education. Our specific concerns relate to the potential 
impact of the proposed action, Alternative 5, on the experience of our courses and students. 
NOLS has a particular interest in maintaining the wilderness character of Prince William 
Sound's Nellie Juan-College Fjord Wilderness Study Area. 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition is the Best Restoration Tool. 
The DEIS consistently recognizes habitat protection and acquisition as the primary 
component of the overall restoration plan. The amount of money allocated to the habitat 
program in Alternative 5 is inadequate. $295-$325 million is not nearly enough funds to 
protect the hundreds of thousands of acres threatened and consequently not enough funds 
to ensure long term ecosystem recovery. 

Increasing the protection of habitat throughout the spill affected area will be 
benefidal to the entire ecosystem by redudng further habitat degradation that may 
compound the effects of the oil spill. DEIS 4-31. 

The budget for general restoration activities should be slashed to accommodate the 
necessary increase. Given habitat acquisition and baseline population monitoring nature can 
heal itself best. 

Specific Habitat Recommendations: NOLS is concerned that the area in the 
Southwest part of Prince William Sound not be overlooked when making acquisitions. 
The area was the hardest hit of all the impact area, and has tremendous value for wilderness 
based tourism and damaged resources. We would specifically encourage the Trustees to 
acquire either title and surface/subsurface rights, or surface/subsurface rights with 
stipulations protecting from further development, of private lands in the following areas: 

Dangerous Passage South end of Knight Island 
East side of Knight Island Chenega Island 
Bainbridge!Evans/LaTouche Islands 

Jim Ra tz, Exewliuc Director Inte rna tional Headquarters P.O. Box AA, Lande r, Wyoming 82520 (307) 332-6973 Recycled 
Paper 



We see a paradox with this area when looking at "restoration." By concentrating their 
acquisition efforts to "imminently threatened" areas, the Trustees did not take into account 
areas which have already been seriously threatened by the spill itself. Thus the paradox: 
protect areas which are threatened in the near future, or areas which were most heavily hit 
during the spill. Though we support acquiring areas that are imminently threatened and 
have restoration value, we would like to see some acquisitions based on past damage. By 
acquiring the above mentioned lands the Trustees would not only be preserving an area 
synonymous with the worst of the spill, they would be allowing the resources and services 
damaged by the spill in that area the best chance of recovery. 

Creating New Recreation Opportunities Threatens the Recovery of Both the 
Injured Resources and Existing Services Dependent on Those Resources. 
Alaska does not have an unending supply of wild and undeveloped land. Prince William 
Sound's combination of protected waters and exceptional wilderness quality are a rare 
combination in the world today. It is our view that these values already damaged by the oil 
spill would be significantly compromised by an increase in human use. The DEIS 
acknowledges the importance of wilderness values to recreators citing the necessary 
protection of scenic, wildlife and undeveloped characteristics within the spill area; yet, 
Alternative 5 promotes new facilities, trails and recreational sites as a means to improve 
services. DEIS 4-137. 

The level of acceptable change needs to be addressed, in particular, the cumulative impacts 
of increased traffic volumes on wilderness based tourism. Even with the current level of 
use, the Chugach National Forest and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources are 
facing the challenge of maintaining a level of use and development on Prince William 
Sound (PWS) that is sustainable ecologically, socially, and culturally. 

The assumption that increased recreation use levels, types and opportunities is a high 
benefit contradicts the ultimate restoration goal. An influx of people into the spill area 
would impose adverse pressures on the ecosystem. Furthermore, existing wilderness based 
tourism operators view remote areas with no human development as high value. 

Conclusion: Preservation of wilderness characteristics without increased access for 
humans offers the oil spill affected area the best chance of fully recovering. The Habitat 
Protection and Acquisition program is the appropriate restoration tool to accomplish this 
end. Education of existing users through a program such as Leave No Trace would also 
contribute to the long term recovery of the ecosystem. Based on the potential adverse 
impact of Alternative 5 on wilderness values and recreational users, NOLS opposes the 
proposed action. 

Thank you for your time and reconsideration of the Habitat Protection and Acquisition 
program's vital role in the recovery of the greater EVOS ecosystem. 

Sincerely, _
1 

() 
~ c5v'(~C)'--rz 

Don Ford 
Director, NOLS Alaska 



July 31,1994 

Dear Trustee Council: 

1851 Bannister Rd. 
Anchorage, AK 99508 

My comments on the EVOS DEIS are simple. I DO NOT LIKE ALTERNATIVE FIVE and fe.el that ir 
has been shoved down the public's throat as a pref~· :-red alternative, when actually, the public may not 
prefer it at all. 

It has far too little emphasis on habitat acquisition. Ba'5ically, I think that 90% of the remaining $650 · 
million should be put into habitat acquisition, and the remaining 10% into science. I do not lik:e the idea 
of the reserve, feeding bdreaucrats In perpetuity. . 

Seal Bay and Kachemak Bay are great, but they are not enough. The Trustees, need to do comprehensive 
land deals getting large areas so as to allow the broadest scope for habitat acqhisition. The Forest Service 
learned in Southeast abo~t viable populations and about the need for large ar~as of habitat, NOT little 
pieces here and there. W~ need to do this as well. I strongly (and scientifically) disagree with Rod Kuhn's 
assertions. that "if we bo~ght all the high priority parcels. there would be a lot of land/ The land would 
not be comprehensive, ~ait in contiguous parcels. or set up in terms of whar large predators, and others. 
need for wildlife habitat . 

To sum up: 90% for habitat acquisition, 10% for science, and land acquisition n~ ods to be in the form of 
comprehensive deals. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Caryl Boehnert 

.. 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage AK 99501 

attn: Restoration Plan DEIS team 

Dear Council Members: 

18 July 1994 

We're like to see you double the "Habitat Protection" budget 
in your Restoration Plan. Let's take advantage" of having these big 
bucks available! Leave the studies and small acquisitions for 
another time, shift money from your proposed "General Restoration" 
budget over to "Habitat Protection" and go in there and buy up the 
land tor permanent wildlife habitat. 

We see the at-risk lands to be coastline at Kenai Fords NP, 
river valleys inside Kodiak NWR, spruce forests on Afognak, and 
Prince William Sound coastline, especially Eyak Corp. lands in the 
east and Chenega Corp. lands & Knight Island in the west. 

These could be historic ·times for Alaska and a sincere 
response to the damage caused by the EV spill. Please see this for 
the once-in-a~lifetime opportunity it is. The American and indeed 
world community will be with you in this tremendous step on behalf 
of wildlife. 

cc: President Bill Clinton 
Gov. Walter J. Hickel 



July 26,1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear council members: 

We are writing as concerned citizens who have had the enviable pleasure of 
visiting the Prince Williams Sound area recently and have seen and heard 
about the devastating effects of the Exxon oil spill. 

With regard to the plan to spend $900 million to repair the damage to the 
environment, we believe that the money would be well spent if the majority 
of it were directed toward habitat protection, i.e. acquisition of large parcels 
of the coastline forest areas surrounding the sound and further west toward 
Kodiak Island. The plan to spend a large sum of money on studies and 
general restoration is a waste of these funds. You have the opportunity to 
make some truly beneficial decisions if the money is spent wisely and not on 
boondoggle projects. Please consider seriously the prospect and attempt to 
acquire as much of these forested lands as possible. The long term benefit for 
wildlife etc. will be enormous! 

Thankyou for your consideration! 

Cor~ially, . 

J)-a<.{ cwJ Vf[t:'-1 l<.l[h-L,r 
Dave and Cathy lueders 
1612 Shirley Dr. 
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 

cc: Gov. Hickel 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

To Whom It May Concern: 

July 24, 1994 

I have just finished reading both the Draft Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration 
Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As stated, only 1/3 of the 
settlement will go to protect habitat. This is not nearly enough to protect the 
hundreds of thousands of acres which are threatened by logging. Nearly 
1/3 of the settlement ($280 million) has already been spent and this on clean-up, 
attorneys' fees, and well over $100 million on scientific studies. Less than $50 
million went for habitat. 

You plan on spend1ng $6o to $100 million on "General Restoration"- which 
would include millions for projects like replanting seaweed, mopping up small 
widely scattered patches of oil, and subsidizing questionable fish hatcheries and 
mariculture developments. You have also planned for a bloated budget of 
another $200 to $300 million to go towards studies. 

Based upon this information, I strongly urge the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Trustees to: 

1. Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 million. 
2. Slash the budget for "General Restoration" boondoggles. 
3. Support large acquisitions, including entire watersheds, not puny parcels 
surrounded by clearcuts. 
4. Buy and protect, as a minimum, the following areas: 

a. Kenai Fjords National Park; 
b. Chenega lands; 
c. Knight Island; 
d. Eyak lands; 
e. Afognak Island; and 
f. Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

As I stated previously upon filling out my recommendations on the 1994 
Potential Projects Titles list on May 19, 1993, and in a follow-up letter on August 
4, 1993--Let's keep our priorities in proper perspective, wildlife and habitat 
first. 



John R. Swanson 
3400 Edmund Blvd. 
Minneapolis, MN 55406 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn : DEIS Comments, 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

EVOS Trustee Council: 

July 26, 1994 

In March of 1989, myself and many other dedicated professionals worked in many 
different capacities in response to the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill disaster. My job on the oil 
spill is done. Your job is to complete what we in 1989 tried to accomplish, protection for 
the resources of Prince William Sound. I am writing to ask your support in dedicating 
additional funds for habitat acquisition and protection. 

As you know, there are many ways to spend restoration monies, yet so few ways to 
ensure long term habitat protection. Your best tool to protect Prince William Sound 
resources is Habitat acquisition. Habitat acquisition is a win - win situation. Private land 
holders achieve their goal of making money and the Public gains an undiminished 
resource. 

The current draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) dedicates to little of the money 
towards habitat protection and too much towards fish hatcheries and general restoration. 
We must learn from the lessons of the pacific Northwest and the States of Washington 
and Oregon. Habitat destruction by logging, dams, and forest conversion has destroyed 
one of the largest salmon runs in the world. No amount of fishery enhancement has 
been able to bring back the large runs of salmon. The Pacific Northwest has learned to 
late that healthy salmon runs are dependent on the health of the forests. 

I urge you to strengthen the Habitat Protection budget to at least 500 million. Support the 
acquisition of large parcels that protect whole Ecosystems, not small parcels that can not 
sustain viable ecosystems. 

Thank you for your efforts and attention to public comment in the development of a 
restoration plan for Prince William Sound. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Ct-0s 
Chris S. Kent 
P.O. Box 20571 
Juneau, AK 99802-0571 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska, 99501 

Dear Trustee: 

Jeffrey C. Callahan 
PO Box 104882 

Anchorage, Alaska, 99510 

July 29, 1994 

• Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 million. 

• Carefully examine the "General Restoration" items for unnecessary or 
questionable subsidies. 

• Land acquisitions should be as large as possible, not small parcels 
surrounded be logging clearcuts. 

Please protect our coastal forest lands. 

9J;CtL 
Jeffrey C. Callahan 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustees: 

2849 Hoffman Rd SE 
Olympia, WA 98501 
July 23, 1994 

Please use the Exxon settlement funds to protect the wildlife 
habitat of the Alaska coast rainforests. Preserving large areas 
of this temperate rainforest is the best way to ensure the 
restoration of wildlife populations damaged by the oil spill. It 
makes no sense to undertake projects like those listed in the 
General Restoration budget while damaging clear-cuts occur 
unchecked. 

Please increase the Habitat Protection budget substantially to 
acquire large areas of prime wildlife habitat. These funds would 
also help protect other lands such as Kenai Fjords, Chenega, 
Eyak, Afognak and Knight Islands, and the Kodiak National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

Sincerely, 

~~-~7 
George Kaminsky 



July 26, 1994 

EVOS Trustees: 

As someone who has not yet had the privilege of visiting the 

great state of Alaska, I am writing to you to strongly urge you to 

take the actions necessary to help insure the protection of the 

Alaskan rainforests for me and others who hope someday to experience 

the Alaskan wilderness. Specifically, I urge you to: 

1. Strengthen the "Habitat Protection" budget to the tune of 
at least $500 million. 

2. Slash the budget for "General Restoration" boondoggles. They 
are questionalble_ uses for funding that could be ~ped to 
advantage by applying them directly to habitat protection/ 
rehabilitation. 

3. Support large acquisitions, not small parcels surrounded by 
cl~arcut. areas. 

4. Save the areas you and other Alaskans love(and those we others 
would love to s~e someday):Ken~i Fjords National Park, 
Cheneg9- lands, Knight Is_land, Eyak.lands, Afognak Isl9-nd, 
Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, an4 others. 

Unfortunately, the damage has been done by the Exxon Valdez and 

many previously pristine lands will never be the same, but you are in 

a position to help preserve what has been saved and what has yet to 

b~destroyed. I urge you to take action now and for future generations. 

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

A_lbuquerque, NM 87196 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

To whom it may concern: 

July 22, 1994 

Please accept the following as my comments on your Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement regarding the expenditure of funds from the Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill settlement. 

In my opinion, it is paramount that the natural environment in this impacted 
area be allowed to recover. This recovery will be achieved only if human 
intrusion which results in ecosystem degradation can be kept at a minimum. 
Regardless of how many scientific studies we do, if we continue to negatively 
impact this sensitive area, eventually it will become impossible for the wildlife 
and plant species to develop in a viable manner. For this reason, ! am most 
supportive of habitat acquisition and protection measures which can be 
pursued by your council. 

I would request that you seriously consider committing more than $300 million 
on ecosystem protection. Rather, 1 believe that to preserve the integrity of 
complete functioning areas you will need to utilize the vast majority of 
remaining monies for purchasing lands, or conservation easements where 
appropriate. 

I appreciate this opportunity to offer my opinion. 

G\lJ(~;, 0{ar.'1t\r 
{<ZSD Qrdtn~ Pl. 
fYr-h A\c f1<;tL 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage{ AK 99501 
ATTN: DEIS Comments 

Dear Trustees: 

HCOl Box 69l6F 
Palmeri AK 99645 
July 28 1 1994 

I was delighted to hear of the $300 million of the settlement 
monies from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill being spent on habitat 
acquisition and protection for the very birds 1 fish 1 and animals 
which suffered injuries from the oil spill. 

In light of the amount of acreage which is threatened by imminent 
logging or development in the western Gulf of Alaska and Prince 
William Sound{ however 1 I believe that that amount of money is 
just not enough to adequately protect the injured species or 
environment. 

Please raise the habitat protection budget to at least $500 
million. I see that current plans call for large expenditures on 
"General Restoration" and exhorbitant amounts to also be spent on 
further research on injured species. 

I was intimately involved in the efforts of rehabilitating the 
birds and marine mammals after the spill. After all these years 1 

NOW is the time to take decisive action and put as much money as 
needed towards the specific protection of the relatives of the 
harlequin ducks 1 loons 1 marbelled murrelets 1 halibut 1 seals 1 and 
sea otters whose deaths I personally observed. 

This can be accomplished by acquiring 1 and thereby protecting{ 
the forest habitat which ensures the healthy marine ecosystem 
required by each of these species. And large-acreage 
acquisitions further protect the ecological integrity of those 
specific acquisitions. 

Please consider cutting the budget for the general restoration 
projects and research as listed in the Draft EIS. The priority 
for settlement expenditures at this time needs to be redirected 
back to the biological species and systems which were so 
intensely focused on during the spill itself. 

Again 1 please proceed with substantial action towards habitat 
protect. Please allocate that part of your budget at least $500 
million. 

Sincerely, · 

Y}{lAtby ~Jf1._) 
~~cy Michaelson 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees: 

July 27, 1994 
18 Neckles De 
Marlboro, N.Y. 
12542 

I urge you to strengthen the habitat protection budget 
to at least 500 million, this money is needed to protect the 
coastline of Kenai Fjords Nat. Park, the river valleys inside 
Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, the spruce forests of Afognak 
Island, and the coastline of Prince William Sound. Large acquistions 
should be bought to protect these areas, clear cut logging 
and other developement is destroying habitat for the same fish 
and wildlife species injured in the oil spill. 

The General Restoration budget should be slashed, 65-100 
million is a waste of valuable money. How many millions are 
going to be wasted on mopping up small scattered patches of 
oil and replanting seaweed? 

Sincerely, 



July 28, 1994 

To the Trustee Council, 

Please use the money remaining from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill to protect the 
following areas from future potential ecosystem damage: 

• Kenai Fjords National Park 
• Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 
• Chenega Corporation lands 
• Knight Island 
• Eyak lands 
• Afognak Island 

I believe to acquire these lands for protection purposes you will need to spend 
more than the recommended 300 million dollars. This budget should be strengthened 
to at least 500 million dollars. 

Thank you, 

~~-~()L-~~ 



EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Matthew Hare 
Little Stone House 
Pinecrest Lodge Rd. 
Athens, GA 30605 

26 July 1994 

I am an Alaska resident currently earning a PhD in Genetics at an out­
of-state institution. I am writing to express my views on the 
Restoration Plan Draft EIS. I have worked as a biologist on marine 
mammal and fish research in Prince William Sound (PWS), and I also 
use PWS and Kenai Fjords for recreation in my sea kayak. 

I am a research scientist, and yet I believe that protecting habitat 
along the western Gulf of Alaska coast is more important than further 
research into the effects of the oil spill. I know all too we!! how 
much poorly designed and unproductive research gets done when 
money is readily available. If threats to the habitat in question 
become a reality, such as logging, much of the research will be 
examining a "moving target", and further harm will be studied rather 
that prevented. 

I believe that most of the Exxon "clean up" did more harm than good, 
and I am very skeptical of the general restoration programs that are 
currently proposed. I believe that habitat protection and a hands-off 
policy vvould better serve the· ecosystems and wildlife of PWS and the 
western Gulf coast. 

To this end, I implore you to: 

1. Increase the "habitat protection" budget to at least $500 million, 
and use this for large acquisitions (not fragmented parcels) with an 
eye toward biodiversity preservation and maintenance of ecosystem 
integrity. 

2. Obviously, this means significantly reducing the "general 
restoration" and research budgets. Priority in research should be 



given to continuing monitoring efforts which were started during or 
before the spill - not to new research endeavors. 

3. My experiences in the western Gulf suggest that the highest 
priority should be given to protecting Montague and Knight Islands, 
Chenega lands, and Afognak Island. 

Thank you for allowing me an opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. 

Sincerely, 

·?fy{~ ;:i'-
Matthew Hare 



EVOS Trustee Council 
DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Trustees, 

July 26, 1994 

I find that the amount you have suggested spending for 
habitat protection in your DEIS is not sufficient to purchase all 
the important areas impacted in the oil spill. I would like to 
see a larger amount allocated for that purpose. The largest 
impact from the oil spill was destruction of habitat, therefore 
the most appropriate way to respond is by protecting habitat that 
is currently threatened. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

L . (;J2-10 z:.J2-­

f~<;o ~A~D fL 
foovcJlA.J Av::.. c:qq.;o )-





EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage,AJaska 99501 

Dear Trustee Council: 

JOE JOHNSON 
11241 Latta Circle 

J\nchorage,AJaska 99516 
July 29, 1994 

I am writing to express my serious concern that the portion of the Exxon Valdez 
settlement that you propose to allocate to habitat protection is entirely insufficient. 
The oil spill caused serious damage to the fish and wildlife resources of the gulf 
coast of AJaska, and the best (if not the only) effective way to protect and restore 
these damaged resources is to ensure protection for their habitat. Nevertheless, the 
draft plan allocates only a paltry 1/3 of the settlement to habitat protection. 

A number of areas affected by the spill are threatened with logging and other 
development activities that will seriously increase the harm that these resources 
have already suffered. I spend substantial time in some of these threatened areas, 
including Prince William Sound and Kenai Fjords National Park. There are other 
threatened areas as well, including Afognak Island and Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

As trustees, you have a fiduciary responsibility to restore damaged fish and wildlife 
populations by protecting the habitat upon which they depend. Further habitat 
losses would only exacerbate the harm to the resource that the oil spill caused. It 
would be an immense tragedy if you fail to take advantage of this opportunity to 
protect the habitat to ensure protection of these resources upon which so many 
AJaskans depend. 

Therefore, I strongly encourage you to strengthen the habitat protection portion of 
the budget to at least $500 million. This can easily be done by, among other things, 
slashing the proposed budget for "General Restoration" projects that will not 
provide the kind of long-term protection that these resources need if they are to be 
sustained. The habitat protection should focus on acquiring large acquisitions that 
will provide meaningful habitat for these resources, focusing on acqmsitions in the 
areas I have described above. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address this important issue. 

cc: Gov. Walter J. Hickel 
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EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn. DEIS Comments 
645 G. St. 
Anchorage AK 99501 

Alan Carlton 
Attorney at Law 

715 Santa Ray Ave. 
Oakland CA 94610 

(510> 465-6152 

July 22, 1994 

I am writing the Exxon Valdez Oils Spill Trustees to demand 
that they strengthen the Habitat Protection Budget to at least 
$750 million. The best way to protect Alaskan wildlife is to 
aL4uire mor~ habitat. The general rP~roration budqet should be 
correspondingly reduced. Permanent protection is what is needed 
and large tracts should be purchased to give adequate 
protection. Particular attentions should be paid to additions 
to Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, 
Eyak lands, Afognak Island, and Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge. The only way to mitigate the Exxon disaster is to 
acquire more lands to protect the endangered Alaskan wildlife. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
Alan Carlton 

CC: Governor Hickel 



Aug. 22, 1 994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
Att'n DEIS Comments 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99811 

Dear Council: 

WEBB 

SUNSET CLIFF 

BURLINGTON, VT 05401 

TEL. (802) 862-3249 

I plan to travel to Alaska and am looking forward to exploring a 
healthy coastal rainforest. 

You are now faced with a critical choice: whether to preserve this 
beautiful forest for future generations by using $500 million (or 
more) of ~hR Fxxnn AA~tlemen~ mnney fnr Hahi~at Protection -- or to 
waste the money on "Genera 1 Restoration." What is needed are 1 arge 
acquisistions, so we won't end up with small "protected" parcels 
surrounded by clearcuts. The oil has already done its damage. Now 
we can save some of the salmon breeding streams from the deadly 
silt of clearcuts by buying the large inholdings amongst the Kenai 
Fjords National Park or the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge-- to 
name just a couple. Don't pass up this opportunity to do the right 
thing!! 

George D. Webb 

cc: Gov. Walter J. Hickel 



EVOS Trustee Council 
Attn: DE IS Comments 
6Lr5 G St. 
Anchorage. AK ~4=1 99~?:J/ 

~·59£1 i:;;oval Oaks 
Freeport. Il. 61032 
Julv 27. 199it 

Dear Exxon Valdez Oil SPill Trustees: 

I would like to comment on the Restoration Plan Draft 
Environmental ImPact Statement. 

Strengthen tr1e ·· Habitat Protection" budget to at least 
$500 million 

Slash the budget for "General Restoration·· boondoggles 
Support lelriJP B<:f'flli~itinn-s. nnt insionificant parcel-s 

surrounded by clearcuts 
Save the areas important to ALL Americans: Kenai 

Fjords National Park. Chenega lands, Knight Island, EYak 
lands. Afognak Island, Kodiak Nat. Wildlife Refuge, and 
the Alaska that is an intact ecosystem and one that will 
continue to generate tourist dollars forever. 

Sincerely. 

Jt0Z<;?/~ ~~~ 
Sandra Tune 



EVOS Trustee Council 

645 G Street 
Anchorage, J0{ 

99501 

Dear rrrustees, 

<July 29, 199l~ 

I wish to register my objection to certain parts of the Restoration 

Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement, many features of which are 

presently inadequate. 

First, I urge you to strengthen the 11 Habi tat Protection11 budget to 
at least $500 million. 

Second, you ought to drast:Lca11y cut the budget for nGeneral Rest­

oration11 where money would be squandered at the expense of preserving 

vital habitat. 
Also it is essential to support large acquisitions of land and not 

small parcels surrounded by clearcuts. Such half measures would be to 
the great detriment of this last great temperate rainforest remaining 

on Earth. 
Lastly, I ask that you give the highest consideration to protecting 

Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Eyak lands, Afognak Island 

and Kodiak National Wildlife Hefuge. 

cc: Governor Walter J. Hickel 
State Capitol 

P. 0. Box 11 0001 

Juneau·, AK 

99811 

~yms~~"?~cec~ 
Gre :f'7·:Howe 
Berl ~·y, CA 

94705 



July 29, 1994 

EVOS Trustee Council 
ATTEN DEIS Comments 
645 G St 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

To whom it may concern, 

Steve Williams 
2135 NW 107th PL 

Portland, OR 97229-4861 

I learned recently of the proposed terms of disposition of the civil fines to be paid by Exxon for 
the Exxon Valdes oil spill. I am shocked at how much is being used for further studies and at the 
amount and allocation of funds to be used for acquisition of land to be preserved for the public. 

I urge you to raise the habitat protection budget to as much as possible, at least 500 million 
dollars, and to use this money to make large land acquisitions, not to purchase small parcels 
surrounded by clearcuts. 

I urge you to slash the budget for "general restoration" boondoggles. 

I urge you to save areas such as Kenai Fjords National Park, Chenega lands, Knight Island, Eyak 
lands, Afognak Island, and the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council 
Attn: EIS Comments 
645 G Street, Suite 401 
Anchorage, AK 99501-3451 

Dear Trustee Council: 

August 1, 1994 

The Wilderness Society is pleased to provide comments on the proposed Restoration 
Plan draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. National 
interests are truly at stake because most oiled shorelines were within the boundaries of 
conservation units designated by the Alaska National Interest Lands Act and the Chugach 
National Forest. The public trust of all Americans in restoration of wilderness, wildlife, 
and the entire ecosystem must be upheld in the restoration plan. 

To put it simply, the Trustees must buy more habitat to reach this goal. The 
Proposed Action is clearly unacceptable for upholding the public interest because it does 
not contain a sufficient goal for habitat acquisition funds. Since restoration planning began 
in 1990, we have advocated that the vast majority of the entire settlement fund be used for 
habitat acquisition because this will most effectively restore the ecosystem. The public 
provided overwhelming support for habitat acquisition in its response to the summary of 
alternatives "brochure," the most widely distributed seeping document for the restoration 
plan, and therefore, for this EIS. 

We support alternative 2 because it provides the most funding for habitat 
acquisition, but believe it is flawed by a poor set of accompanying policies and an 
unrealistically low level of funding for a well-integrated ecm;ystem monitoring and research 
program (see Table 1 and below). We oppose alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5 because they fail 
to give adequate priority for habitat acquisition which will most effectively restore the most 
ecosystem components, and provide too much emphasis on unjustified ''general restoration". 
Furthermore, #5 needlessly dedicates 1/6 of the remaining funds to an undefined 
''restoration reserve" even though maximum flexibility is needed immediately for 
negotiations over habitat acquisition. 

The Trustees must do more to restore the wilderness values of solitude and to 
prevent further degradation of the ecosystem from logging and other extractive activities 
than in the proposed action. Habitat acquisition will do more to protect the scenic 
ecosystem and quiet that visitors come to experience, and that Americans living in all parts 
of the country treasure, than any other actions. The plan needs to better cover non-market 
values, such as recreation, subsistence, and passive uses of wilderness. The EIS should 
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EVOS Restoration Plan EIS Comments S/1/94 
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incorporate the results of A Contingent Valuation St\td;: of Lost Passive Use Yalue.s 
Resulting from the E~xon Valdez Oil Spill which focused on the economic values of 
wilderness to the lower 48 public into its evaluation of plan alternatives. This survey found 
that 90% of Americans believed there should be more protection of lands where no 
development is allowed, i.e. wilderness. 

/fable 1. Policies that should be included in Preferred Alternative. 

Issue Policy Question 

Injuries Addressed by Restoration Restoration actions may be considered 
Actions · for all injured resources 

and services. There does not have 
to be a population decline, but priority 
to species with such declines. 

Restoration Actions for Recovered Continue restoration actions even 
Resources after a resource has recovered, but 

priority to species with population 
declines. 

Effectiveness of Restoration Actions Enhancement and manipulations should 
be required to produce substantial 
improvement over natural recovery. 
High priority to actions that minimize 
further harm to an injured resource or 
service. 

Location of Restoration Actions Undertake restoration actions in the 
entire spill affected ecosystem. Allow 
actions outside the spill area for species 
with continuing population declines. 

Opportunities for Human Use No restoration actions to promote new 
human uses of the spill area, or to 
conduct activities that are regular 
agency functions for recreation, etc. 
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EVOS Restoration Plan EIS Comments 8/1/94 
Page 3 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Key data has b~en ignored-- We are stunned that the Department of the Interior has failed 
to release its Congressionally-mandated study of Afognak Island and its habitat values for 
resources injured by the spill. Because this report was completed by the Fish & Wildlife 
Service over a year ago, we presume that its release has been suppressed. This report 
should be released prior to the released of the Final EIS on the Restoration Plan. 

Flawed impact analysi~-- The impact analysis is flawed due to its assumptions and lack of 
substantiation for benefits to the environment or negative impact. "General restoration" is 
assumed to have positive environmental impact, even in cases where the feasibility of 
techniques is unknown (such as planting Fucus) or where significant negative effects may 
result (such as from genetic damages or food competition resulting· from hatchery fish 
stocks). Furthermore, "general restoration" gets more weight in the impact conclusions than 
does habitat protection even though such projects tend to be focused on single species 
unlike habitat protection which would benefit a broad array of species. 

These flaws are obvious when comparing alternatives. For example, the EIS shows 
alternative #5 providing more benefit to wilderness values than alternatives #2 or #3 even 
though it includes projects to promote increased visitor use and construction of new 
facilities and ·#2 would provide protection of more habitat from clear-cut logging and other 
development activities. Another obvious example is marbled murrelets where a ''high" 
benefit is shown for alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, even though #2 calls for the most funding 
for protecting habitat and nearly twice as much as #5. This is illogical when considering 
that "acquisition of aid-growth forest habitat would have the highest possible benefit for 
enhancing marbled murrelet recovery." 

Because of underlying assumptions, Alternative #5 unfairly favors actions for 
consumptive natural resources, such as fish, and fails to assure that adequate action will be 
taken to restore--or prevent further impacts-to already hard-hit declining species such as 
marbled murrelets, black-legged kittiwakes, or harbor seals. Actions that provide benefits 
to many species, or are critically important benefits to certain species, should be more 
important than those for which benefits are uncertain or are accompanied by negative 
consequences. For example, the analysis should favor actions should that sustain or 
enhance wild salmon stocks a.~ opposed to hatchery-raised stocks. 

Unaccepta.Qle definition of recovery for some s~de.s-- It is unacceptable to define 
recovery for any species at lower than pre-spill levels. If species were in decline before the 
spill, such as marbled murrelets, then it is even more important that recovery actions be 
taken that optimize recovery with the goal of achieving pre·spilllevels. That the marbled 
murrelet, harlequin duck and other species which suffered major effects from the spill are 
in trouble not just in the spill region, but in fact throughout their range should increase the . 
priority for taking actions that most effectively help them recover. It would be irresponsible 
for the government to pick some point on a declining chart to decide that enough action 
has been done for recovery of marbled murrelets or harlequin ducks, for example, if there 
is more habitat protection that could be undertaken to prevent further declines. 

1' ..... ,.,,..~,4,. .. "'"'"'";.,., 1;ct.:>n ~<:. r-::~ntiiri~HP: TT hv rhe Endan2"ered Soe~ies A~l-- The EIS fails to 
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address issues related to the fact that these species are listed as Candidate II species on the 
List of Threatened and Endangered Species: harlequin duck, marbled murrelet, Kittlitz' 
murrelet, and Montague Island vole. Analysis of alternatives for impacts/benefits to these 
Candidate species should provided. Furthermore, the plan needs to contain an additional 
policy to ensure that acquisition of high value habitats for marbled murrelets, and other 
declining speCies does indeed occur. 

Opposition to endowments or "restoration reser:ye"-- There is no rationale in the EIS for 
how this "reserve" fund would improve restoration, or even how it would work or what it is. 
Therefore, the "reserve" should not be included as part of the proposed action because the 
public has had nothing substantive to comment on in the draft EIS. If the "restoration 
reserve" does go forward, it should be made clear that this could be used for any restoration 
purpose, including habitat acquisition. 

We oppose endowment~ or the "reserve" due to the imminent need for maximum 
leeway in negotiations for habitat that must occur as soon as possible. We also believe that 
endowments for research are not needed to ensure that the Trustees make a commitment 
to a targeted, long-term ecological monitoring program. 

Most "ieneral restoration'' js not justified-- We oppose virtually all enhancement and 
manipulation forms of restoration because there is little evidence that they would be 
effective, and these kinds of restoration generally address only one single species. We find 
the term "general restoration" misleading, and prefer use of the terms enhancement and 
manipulation as they are more descriptive as to what is really involved. For all alternatives, 
manipulation of resources should emphasize management that protects wild fish stocks and 
natural wildlife diversity and should avoid focusing on only single species. Enhancements 
should not compromise wilderness and recreational values. 

Specifically, we oppose general restoration projects which are experimental or for 
which the feasibility is unknown: cleaning oiled mussel beds, the clam mariculture program, 
accelerated recovery of the upper intertidal zone. We generally oppose fishery 
manipulation or enhancement projects which would increase the number of hatchery-raised 
stock into the ecosystem and therefore interfere with wild stocks or other species such as 
birds, including new hatchery rearing, most lake fertilization or fish ladders, or projects 
which increase human structures in de-facto or designated wilderness in the region. We 
oppose predator control except on islands where human introduced (i.e. alien) predators 
(foxes or cattle) have wreaked havoc on nesting seabirds. 

We support these "general restoration" projects: . removal of non-native predators (i.e. 
alien foxes) on jslaods that previously supported murre colonies; to preserve and salvage 
archeological sites and the site stewardship program; testing of subsistence foods for 
contamination; and cooperative programs with subsistence users and fishermen, reduction 
of disturbance. at marine mammal haulouts and bird nesting colonies (except that these may 
programs already conducted in the course of normal agency functions, and therefore should 
- - ~ - - ' - -~.: - - J:- - - - -- - - .. -: - - l' . . - .J :- --\ 



Better criteria for uns11itable projects are nee<leg-- The EIS does an especially poor job of 
clarifying what won't be included in Alternative 5. The parameters for identifying what 
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kinds of projects are not eligible for Exxon Valdez funds must be more clearly laid out so 
that the Trustee Council does not spend lots of time evaluating proposals that are not 
suitable. The final EIS should include a list of projects which have been deemed 
unsuitable, and those that are of low priority, for EVOS restoration funding. 

We oppose certain projects which have been proposed by the agencies for EVOS 
funds in the past: wetlands restoration on Montague Island, hazardous waste cleanups, 
second-growth forest enhancements, ''in situ" oil test burns by Alaska Clean Seas or others, 
and cold water dispersant development. We also oppose using EVOS funds for baseline 
studies that are needed prior to federal OCS and state offshore oil leasing in areas such as 
Cook Inlet/Shelikof Strait or Yakataga; these are the normal agency responsibility of MMS 
as part of its on-going OCS program. 

Funds should not go for promotin2 increased human uses_. We are shocked that this 
federal Administration is promoting expansion of human uses of the spill area, and even so­
called "appropriate" new uses. We agree that the spill-affected ecosystem must be restored 
to the pre-spill level so that the existing human uses, particularly subsistence and 
wilderness-type recreational uses may resume. We oppose using spill settlement funds to 
create new recreation opportunities (facilities, cabins, trails, docks, airports, or other new 
access or supply means) as these are normal agency functions that should be scrutinized 
and considered under normal agency operations. In rare cases where an existing facility, 
such as a cabin, might have been destroyed or trashed out by oil spill cleanup activities, 
replacement is warranted, or if a new trail got started by cleanup workers, and fixing it is 
necessary to prevent further degradation of the environment by future visitors. If indeed 
there is now increased recreational demand since the spill, and this is the rationale for 
proposing new facilities, then it is contradictory to then promote new uses. 

The projects listed under "promoting recreation use" are pure pork. New visitor 
centers are not needed, and if they are deemed necessary should be funded using normal 
agency funds. A marine environmental institute already exists in the spill region at 
Cordova; ano~her is unnecessary. The EIS should address, however, specifically that the 
IMS Infrastructure Improvement Project (aka "Seward Sealife Center) has already been 
funded, and that a separate EIS is under preparation. To provide recreation information in 
Portage could be done at the existing visitor center without any additional funding. The 
Forest Service already has a "leave no trace" education program on the Kenai Peninsula in 
the Chugach National Forest, and distribution of other recreation information should be 
done using existing agency funds at existing visitor centers and contact points, and further 
marketing left up to the private sector. 

More restoration f.Qr wilderness yalues is needed-- Designated Wilderness shorelines of 
Katmai National Park and Becharoff National Wildlife Refuge, proposed Wilderness in 
Chugach National Forest and Kenai Fjords National Park, and the spectacular defacto 
wilderness coasts of other national parks and wildlife refuges were harmed by the oil spill. 
We believe that an option should be added under "Designated Wilderness Areas'': priority 
for habitat acquisition in the Nellie-Juan/College Fjords and other Wilderness Study areas. 
The EIS should explain that acquisition of fee-simple title to both surface and subsurface 
rights would allow federal designation as wilderness, and therefore is a benefit. 
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As well, the intrinsic values of solitude, quiet, and scenic values of the wilderness 
ecosystems, and the services these provide to visitors and the American public who may 
never visit them must be a larger part of the restoration plan, as was discussed earlier. A 
higher priority to habitat acquisition would best accomplish this goaL 

We oppose _removing more residual oil-~especially under the pretext that this will 
improve the enjoyment of visitors, including the ~~perception" about its wilderness nature-- as 
there is no evidence in the EIS to suggest specific locations where this could stilJ yield more 
positive benefits to the environment than would natural processes, and could likely produce 
more harm by disturbance or transferring contamination from one media (beach sediments) 
to another (water, subtidal, etc). 

Habitat protection shoold be based on widely accepted ecological concepts-- Despite 
stating the policy that the "restoration program will take an ecosystem approach," there is 
little evidence of such an approach in the EIS. It is not enough to provide a chart ranking 
individua] parcels that may be acquired for their values to individual species, or to evaluate 
impacts of the various alternatives solely on a species by species. The question that still 
must be answered is, how well does each alternative achieve the most restoration for 
sustaining the whole fabric of life sustained by the entire ecosystem--not just the pieces. 

A new section should be added to the Restoration Plan to explain the scientific 
rational for an ecosystem approach, and more specifics about how the Trustees intend to 
incorporate this into the on-going work. 

Habitat protection and acquisition should generally occur on a broad scale in order 
to achieve settlement goals. As Trustees, you have the rare opportunity to protect still 
intact expanses of habitat used by a diversity of species and that support a range of services 
which were injured by the spill. Elsewhere, resource managers are left with crumb-sized 
pieces of habitat for designing nature reserves and from which to decide acquisition 
priorities. Here, we have the opportunity to apply our finite financial resources creatively 
and maximize habitat protection on an ecosystem-scale instead of simply biting off a few 
prime chunks. 

In the spill-affected region, we are blessed with the opportunity to do more than just 
protect isolated pieces such as nesting sites or streamside buffers. Acquisition of especially 
rich sites is important, but the integrity of these areas cannot be maintained in isolation 
from the adjacent habitats, nor is their value independent of the quality of the larger 
watershed or ecosystem. It is well known that habitat loss causes population declines and 
can facilitate extinction by transforming large populations into smaller, more isolated ones 
through the process of habitat fragmentation. Consensus exists among biologists that, all else 
being equal, continuous suitable habitat supports more individuals of a species targeted for 
conseTVation than does fragmented (discontinuous) habitat (Thomas et al. 1990). 

Certain concepts of conservation strategy widely accepted by specialists in the fields 
of ecology and conservation biology (Den Boer 1981, HarrL~ 1984, Thomas et al. 1990, 
Wilcove et al. 1986) that are applicable to Exxon Valdez restoration include: 

"RiooP.r· i~ hetter_" Laroe hlocks of habitat are better than small ones. 
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Blocks of contiguous habitat are better than loose aggregations of fragmented blocks 
due to problems associated with fragmentation and edge effects including increased 
predation and susceptibility to blow-down, reduced wildlife dispersal and altered 
movements, erosion, and others. 

Protected habitats should be distributed across a species' complete geographic 
distribution. 

Our priorities for acquisition are broad areas, including entire watersheds, in these area<;: 

• Shuyak Straits- Afognak Island (Afognak Joint Venture holdings) old-growth forest 
habitat located along the north part of the island adjacent to and east of the Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge unit on this island. 

• Kenai Fjords National Park- All English Bay and Port Graham inholdings. 

• Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge inholdings on Kodiak Island. 

• Port Gravina/ Orca Bay- Eyak Corporation inholdings in Chugach National Forest, 
including Orca Narrows/Nelson Bay, Sheep Bay, Simpson Lagoon. 

• Port Fidalgo - On-going logging threatens densely forested habitat along sheltered bays 
near Valdez and Tatitlek. 

+ Knight Island Passage - Chenega Corporation inho!dings in Chugach National Forest, 
including Knight Island and Jackpot/Eshamy. 

• Port Chatham- This last stretch of intact forest habitat along the tip of the outer Kenai 
Peninsula coast, and adjacent to Kenai Fjords National Park, is threatened by logging. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Summary 

The titles to the ·alternatives are confusing because "restoration" is both the over-arching goal of the entire 
project described by the EIS, and used as a term to describe enhancement and manipulation activities and 
cer(ain types of research and monitoring. Therefore, it would be less confusing to call #3 "Limited 
Enhancement", and #4 "Moderate Enhancement". 

Alternative 1·· We disagree that the negative effects from no action would be low to tourism and modcra£e lo 
recreation, and believe they should be listed as major. Without using the majority of the EVOS funds on 
habitat acquisition, clearcut logging of old-growth forests will occur in some of the most heavily visited areas, or 
the most pristine defacto wilderness areas. Because the trees in these forests arc hundreds of years old, the 
effects to visual aesthetics, as well as to wildlife habitats upon which many recreational activities depend (i.e. 
hunting, fishing, birdwatching) will be very long-term. 

The effects from no action on Wilderness would also be major because of massive dcarcut logging on 
the private lands, in addition to the reasons listed in the EIS. 

The government has provided insufficient information to scate that there may not be a major negative 
effect on marbled murrclets in the spill affected region if no action is taken. This species is a Candidate II 
species for the list of Threatened and Endangered Species under the Endangered Species Act. Because of 
continuing negative impacts on the population from chronic oil spills, logging, and ftshing conflicts, it seems that 
the Trustees have no evidence that the species may not recover to pre-spill conditions, and therefore, we believe 
the EIS downplays the effects of no action for this species, especially compared with the description for pink 
salmon and others. CHECK 

Despite all the emphasis on peer review, that this document contains in the summary the slatemcnt 
fihowcver, recent insight on population recovery of common murre populations, based on 20-ycars of data from 
the Bering Sea, suggests that the population at the Barren Islands may recover within 20 years (Roscneau, 
pcrs.comm., 1994).- The rate of recovery of murrcs is of great scientific controversy, and it is premature to put 
such a statement, espc<.:ially one based not on a pecNevicwcd publication, but on verbal communication, in the 
summary. Furthermore, these statements contradict those: in the description of affected cnvironrnenl (Ch. 3-15-
16). And even if recovery was within 20-ycars, this would be many generations later and thcrcf()re, there would 
still be ml\iQ.( long-term negative effects from no action. Because the Roscneau information so controversial, it 
should be deleted from the summary, and the description given in a way consistent with those for olher species. 
Furthermore, murrcs were injured in areas besides the Barren Isl:mds·· in fact many of the smaller colonies 
throughout the spill zone were not even systematically studied. Furthennore, murrcs are still among the most 
vulnerable species to effects of chronic on-going and future oil spills and olher factors may contribute to the 
decline of the population. 

Altcmatiyc k-- Because this alternative would give the most protection to habitat through acquisition and other 
measures, it should also have included some actions beyond the area directly affected by the oil spill. Measures 
to restore the populations of seabirds affected by the spill, especially common murrcs, may be most effective in 
areas of Alaska beyond the areas hit by oil and may involve habitat acquisition or protection. 

Furthermore, this alternative should not have as a policy to promote ins;n;ascd usc of the spill area to 
greater than pre-spill levels. This is especially important for designated wilderness areas, and Wilderness Study 
areas. 

We believe the benefits lo Recreation and Tourism and Wilderness would be major over the long·tcrm 
if a major program of habitat acquisition and protection if undcrtaktm. 

,~Jrcroative 3·· We find it ironic that this alternative calls for the most limited habitat protection or acquisition, 
but is the only one that docs not mention a policy to in<;:rs;a$); existing human usc of the spill area, bur only 
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AltCrn;\tiv~ 4-- The first policy under this alternative is written in such a way to bias the reader. Of course, the 
public wants the "most effective" actions to protccl and restore resources. Prevention of further damage to the 
ecosystem is the most effective thing that may be done for injured resources, and it is ludicrous to imply 
otherwise with the terminology given under this alternative. 

There is a contradiction in the evaluation of impacts. If it is seen as a modc.:rarc to high benefit to have 
increasing recreational use levels, then there must be a corresponding negative effect on wilderness values-- i.e. 
level of solitude, quiet, and pristine quality of an area. There could be more increases if permanent protection 
through wilderness designation wcre part <>f any of the alternatives, but this is not the case. 

Alternative 5-- The summary gives an extremely misleading charactcri7..ation of this alternative relative to the 
others for marbled murrclcts. By underlining "highest; the statement at quick glance implies this alternative 
gives highest benefits, whereas, altcrnath·e 5 probably will provide the least benefits to marbled murrclcts of all 
alternatives, except #1, because it will give the least funds for habitat acquisition. This statement should be 
changed to say there would be minor benefits to marbled murrclcts, depending on the amount of old·growth 
forest habitat that is acquired. 

It is extremely misleading to characteri1..c the proposed action as one that would provide more 
wilderness benefits when it at the same time calls for many more intrusive activities such as hatchery stock 
introductions, other habitat manipulations, and actions that will increase many kinds of human activities in the 
areas, while offering no proposal for additional permanent protection of land. Furthermore, it is illogical that 
more types of general restoration arc listed for this alternative than for #4, even though half a..; much money 
would be spent on them. 

Summary - Chapter 4. Em:ironmcnta! Cons!<gucns:cs-- lmpact levels must address habitat factors, as well as 
changes in populations levels. Furthermore, quality of habitats, such as contamination levelc; should be 
addressed. 

Iabie of Q)Qtcnts-- Appendices should he li~ted. Appendix E was not included in the document. 

Ch.l-13 Although we believe it is reasonable for the Trustees to focus on the impacts to sclc<:ted species where 
there was greater initial mortality, or better evidence of on-going damages, we do not believe that the other 
species should be completely ignored in this EIS. 

Ch. 1-13 Give the full name of the sea lion species; for birds list all species, not just major groupings such as 
loons. Perhaps in the ~affected environment" section, or in an appendix, all of the species of organisms known 
to have been affected by the spill should be listed. 

Cb.l-16 If certain specific actions, such as developing new facililics or employing habitat manipulation 
techniques may be in conflict with the Kodiak or Alaska Maritime Refuge plans, then the proposed action 
should exclude such restoration activities for this refuge. If such proposals arc currently being advanced, this 
EIS should address them in a site specific way. 

Ch,l·l6 The specific activities which could be carried out on State land under the Area Plan for Prince William 
Sound that would conflict with the Restoration plan should be identified. It is not in the public interest to have 
one hand spending money lo restore resources and services, while the other hand spends money fostering 
activicies that would impact these same resources or services . 

.Ch.l·l.9 More information about the Regional Comprehensive Salmon Enhancement Plans should be provided 
in this EIS, especially concerning issues of increasing hatchery stock runs vs. other rehabilitation efforts, and the 
specific proposals currently on the books. 

£:h.l-12 It is unclear that if no actions arc proposed for certain species, like bald eagle, river otter, rockfish, or 
Dolly Varden, whether restoration projects could later be done that benefit the habitats these species depend on, 
or their populations, and whether these species may be used in deciding ranking of projects, including habitat 
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unknown, then why is it any more justified to do projects to address the services, than it is to help the species 
themselves. We believe that habitat protection best provides restoration for all of the above mentioned species, 
except rockfish. 

Although bald eagle, black oystcrcatcher, and killer whale may be in the process of recovering, this is 
not an adequate reason that they should not be considered as components of the injured ecosystem for which 
recovery actions are sought, and therefore such species should be considered in project and habitat acquisition 
ranking criteria. Furthermore, the choice to not analy-.te subtidal resources--even if there is nothing humans can 
do to foster recovery or prevent furlhcr degradation of such habitals··unnccessarily downplays this critical part 
of the damaged ecosystem. And there could be other actions proposed for intertidal resources, such as giving 
closer scrutiny to dredge or fill activities which will cause future loss or degradation of such habitats. 

~ This section should also include the Fish & Wildlife Service's responsibilities under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, the Endangered Species Act (for candidate species), and the Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act. 

~ "Predator control" should specify that this is only of introduced, alien predators on islands. 

Ch,Z-13.14 It doesn't make sense that alternative 5 calls for at most half the amount of funds to be spent on 
general rcstorati.on as alternative 4, but contains an even longer list of possible projects. 

Ch.2-l4 The restoration reserve needs to be better described. Where would lhc funds be placed. How much 
interest would be expected? What projects could these fund.'i be used for? What arc the fiscal and 
environmental advantages and disadvantages of such as reserve. 

Ch.2·12 This chart should list "very high" bencfil'i to marbled murrclel for alternative 2. 

Ch.2-21 The table of definitions of impact levels should include degree elf protection lo critical habitcts used by 
species--especially for birds--in addition to enhancing measurable levels of populations, productivity or sub-lethal 
injuries. 

Cb.Z-22 The definitions of impact levels for wilderness need to be modified so that they al'iO include impacts to 
degree of solitude and quiet, absence of permanent human activity, and intact, natural qualities of the ecosystem. 
The "perception" of injury to the wilderness qualities from the oil spill was not only due to the oiling itself, but 
also the intrusion of massive numbers of people, vehicles, machinery. Especially because the Proposed Action 
calls for promotion of increased human uses of the spill area, lhis EIS must address all types of wilderness 
impacts, not just the ones which allow thi.c; EIS skew or hide the negative impacts of the Action. 

~ Maps should be included in this EIS which show boundaries of the Chugach National Forest (including 
the Nellie Juan Wilderness Study area), National Wildlife Refuges, National Parks, State Parks and Refuges, and 
outlines of designated federal wilderness areas so that the public can better understand how the plan will 
address the values of the public lands. 

~ Maps should be provided that show the distribution of various terrestrial habitats, especially old-growth 
forest, and the location of already logged areas. This will help the reader assess the alternatives and impacts of 
the proposed action. 

~ Maps showing the locations of 60 oiled mussel beds should be provided so that a reader may consider 
the type of activities that may be carried out there with other values, such as designated wilderness shorelines, 
bird habitats, subsistence usc areas, etc. 

Ch.3·U Harlequin duck section should include that lhis species is a Candidate II species for List of threatened 
and endangered species under the Endangered Species Act. 

Ch.3-l0 The date and nature of ··written communications" should be listed in the references. It should be 
explained if these are initial results of Trustee funded work, who their W<>rk is conducted for if it is not the 
T ... n<"t,... ..... r-Hnl"';l 
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\,':h.3-J2 A better description of the "timbered areas" adjacent to streams used by harlequin ducks f()r nesting 
should be given, including whether it is old-growth, and the type of stands. 

Ch.3-]8 The section on marbled murrclcts should include references to studies showing that this specks is 
among the mosf closely linked for nesting to old-growth forest habitat of any in the pacific Northwest and 
California, and that it is listed as threatened in the lower 48 pact of its range. Furthermore, evidence of the 
effects of logging of its nesting habitat, oil spill~, and the effects of fishing elsewhere in its range, as well as 
whatever information exists for the spill region, should be included in this description of its status. 

Ch.J-2:2 The terrestrial habitats surrounding Dolly Vardcn and Cutthroat trout spawning streams should also be 
described. 

~h.3-25 The paragraph on the authorization of the Trans~Alaska Pipeline should include specifics on what 
provisions of NEPA were waived, and description of the lawsuits. That there were major concerns over impacts 
from the Valdez marine terminal, including risks of oil spills and tanker collisions due to icebergs, should be 
included. 

Ch.3=5n The economics should also be shown for the EVOS area without Anchorage included. An economic 
model that is not able to account for economic activity related to subsistence activities is inappropriate for usc in 
thci EIS. As well, more specific work on the economics of recreation should be done. 

Ch.!:2 The description of an ecosystem approach should also discuss that proposed actions will be taken 
throughout Lhe geographical region of the oil spill. 

~ How can 1990-· a post-spill year-- be used as an economic baseline? 

Ch.4-18 Delete speculative, and controversial, information about 20·ycar recovery time for murrcs in the Barren 
Islands which is based on a personal communication. 

Ch.4·J2 Provide quantitative information on the acreage of forest habitat that has been logged since the oil 
spil~ and the total in the oil spill region to date. Evidence of marbled murrciet nesting on Montague lsland 
{available from the Fish & Wildlife Service) should be included in this section. The conclusions regarding 
projected logging underplay the negative effects of no action on this species. 

Cb.4·2.'Z The conclusions statement about long·tcrm effects to wilderness should also mention the high degree 
of negative impacts from extractive activities that would occur without the propost'<l action. 

!::;h.4·42 A more complete description of the process ~cleaning" mussel beds should be included. Would the 
mussels be lifted using handtools or heavy machinery? What would be done with the contaminated sediments, 
and how much oil might be released into the water, and therefore into the intertidal and subtidal zone? Would 
chis be more oil than is currently entering the food chain? Could the action be taken at a time that would not 
disturb nesting birds or hauled out marine mammals? We arc concerned about this source of continuing 
contamination of the food chain, but would could not support proposals to dean mussel beds without more 
information and a better assc.<>smcnt that it would not result in further impact to the ecosystem. 

Ch.4-55 We support acquisition of Gull Island as part of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge. 

Ch.4·56 We oppose predator control programs except in circumstances on islll.nds where introduced (i.e.~ 
predators have had major effects on nesting productivity. 

Ch.4-57 Typographical mistakes refer to pigeon guillc.:mots in lhe section on marbled murrclcts. Greater 
analysis of the best opportunities lo protect threatened marbled murrdct nesting habitat should be included. 
Data from the Congressionally~mandated studies on Afognak Island, and from the on-going studies of the 
characteristics of nesting habitat should be included herc. 

· · "'--- ·'-'- ---~-=~~ : .. rtwit• rt·~"~~~ fmm tht: Con!lrcssion:;lly-mandated study of Afognak Island and 
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Cb,4·59.6Q This section on general restoration should document the substantial evidence from the lower 48 that 
there may be major adverse impacts from some of these activities, especially hatchery rearing. Furthermore, the 
possible negative effects to bird forage fish from producing more hatchery-raised fish should not just be buried 
in the assumptions at the beginning of this chapter, but should also be listed in the conclusions. 

Cb,4-62 We do not believe there would be increased benefits to wilderness values for there to be "markctint or 
more public information campaigns about how residual oils were removed. We do not support removal of 
residual oil in beaches if the Trustees main purpose is to increase the public's perception of the wilderness-- this 
is an insult. We far prefer to sec funds spend on actions resulting in real evidence on the ground, for example, 
protecting wilderness values from future degradation by preventing dcarcuning or other cx:t:ractive uses. 

~h.4-101 Even. though the small parcel analysis is still being developed, maps showing the locations of these 
small parcels, and general descriptions of their ownership and the past, prcscnl, and potential uses should be 
given in this ElS. 

!:h.4-109 We oppose a clam mariculture program that would target new areas of the intertidal zone because on 
the negative effects. We do not believe the Trustees should dedicate more funds to C).-pcrimenral projects such 
as seeding/planting ~ for which kasibility is unknown. 

~h.:1:!4:6 The proposed MMS lease sale at Yakataga should also be included in rhis analysis because oil spill<> 
could affect the resources and ecosystem where rcstorarion is planned. Unless the State docs not plan on 
offering any more offshore lease sales in Cook Inlet, these should be listed under cumulative effects because 
tanker shipping and oil spills could impacr the resources for which restoration is being undertaken. Future oil 
spills from tankers calling at the Trans-Alaska Pipeline terminal ac Valdez shouid also be included in this 
analysis. The IMS Infrastructure Improvement Project al Seward should also be specifically included here. The 
construction or new docks at villages, and log dump facilities that would occur under most alternatives should be 
added. 

Ch14·l5~ It is illogical to say that the greatly increased number of tourists, recreational users, and industrial 
traffic would not have a cumulative effect on wilderness. Clearly, there would be reduced opportunities foe 
solitude and quiet, a reduction in the number of areas where the presence of humans was not a permanent mark 
on the landscape, and a long-term degradation of the pristine, natural qualities of the landscape. Admit itt 

Appcqdbc P- ·econQmi' Anal~sis-- The IMPLAN economic model fails to address criLical economic values, 
especially the non-market values of recreation and subsislcnce. Studies have shown that these non-market 
values can be substantial and have a direct contribution to personal econ()mic resources. Because the IMPLA.N 
model requires a significant number of simplifying assumptions, these should be identified in the EIS. 
Additionally, passive usc economic values derived from contingent valua£ion studies should be added to the 
analysis. The extensive information compiled for the MMS has through economic studies for the spill·affca:cd 
region should be i.ndudcd in the EIS. 

The Wilderness Society has actively participated in the restoration process, since the 
settlement was signed, on behalf of our members and the interests of the public throughout 
the nation. We are a national membership organization devoted to preserving wilderness 
and wildlife, protecting America's prime forests, parks, rivers, and shorelands, and fostering 
an American land ethic. The non-profit organization has 280,000 members nationwide, 
nearly 1,400 of whom live in Alaska and many who reside along or use the shorelines of 
areas affected by the spilL We appreciate this opportunity to comment and look forward to 
continued involvement in the Restoration Process. 



August 1, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage AK 99501 

Greetings: 

KoncK!:rf.!' Products Company 

3501 Denali, Suite 202 
Anchorage . Alaska 99503 
(907) 562-3335 FAX (907) 562-0599 

I am pleased to be able to comment on your Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. It addresses the issues very well and presents a good range of alternatives. 
Alternative 5 (the proposed action) is the most attractive since it emphasizes Monitoring and 
Research more than the other alternatives, yet still maintains a good balance ofRestoration and 
Habitat Protection. 

Funds for monitoring and research have always been very limited and are becoming even more 
difficult to obtain. But research that provides solid answers to questions is probably the most 
important tool for ensuring the continued health and protection of the oil impacted areas. Very 
little quality research has addressed the normal functioning of these ecosystems. This has resulted 
in difficult or even questionable determinations of oil spill effects and appropriate restoration 
techniques. As Senator Frank Murkowski stated in his recent (7-30-94) editorial in the 
Anchorage Daily News: "What's missing isn't federal or state land, but long-term research on the 
fish and wildlife resources ofPrince William Sound and a steady, guaranteed source of funds that 
will make such studies possible". 

By emphasizing Monitoring and Research, Alternative 5 represents an excellent opportunity to 
fund long-term research. But great care should be exercised in determining and prioritizing 
appropriate research topics so that the most important basic and applied questions are addressed. 
Many natural or perceived declines in fish and wildlife populations have been blamed on the oil 
spill, restoration efforts, and/or timber harvest in the area. Many proposed topics in the past have 
been very questionable and seem to simply be looking at the large amount of money available 
instead of any carefully thought out objective. 

Habitat acquisition is a viable method for addressing oil impacts but the idea of willing seller and 
willing buyer cannot be overemphasized. There is also good potential for a wide variety of 
cooperative agreements with private landowners to protect wildlife artd fish habitat. This could 
also be very cost effective since it may reduce the need to actually the purchase land. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Geoffrey McNaughton, Ph.D. 
Environmental Manager 
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Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 
SEACC 419 Sixth Street, Suite 328 Juneau, .AJaska 99801 (907) 586-6942 

Jim Ayers 
Director, EVOS Trustee Council 
645 G St 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Regarding: Restoration Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ayers and members of the EVOS Trustee Council: 

July 30, 1994 

These comments on the Restoration Pla..'l Draft Environmental Impact Statement are submitted by 
the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (SEACC). SEACC is a coalition of fifteen volunteer 
citizen conservation organizations in twelve Southeast Alaska communities. We have over 1400 
individual members. We are also members of the Alaska Rainforest Campaign, a coalition of eight 
Alaskan and national conservation organizations dedicated to advocating for the conservation, 
appreciation and wise long-term management of the scenic, wilderness, fish, wildlife, recreation, 
and other natural resources of Alaska's coastal rainforest ecosystem. This rare ecosystem stretches 
from Ketchikan north to Kodiak and includes the valuable Prince William Sound. 

We hope that the EVOS Trustee Cow1cil will seize this amazing opportunity to provide for the 
comprehensive protection of large pristine areas of Alaska's temperate rainforest, one of the 
world's rarest and most valuable ecosystem treasures. 

The Exxon Valdez oil spill, the largest oil spill in U.S. history, severely damaged resources that 
residents of Prince William Sound depend upon for their livelihood. Now clearcut-iogging and 
other development threatens to destroy habitat for the same fish and wildlife species damaged by 
the spill. Bald eagles, sea otters, harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets, shellfish, wild salmon, and 
other animals that thrive in Alaska's forests, streams, and estuaries are taking another tremendous 
blow. Most have not yet recovered from the spill. 

The one-two-punch of the spill and clear-cutting also threatens major economic activities in the 
Sound. Thousands of people living and working in the Sound depend on commercial fishing, 
sport fishing, hunting, recreation, tourism, and subsistence activities for their livelihood. These 
activities were severely disrupted by the spill, and now logging threatens to degrade them further. 
Indeed, because the forests provide critical habitat for fish and wildlife and uninterrupted scenery 
for tourists and recreationists, the destruction of the forest means the destruction of the very 
resources people depend on for their way of life. · 

Using Exxon settlement funds to buy and protect wildlife habitat is the best way to restore the 
wildlife populations injured by the oil spill. 

We urge you to take a comprehensive approach to maintaining the resources of the Sound and to 
protect as many large blocks of undisturbed rainforest as possible. Healthy, intact ecosystems 
provide much better habitat for fish and wildlife than small parcels with adjacent clearcuts. 
Spending EVOS money on protecting large areas of rainforest will better ensure that species (and 
economies) damaged by the spill will recover. Unfortunately, with the damage already done, 
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spending only one third of the EVOS money on protecting habitat is clearly insufficient. We 
request that you increase the "Habitat Protection" budget to at least $500 million. 

You and the other members of the EVOS Trustee Council have a unique opportunity to restore and 
protect some of Alaska's most valuable assets. You should stop wasting money on bureaucratic 
dilly-dallying and start spending much-needed trust fund money on practical and economical deals 
that protect the resources, like fish and wildlife, that were damaged in the spill and that so many 
Alaskans depend upon. 

You are required to spend EVOS money on restoring wildlife populations, wilderness values, and 
other injured resources. We request that you: 

- Stand up and protect the livelihoods of people who live and work on the Sound; 

- Protect the forests and the valuable habitat they provide to fish and wildlife damaged 
by the oil spill; 

- Increase the habitat portion of the budget to at least $500 million; 

.:. Support the purchase of large parcels, not just small areas surrounded by clear cuts; 

- Buy timber rights in areas like Port Gravina, Simpson Bay, Sheep Bay, and Rude River; 

- Put together a comprehensive deal to purchase all of Eyak' s timber rights; 

- Support Alaska's commercial fishing and tourism industries; 

- Protect Knight Island, Chenega lands, the coastline of Kenai Fords National Park, the 
river valieys inside the Kodiak National vVildlife Refuge, and the spruce forests of 
Afognak Island. 

Please resist the temptation to spend the money on short-tenn, pork-barrel research and restoration 
projects. Spending money to study how fish and birds have fared the greatest environmental 
onslaught of the last decade doesn't make sense when the very habitat they depend on for health 
and survival is slipping through our fingers. 

Let's make sure we get something tangible out of the Exxon disaster and buy land and resources 
that will be lost to Alaska if you don't act The people living near the Sound are depending on 
you. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely, 

n_._/ S"', ~ 
J:r:m~. Anderson 
Grassroots Organizer 
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Kodiak Island Borough 

VIA FAX 276-7178 

Exxon Valclez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Restoration Office 
645 G Street, Suite 40 1 
Anchorage. Alaska 99501-3451 

RE: EIS CoulllH:H t~ 

Dear Trustee Council and Staff: 

710 MILL BAY ROAD 
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615-63-tO 

August 1. 1994 

Post-It'• brand fax transmittal memo 7671 J tr of pages • d)...._ 
T.ll--l e ... J~i'""Ee ~ • ;:,r .A. 

From 
~~~~-~ 

co. Co. 
-~~ .~-....") 
Dept. Pho~-~~::0 

f'.ax~~-~~~~ Fax *a.&.o- '1 "'!>... ~ 

The Kodiak Island Borough has reviewed, with intcn!st. the Draft 
Envil-ontncnta.i Impact Sta ten1ent (DEIS ) for th e Exxon Valdez Oil S pill 
(EVOS) Rcstot-atlon Plan. As you are awan:, the Kodial< Island Borough 
represents one of the regions impacted by the EVOS. 

W e have noted that the DEIS and the d i-aft Rest.ot-ation Plan will guide a ll 
fu ture restoration actions . and is inten ded to reflect a balanced approach to 
general restoration, monitoring and research. and habit.at pn1tectfon. We 
have also noted that conunents are requested to be specific and should 
address the adequacy of lhe DEIS and the merits of the alternatives 
discussed. 

The su1nn1aly section of the DEIS identifies the players that were involved 
with cleanup and assessrnent. of damages as a result of the EVOS imn1cdiatcly 
following the spill. ll concen1s us that no local govenunents or nattvc 
organizations are listed. since these types of organizat.ions were actively 
involved in responding to the spill. ll is from this local perspective that our 
opinions about the best use of the setllernentmoncy flows. 

While we understand that the t:vos settlen1cnt n1oncy is intended to be used 
for restoration. we believe that restoration is both rnon~ predictable and 
beneficial when pi·oviclccl in the form of habitat acquisition. J Jabitat. 
acquisition provides fo1· both biological recovery of species d~Hnagecl by th~ 
EVOS. as well as economic recovery of the people and communities rlarnagcd 
by the~ spill . The Kodiak Island Borough cloes not believe that. the sam e can 
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be said of the other 1·cstoration components offered in the DEIS. The hcncnts 
to the impacted species frmn gcneral1·estoration and monitoring and rescm·cll 
appear, at best, to be smncwhat speculative. 

Based on our perspective. we believe that the DEIS altet·native that best meets 
the goal of rest01·ation. in the spill impacted area, is Alternative 2. We 
strongly believe U1at. the long-tenn impacts of habitat acquisition/protection. 
as sununa1ized in Table 2-3, have been undervalued, and that all of the 
resources listed would fare better under Alternative 2. than under any other 
altcn1ative. As a result. we support limited funding f()r other restoration 
categories. 

We urge the Exxon Valdez Trustee Council to consider the adoption of 
Altcra.live 2 of the Dr:IS. as the preferred alten1at:ive. and to use tJ1is 
Alternative as the basis for future decision mal<ing for the Council's annual 
work plans. We appreciate your hard worl\ and that of your staff. who have 
labored to produce an effective and beneficial plcU1 for the restoration of 
resources lost to the EVOS. We believe that can best. be done by habitat 
acquisition in the spill impacted area. 

Sincerely, 

KODIAK ISLAND DOROUGH 

Linda L. Freed 
Acting Mayor 
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Sierra Club 
241 East Fifth Avenue, Suite 205 

Anchorage AK 99510 
(907) 276-4048 

fax : ( 9 0 7 ) 2 58-6 8 0 7 

J gust 1, 1994 

Eixon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
A tn: EXS Comments 

!r~h~ .. ~;~e.: 9 9 so 1 r ,,,, 2,% , 1 , ; : ,_, 

G ntlemen: 

ank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft 
vironrnental Impact Statement for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
storation Plan. 

me of the DEIS conclusions about impacts of the various 
ternatives are, at first, surprising. On further 
vestigation, it appears that they are faulty, because they are 
sed on faulty assumptions. 

0 e faulty assumption which leads to many faulty conclusions 
c·ncerns the amount of land (or interests in land) available for 
tie various amounts of money considered for Habitat Protection. 

u der Alternative 2 (the "Habitat Protection" alternative) the 
1 st paragraph of page 2-7, states 11 At this time, we do not know 
w.at the cost of various levels of protection will be at fair 
m rket value. For purposes of analysis in this alternative, we 
a e assuming that all the parcels shown in Figures 2-1 though 2-3 
w uld receive some level of protection ••.• " (Figures 2-1 
t rough 2-3 are maps of all the large parcel private lands in the 
o 1 spill area.) While the first sentence is clearly correct 
( he fair market value price is not yet known}, the second 
s ntence clearly is not. It is completely arbitrary to assume 
t at the amount dedicated to habitat protection in Alternative 2 
( 564 million) would purchase fee simple title, interests in 
1 nd, or cooperative agreements on all the large parcel private 
1 nds in the oil s ill area, estimated at 863,100 acres. This 
a sumes an average price of roughly $650 per acre, which is well 
b low the available owners' asking prices and the price of the 
p reels purchased so far. It would also leave no funds at all 

P.Ol 

a 
1
ailable.for the small parcels, which are the most easily ! 

d1veloped and the most expensive lands per acre, 



EVOS DEIS Comments 
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Subsequent alternatives drift even further from likely real 
olrices, stating, "For purposes of analysis in this alternative, 
~e are assuming one end of the range of protection possibilities 
is~ that all parcels •.. would receive some level of protection. u 

T e problem with these assumptions is that they lead to the 
f ulty conclusion that a smaller amount of money (such as the 
$~95-325 million in the preferred alternative) will be sufficient 
to buy the valuable habitat. Therefore, spending more money on 
h bitat protection (beyond the Preferred Alternative) is 
m·stakenly viewed as allowing only the addition of low value 
p reels. It is, in fact, probably impossible to do an adequate 

alysis without appraised values for the land. However, the 
sumed price is almost certainly too low. Some Trustee Council 

m mbers themselves have remarked that all the available funds 
( 620 million) may not be sufficient to buy even the highest 
r nked large parcel areas, much less the medium and low ranked 
p reels. 

A other faulty assumption is that "General Restoration .. is 
nfcessarily a significant benefit to the injured resources and 
s rvices. In fact, many of the General Restoration options are 
d signed to increase raw numbers of one resource (such as salmon) 
w thout regard to possible negative impacts on other resources 
a d services. In some cases, the impacts can even turn out to be 
n gative on the target resource. For example, hatchery rearing 
o salmon often has a negative impact on wild salmon stocks. 
W rldwide experience with hatcheries is that short term results 

e often very good, but after a number of years, populations may 
cline precipitously. Also, a General Restoration project may 

1 crease the raw numbers of a resource, but this may be a poor 
asure of restoration. For example, sport hatcheries may 

1 crease the number of sport fish available, but these hatchery 
f sh may be of much less interest than wild fish to the serious 
a gler. 

0 course, General Restoration projects are subject to further 
N PA analysis. The point here is that there appears to be a 
f ulty assumption that the listed General Restoration projects 
h ve a significant positive impact -- more significant, in fact, 
t an Habitat Protection. This assumption is not overtly stated 
a d not justified in the DEIS, but it nevertheless drives the 
c nclusions. 

F conclusions 

T e impacts are summarized in Table 2-3 "The Comparison of the 
I pacts of the Alternatives From Chapter 4" (page 2-19). 
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The most appalling of the faulty conclusions is the supposed 
e~fects on wilderness. The DEIS concludes that the Habitat 
Ptotection Alternative (#2) will have only a "low to moderate" 
i pact on wilderness, whereas the Preferred Alternative (#5} will 
h ve a "moderate to high" impact. How is this possible? Less 
mpney for Habitat Protection means more land will be logged and 
otherwise developed. In addition, the General Restoration 
options themselves all have negative impacts on wilderness. 

Mhch of the confusion stems from the fact that between the 
B~ochure and the Draft Restoration Plan, de facto wilderness was 
i explicably replaced by "Designated Wilderness Areas" as an 
i jured resource. This does not make sense. If "Designated 
W"lderness Areas" are an injured resource, then other 
c nservation units should also be listed, including injured 
N tional Parks, National Monuments, National Wildlife Refuges, 
N tional Forests, Wilderness Study Areas, State Parks, etc. In 
f ct, the· actual injured resource should simply be "wilderness." 
W lderness occurs throughout most of the oil spill area, it was 
s verely injured by the oil spill, and it will be further injured 
b a failure to provide adequate habitat protection. 

E en if the Trustees consider only "Designated Wilderness Areas" 
t e conclusions are still faulty. The DEIS considers only 
i pacts on the actual land in the Wilderness Area -- so logging 
ot a private inholding is considered to have no impact. In fact, 
t?e human experience of a Designated Wilderness Area can be 
r ined by logging on adjacent land. 

H re are some other examples of faulty conclusions: 

S a otters are ranked "low" under Alternative 2 and "moderate" 
u der the others. Sea otter biologist Lisa Rotterrnan has 
t stified that logging causes significant harm to sea otters 
b cause sedimentation injures the intertidal organisms upon which 
t ey feed. It seems unlikely that the "cooperative programs" 
w th subsistence users and fishermen, listed under "General 
R storation" would be more important than the lost food source. 

" arlequin ducks" are ranked "high" in every alternative. 
H bitat protection is clearly important to harlequin ducks, which 
n st in old growth forest. Cleaning mussel beds might also help 
t em 1 but the rest of the "General Restoration" projects would 
n t. 

M rbled Murrelets are ranked "high" in each alternative. There 
i nothing under "General Restoration" that will help marbled 
m rrelets. Only Habitat Protection will help them. 

p. 8.3 



I 
~vos DEIS Comments ]ugust 1, 1994 1 '?""if- 'I 

Fjink salmon are ranked "high" for Alternative 5, and "moderate" 
for the others. No distinction is made between hatchery stocks 
(fhich may not have been injured) and wild stocks (which clearly 
~ere). Some General Restoration projects may help hatchery 
s~ocks at the expense of wild stocks. Logging can damage wild 
s~ock habitat. 

s~ckeye salmon are ranked "moderate" in Alternative 2, and "high" 
i the other alternatives. See comments for pink salmon above. 
L gging is even more detrimental to wild sockeye. 

bsistence is ranked "low to moderate" under Alternative 2 and 
" oderate to high" under Alternatives 4 and 5. This does not 

fleet the very large negative impact on subsistence of logging 
a d other development. 

creation/tourism is ranked "moderate" for Alternatives 2 and 3, 
" oderate to high" for Alternatives 4 and 5. This does not 

fleet the very negative impact on recreation and tourism of 
earcut logging. 

W lderness is discussed above. 

S ort fishing is ranked "moderate" under Alternative 2 and "high 11 

u der the other alternatives. This does not reflect the opinion 
o sport fishing organizations, which have strongly supported 
h bitat protection in past testimony. 

V lue of Each Cate 

A ministration and Public Information: Administration has 
c-nsumed far too large a portion of the Trustee Council's budget. 
F-rtunately, the Trustees and staff have recently taken steps to 
r duce administrative costs. It is essential to continue this 
t end. 

M nitoring and Research: It is useful to understand the extent 
o recovery and to measure the impacts of restoration projects. 
H·wever, monitoring and research do not actually bring about 
r storation. Much of the research which has been conducted or 
p·oposed has little chance of contributing to actual restoration. 
T e $130-165 million budget in the Preferred Alternative is 
highly excessive. 

P.04 

G,neral Restoration: As discussed above, General Restoration is 
a double ~dged sword. The impacts can be negative as well as 
p~sitive. Few of the listed options would provide cost-effective '· 
net benefits. 
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abitat Protection: The Trustees should consider the nature of 
lhreats to habitat 1 not only their intrinsic value. For example, 
~ forest habitat which will otherwise be logged should be 
P.

1
referred over habitat which is unlikely to be developed. It is 

also a public benefit to acquire private lands inside 
cbnservation unit boundaries to facilitate land management. In 
~~~clition, it is essential to have sufficient funds available for 
i portant small parcels, as well as for the large parcels. The 
s all parcels are often the areas most threatened with 
divelopment. They are also often the key access areas. 

R~storation Reserve: It is a good idea to have some funds 
a~ailable for restoration after the payments from Exxon stop in 
2~

1 

01. The Trustees do not need to set aside a certain amount of 
m ney each year 1 but can instead set aside funds from the last 
p yment or two from Exxon. It appears likely that restoration 
rrserve funds would be used mostly for research and monitoring. 
It is possible, but does not seem likely, that significant areas 
Of habitat will become available that are no. t available now. The 
d~termination of the size of the restoration reserve should 
rfflect the fact that it is most likely to be used for more 
rrsearch and monitoring. 

A;note on overall costs: Not only administration 1 but all 
e penses should be rigorously questioned. Public funds should 
n·t be wasted on helicopters and large boats when small boats are 
s?fficient. Field work should be coordinated so that field staff 
f?r different projects can travel together. Travel for meetings 
sfuld be minimized. In the past, the annual workplan process 
w s designed to support projects with an urgent need for 
i ediate funding -- with little regard to the actual importance 
o the project, its contribution to restoration, or its cost. 
T e opportunity cost of every project must be considered. The 
T ustees should choose the restoration projects which have the 
"·iggest bang for the buck." 

s erra Club recommendations 

T Club does not favor any of listed alternatives. 

w support purchase of land or interests in land from willing 
s llers for all of the following areas: 

P ince William Sound 
Eyak Corporation - all lands bordering Prince William Sound 
Chenega Corporation - all lands 
Tatitlek - upper Port Fidalgo 
Chugach Alaska Corporation - Knight Island, subsurface for 

acquired village corporation lands 

P.o;s 
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enai Peninsula 
Port Graham and English Bay Corporation lands inside the 

boundaries of Kenai Fjords National Park 
East Chugach Island (Port Graham) 

odiak Archipelago 
Afognak Joint Venture - all lands, especially the northern 

part of the island 
All lands inside the boundaries of Kodiak National Wildlife 

Refuge, including lands owned by Koniag, Akhiok-Kaguyak 
and Old Harbor Corporations 

W also support sufficient funds to purchase small parcels which 
ake pr~o~ities to land management agencies or to neighboring 
cbnunuru l.itl~ • 

believe that restoration inside Alaska but outside the 
undaries of the spill zone should be pursued if the benefits 
tweigh restoration within the spill zone. The boundaries of 
e injured resources and services are not the same as the 
undaries of the spilled oil. Birds, fish, sea ma~~als, and 
ople all travel more widely. 

believe that at least $500 million will be necessary for these 
iority habitat purchases. We believe that most of the options 
sted under "General Restoration" have little net benefit for 
storation or are not worth their cost. We recommend not more 
an $10 million for General Restoration. 

though this Draft EIS is concerned mainly with expenditure of 
r storation funds, other decisions also have a profound impact on 
o 1 spill restoration. While the Trustee Council considers 

rchasing land or interests in land from private owners, the 
deral government and especially the state government are 
rsuing plans to log vast areas on the Kenai Peninsula, inside 
e oil spill area. State and federal land management planning 

s ould consider the impacts of logging on injured resources and 

again for your consideration of public comments. 

S~ncerely, 

YSz~ 
Brodie 
Rainforest Coordinator 

t-' . U 6 
> 
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Mr. Ayers 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr Ayers: 

Lowell H. Suring 
Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society 
3301 C Street, Suite 300 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 
21 July 1994 
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We understand that the EVOS Trustees will not be considering using oil spill settlement monies to 
fund endowed academic positions at the University of Alaska. We are puzzled by this decision, and 
urge the Trustees to reconsider. At the very least, we feel this is an option that should be discussed 
and evaluated in the final EIS of the EVOS restoration plan. 

We would appreciate receiving any supplemental information you may have related to this matter as 
we prepare our formal comments on the DEIS. 

Lowell H. Suring, President 
The Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society 

enclosures 



r THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 
ALASKA CHAPTER 

P.O. Box ,20604 
Juneau,AJ{ 99802 

1 May 1993 

Dr. David R. Gibbons 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G. Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Dr. Gibbons: 

The Wildlife Society, founded in 1~3'/, is a nonprofit scienLifie alHl et.lucation 
organization of professionals active in wildlife research, management, education 
and administration. The Society publishes two scientific joumals and a 
monograph series. The Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society has about 330 
members. We recently held our annual meeting in Juneau and adopted a 
resolution urging the Oil Spill Trustee Council to consider the endowment of 
chaired positions in the biological sciences with the University of Alaska system. 

Our resolution does not specify the types of positions that might best be suited to 
meet the restoration goals. Myself and other members the Alaska Chapter would 
gladly provide more detailed suggestions to the Oil Spill Trustee Council about the 
types of expertise that could best provide the types of biological information and 
education that will be needed into the future. Endowed university chairs would 
provide heightened research and education within the sta:te of Alaska that will 
benefit all Alaskans. 

s~p 
Kimberly Tft'us, Ph.D. 
President 
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RESOLUTION OF THE ALASKA CHAPTER OF 
THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 

A RESOLUTION URGING THE EXXONV ALDEZ OIL SPILL COUNCIL TO WORK 
WITH THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA ON A PLAN TO ENDOW UP TO 20 
ACADEMIC CHAIRS IN THE BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES TO FULFILL THE LONG­
TERM GOALS OF THE SETTLEMENT. 

WHEREAS, the biological resources of the northern Gulf of Alaska were 
severely impacted by the ~xxon Valdez oil spill, 

WHEREAS, baseline scientific data were inadequate to ·positively assess the 
damage and are inadequate to realistically ret:;Lore Lhe environment, and 

WHEREAS, future shipwrecks and oil spills in the area are a realistic 
probability, and 

WHEREAS, the accumulation of scientific knowledge and advancement of 
scientific technology make enormous advances each year and will continue to do so 
into the centuries ahead, and 

WHEREAS, endowed academic chairs will provide continuing quality scientific 
investigation, scientific publications, and excellence in training that will be needed 
by the agencies and companies responsible for resource management and 
development in perpetuity, and 

WHEREAS, the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council is charged with 
restoring, rehabilitating, replacing, enhancing or acquiring equivalent resources and 
services in the oil spill region and could benefit from better means to accomplish 
these goals, and 

WHEREAS, with scientific advancements in the decades or centuries · ahead 
eventual enhancement of many of tile biological resources will be possible, and 

WHEREAS, concentrating a major center for advancement of the biological 
sciences at the University of Alaska is in the best interests of all Alaskans injured 
by the Exxon Oil Spill, and 

WHEREAS, the University of Alaska already has an appropriate Foundation 
for managing endowed chairs; 



NOW IT THEREFORE BE RESOLVED BY THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE ALASKA 
CHAPTER OF THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY: 

1. To urge the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council to instruct their 
Restoration Team to contact and cooperate with the University of Alaska in 
developing a plan for establishing up to 20 endowed chairs in the biological sciences 
that will fulfill the intent of the settlement. 

2. That such a plan be included in the Restoration Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement being prepared this year by the Restoration Team. 

Adopted t..."lls 20th day of April 1993. 
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July 22, 1994 

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

To Mr. Bruce Botello: 

I am amazed that the proposals for endowed chairs at the 
University of Alaska were omitted in the Draft EIS. 

I will enclose copies of two letters we have sent - July 30 ~-
1993, and April 21, 1994, that deal with the proposal for 
endowed chairs at the University of Alaska. The July 30, 
1993, letter was a follow-up on oral testimony that I pre­
sented for the American Institute of Fishery Research Biolo­
gists (Alaska Districts) at the Trustee Council public 
hearing in Juneau on April 21, 1993. I was told at the 
hearing that the transcripts of the hearing would be summa­
rized and included in the EIS. Did this Juneau transcript. 
rre>-1- 1nc:i-? 
J-- ..... ---· 

This testimony was very favorably received by the one member 
of the Trustee Council that was present. He said that 
endowing chairs was such a logical idea he wondered why the 

Great t..akes. South central Trustees had not thought of it early in the process. Other 
people as well as the Trustee Member present at the hearing 

GulrorMexico.Nonheast in Juneau came up to me and expressed very strong support 
New vor~c-New Jersey for the concept of endowed chairs and echoed the comments by 
Oregon-Southwest washington the Trustee. I told the a';ldience that there were previous 

proposals for using a port~on of the money for endowing 
chairs. I did not see any reference to them in the EIS Texas 

Washington. D.C .. Metro either • 
Washington. Northwest 

An endowed chair at the University will actually bring new 
money into Alaska. When a professor applies for research 
grants, he/she have a much better chance of being funded if 
they do not have to take their salary out of the grant. The 
granting agency will know that all their money will be used 
for accomplishing the research and not have a percentage 
taken out for the professor's salary. Professors in endowed 
chairs have a huge advantage in attracting "outside" grant 
money. 

I 



Endowing chairs at the University of Alaska will guarantee 
that at least some of the EXXON money will last in perpetu­
ity and that the money will go on supporting research on the 
long term effects of the oil on natural resources. Future 
generations of Alaskans will be thankful and impressed with 
the far-sighted wisdom of the Trustee Council if they invest 
some of the money in endowing chairs at the University. 

Sincerely, 

John H. (Jack) Helle, Ph.D. 
for the Alaska Districts of the 
American Institute of Fishery 
Research Biologists 
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American Jnstitute of Jisltery Research Eiologists 
An association incorporated in 1956 to establish and maintain high professional 

standards of recognition of achievement and competence. 

July 30, 1993 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Restoration Office 
645 "G" Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

To Members of the Trustee Council: 

The Alaska Chapter of the American Institute of Fishery 
Research Biologists (AIFRB) believes that one of the most 
beneficial things that could be done with the restoration 
money would be to endow faculty positions at the University 
of Alaska. These positions would provide teachinq, public 
service and research directly related to the natural re­
sources of Prince William Sound. Because these positions 
would be funded off the interest of the endowment they would 
last in perpetuity. What a far-sighted legacy we would be 
leaving to Alaska! 

Gteal Lakes. Sou1h Central 

At the T~~stee Council public hearing in Juneau on April 21, 
1993, we presented these ideas in oral testimony. We sug­
gested that in addition to the endowed chairs recommended 
for birds, the Trustees consider funding at least 15 chairs 
related to aquatic resources . Each chair is estimated to 
cost $2 million by the University of Alaska Foundation and 
only the interest would be used to fund the position. 

Gulror Meuco . Nonheast We suggested the following positions that would be perti-
New von:-New Jersey nent: population dynamics, salmonid biology, aquatic pa­
Orep-Southw<>~ washin(IOft thology, algology, fish physiology, toxicological genetics, 

intertidal ecology, invertebrate systematics, fish 
systematics, behavioral ecology, molecular genetics, stock Texas 

was~~;""""· o.c.. Me•ro identification, fish nutrition, biometrics and parasitology. 
Washineton. Non:hwes~ 

There are, of course, other positions that could be very 
beneficial as well, e.g. embryology, histology, remote 
sensing, meiobenthology, fisheries oceanography, et al. 

Please consider this letter as a preliminary proposal. A 
detailed description of each chair or position will be 
prepared in collaboration with the University of Alaska. 

For the Alaska Districts AIFRB, 

John H. (Jack) Helle, Ph.D. 
11305 Glacier Hwy 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 
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April 21, 1994 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Restoration Office 
645 "G" Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

To Members of the Trustee Council: 

In a letter to you of July 30, 1993, the Alaska Chapter of 
the American Institute of Fishery Research Biologists de­
tailed their belief that one of the most beneficial uses of 
the reetoration money would be to endow faculty po~itione at 
the University of Alaska. 

In addition, at the Trustee Council public hearing in Juneau 
on April 21, 1993, I presented these ideas about endowing 
faculty positions in oral testimony. These ideas were 
received very favorably by people in the audience. In fact, 
several people remarked that endowing chairs at the Univer­
sity of Alaska was such an obvious way to benefit all Alas­
kans in addition to directly benefitting the resources of 
Prince William Sound that they were surprised that more 
people had not suggested it. 

could you inform us on the agenda for the EIS? We would be 
pleased to expand our comments on the subject of endowed 
chairs for the University of Alaska if you feel it would be 
pertinent. 

For the Alaska Districts of AIFRB, 

John H. (Jack) Helle, Ph.D. 




