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Step 1: 

IDENTIFY ISSUES 
SOURCES OF ISSUES 

• Issues, concerns, and· opportunities 
identified in Forest Plans. 

~"=>T~A-reo..t ~ 

• Issues identified for similar projects 
(past actions). 

• Issues identified in plan to practices 
stage. 

• Issues generated from compliance with 
laws or regulations. 

• Current management (internal) concerns. 

• Changes in public uses, attitudes, values, 
( . " 

or perceptions. 

• Issues raised by the public during 
scoping. 

• Comments from other government 
agencies. 

• Others 
UNIT 7 • luue Wana;e111ent 121111 Handout 7.8 
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( I Step 2: 

( 

ORGANIZE/GROUP ISSUES 
I 

i 
I 

i Organize and group issues: 
I 

i 
' 
I . • COMMON RESOURCE - water quality, 

visual quality, soil productivity, and 
wildlife habitat. 

• LINKED TO CAUSE-EFFECT 
RELATIONSHIPS - increased erosion leads 
to increased sediment in streams which 
leads to increased sediments in spawning 
gravels. Three issues: ( 1) increased 
erosion, (2) increased sediment, (3) 
decreased spawning gravels are grouped. 

• COMMON GEOGRAPHY -trash removal in a 
campground, and parking in the campground. 
Given that the campground is one geographic 
component of the proposed action. 

• LINKED TO THE SAME ACTION - grouping 
issues associated with timber harvesting 
versus road construction versus site 
preparation. 

UNIT 7 • luue Management fR/•f Handout 7.7 
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ORGANIZE/GROUP ISSUES 

I ,. 

ISSUES 

- Timber harvesting and road construction 
creates sediment which may decrease fish 
populations. 

j - Sediment from timber harvesting and road 
1 construction may plug irrigation 
I 

: structures downstream from project. 
I . . . 
1 _,.Sediment from proposed(activities may 
l increase costs of producing drinking 
I water above what the county can afford. 
1 

- ln.crease in water yield caused by timber 
harvesting may disrupt channel stability . 

. - Creating openings with timber harvest may 
I allow earlier melt-off of snow and change 
I the timing of peak flows to non-critical 
' periods. 

: - The project area is roadless and should be 
! considered for wilderness designation. 

1 - Hauling from the proposed sale will create 
j dust in Glorious Heights subdivision. 

I - Proposed Activities will contribute to 
j Global Warming. 

i 
I 
I i . 
I 

UNIT 7 - luue Manage~nenr 121111 
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Step 3: 
CLARIFY ISSUES 

Issue statements should be written: 

• without bias 

• to show conflicts or the 
problem between the proposal 
and some consequences 
(i.e. show cause-effect concerns) 

• as specific as possible 

• keep asking "why" 

Go back to the source for clarification 

· Involve the Line Officer 
l'"R~ TE.G. (oqNC..l L. 
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Step 4: 
IDENTIFY 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

Factors for identifying Significant Issues 

• EXTENT - the geographic distribution 
of the issue. 

( l • DURATION -~ the length of time the 
issue is likely to be of interest. 

• INTENSITY - the level of interest 
or conflict generated by the issues. 

UNIT 7 • luue Muilgement Hudout 7.10 
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Reasons for Not Considering 
ISSUES 

• Issue is outside the scope of the 
proposed action 

• Issue already decided (by law or 
Forest Plan, etc.) 
~~~ 

• Issue is irrelevant to the decision 

• Issue is not supported by scientific 
evidence 

• Issue is limited in extent, duration, and 
intensity 

Points to Remember 
• Document reasons for dismissal 

-r~\~~ 
• Get Une officer concurrence on final 

list of issues 
- - - - - -

• Inform the public of final list of issues 

UNIT 7 • laaue Management Handout 7.11 
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Example . .. 

Eliminating Issues from Detailed Study 

ISSUES ISSUE GROUP 

- Timber harvesting and road construction 
creates sediment which may decrease fish Water Quality 
populations. 

- Sediment from timber harvesting and road 
construction may plug irrigation · Water Quality 
structures downstream from project. 

- Sediment from proposed activities may 
increase costs of producing drinking Water Quality 
water aboye what the county can afford. 

- Increase in water yield caused by timber 
harvesting may disrupt channel stability. 

- Creating openings with timber harvest may 

Water Quantity 

allow earlier melt-off of snow and change Water Quantity 
the timing of peak flows to non-critical 
periods. 

- The project area is roadless and should be Wilderness 
considered for wilderness designation. 

- Hauling from the proposed sale will create Dust 
dust in Glorious Heights subdivision. 

- Proposed Activities will contribute to Global Warming 
Global Warming. 

UNIT 7 • Jaaue Management Handout 7.12 
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Step 5: 

IDENTIFY 
UNITS OF MEASURE 

Select units of measure that are: 

• Quantitative, where possible 

• Measurable 

• Predictable 

• Responsive to the issue 

• Linked to cause-effect relationships 

I 
. ! 

i 
I 
I 
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SUMMARY 

Five Steps for Issue Development: 
• Identify preliminary issues 
• Organize/group issues 
• Clarify issues 
• Identify significant issues 
• Identify units of measure 

Issue Statements Sho.uld be Written: 
(' • Without bias 

• To show conflicts 
• As specifically as possible 

Issue Measures Should be: 
• Quantitative, where possible 
• Measurable 
• Predictable . 
• Responsive to the issue 
• Linked to cause-effect relationships 

( UNIT 7 - laue Manage111ent Handout 7.18 
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Ruth D. Wood 
P.O. Box 100466 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

June 3, 1992 

Mr. Dave Gibbons, Acting Administrative Director 
Restoration Team 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

RE: Comments on the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration 
Vol. 1: Restoration Framework 

Document ID Number 
')'2.0~0<1220 

----
1 
Q -A· 92- WRWG- ---

tQ B ·93 WPWG 
lYC-RPWG 
Q D·PAG 
Q E ·MISC. 

pl .u, . 

Like so many others, I was devastated when I learned of the 
tragic oil spill from the Exxon Valdez in Price William Sound. I 
am an avid wilderness traveler and felt the loss personally since 
the spill came when-the Sound was still on my wish list of places 
to explore. I have since kayaked and hiked there. Thus, [thave J 
a sense not only of what was lost, but also of the good that can 
be done there by pro~cti~ the area from further loss through 
acquisition of habit~ or~rotectio~ of habitat through purchase ~ 
of timber or other extractive right~ 

Indeed, as we reach the point where there is little benefit to 
continued clean up efforts,(Erotecting the ecosystem from ~ 
additional impacts should be our top prioritYJ The arguments 
supporting spending the settlement monies on~urrent a~uisition 
are more compelling than arguments for other options. l!here are 4 
lands and rights available for acquisition now. If they are not 
acquired in a timely manner, the habitat values will be lost 
forever.] 

Alaskans were very vocal and persuasive in convincing the Alaskan 
Legislature to spend the $50 million criminal settlement on 
habitat acquisition. I believe that Americans throughout t:he·· · 
lower 48 have similar views. 

Sp~cifically, I would like to see: 

• 
•• 

~abltat acquisition as top priority in the restoration 5 
~!ocess and as the priority use of settlement fundi) 
tthe imminent threat protection process used and negotiations ~ 
:begun immediate!XJ 

Finally, rthe public advisory group should have a seat designated 
for each interest grou~ Use me as an example. I am an 
environmentalist. I am not a fisherman, I have no interest in 
fishing, and I often have very different views than fishermen. 
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Mr. Dave Gibbons - Page 2 
June 3, 1992 

Th~r.efore, I ~o not feel that a person who represented both 
fishermen and environmentalists could adequately represent m!J I 1 
feel the public will be served best if no individual seat 
represents more than one interest. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The Restoration Team's 
.effect on this unique and wondrous area will be as great as the 
Spill's effect. Please do you~work with the utmost care and 
respect for Prince William Sound. 

Sincerely, 

/) /! / r pt~-<.-)uuc_ .i 

Ruth D. Wood 

Document ID Num~er 
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Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative 
Restoration Team 
645 G St. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons, 

Director 

P.O.Box 324 
Princeton, Ma. 01541 

May 29, 1992 

Document 10 Number 
9_Zo(po2.D<J{2, 

0 A·92 WPWG 
c( 1·93 WPWG 
lt C·RPWG 
Q D·PAG 
Q _ -E ·lliSC~ - - -

This lettter contains my thoughts and comments on the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan, Vol. I: Restoration Framework. 
I had been studying the production of oil on Alaska's North Slope for more 
than a year before the Exxon Valdez ran agound on Bligh Reef and have kept 
abreast of subsequent events including industry response to the grounding, 
court actions, and scientific research on every facet of America's largest 
domestic oil spill. 

-

I visited the Prudhoe Bay fields in May of 1988 and the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge in June of 1988 to compare North Slope development with 
North Slope wilderness. I toured Prince Willia~ound in May of 1989 to 
assess oil damage and the efficacy of cleanup efforts under way. I drove 
the length of the Trans Alaska Pipeline System in 1989 and spent more time 
in Prudhoe Bay and on the Coastal Plain of ANWR. In 1991 I again visited 
the Coastal Plain, spent time in Kaktovik and in Arctic Village. 
I also spent two weeks on the water in Southeast Alaska in July of 1987. 
These comments are based on all of these experiences. 

---~)- 1 .L}io~ey available u nd e~ the Spill Settlement should be used primari 1 y 
for land preservation i the form of outright acquisitio~~rchase of 

---z. development right!Jandl} tablishment of conservation restriction0 .3 
The devastat1on of ancient forests o~dmiralty Island in Southeast 

Alaska is an egregious example of what wili inevitably happen to the 
unprotected forests around Prince William Sound. Clear cuts on Admiralty 
destroy the impression of pristine beauty that Alaska claims as its 
bi rthri gh t. They also wreak havoc or\the en v~'r on men t. 

2. Economic activities of human inhabitants of PWS depend upon the health 
of all biologic relationships that comprise the PWS ecosystem. It would be 
folly to spend Spill Settlem~ money to bolster a narrowly defl-Oed . 
spectru~f species and activit1es deemed commercially valuable.Lfrotection 
of the entire ecosystem makes fat\nore sen~ 4-
3. ~e group that advises on use of the spill ~ettlement money must include 

S representatives of non-government bodies•to speak for wildlife, for 
wilderness and for people who appreciate the enjoyment of an undeveloped 
area~ •• €s opposed to reps of official agencies charged with balancing 
c on fr'i c t in g i n t e r e s t €] G:, : 

4.[!he clear public interest in using Spill Settlement money to protect 
~ and preserve the entire Prince William Sound ecosystem in as pristine 
r a state as possible should not be compromised by the powerful but 

narrowly focused influence of special commercial interests~ 
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, ~United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Reply to: 1500 

Forest 
Service 

Cordova Ranger 
District 
P.O. Box 280 
Cordova, Alaska 
907/424-7661 

c:..o~ \-S~. 
I 

Subject: Restoration Framework 

Copper River Delta Institute 
612 2nd Street r------------. 
P.o. Box 1460 DocumentlONumber 
Cordova, Alaska 99574 
907/424-7212· 
FAX 907/424-7214 

Date: 2 June 1992 

9:J.t?~ tJ¢.0 ?1 

Q A·92 WPWG 
It¥ 8·13 WPWG 
D'i·RPWG 
Q D·PAG 

To: Bruce Van Zee, Forest Supervisor, Chugach National Forest 
Q E·IIISC. 

Attached please find general comments on the proposed Exxon Valdez Restoration 
Framework, and comments addressing specific options listed in the Framework. 
These comments were prepared jointly by the Cordova Ranger District (CRD) and 
the Copper River Delta Institute (CRDI). 

We want to express some additional concerns we had on how the oil spill 
restoration has been handled with regards to both the Cordova Ranger District 
and the Copper River Delta Institute. First, we are concerned with the lack of 
involvement and familiarity we have had with the restoration process. Until 
Ken Holbrook's visit to Cordova 2 weeks ago, there had been very little 
interaction between the Trustees, the Oil,Spill Restoration Committee, the Oil 
Spill Liaison and CRD and CRDI since the spill occurred 3 years ago. We have 
not been made aware how we might be involved, and how we fit into long-term 
planning. 

The proposed Restoration Framework is an.also an example of this lack of 
coordination and communication. Both CRD and CRDI were never made aware of the 
document previous to its publication, nor were they asked to submit or suggest 
options for the Restoration Framework. The Chugach National Forest is barely 
mentioned as a Prince William Sound land manager. For instance, there are at 
least two options (options 7 and 24) that address management issues in parks 
and refuges--with no mention of forest lands. 

: t 

In addition, neither CRD or CRDI received copies 6f the 3 Volume document when 
it was first released. CRDI has yet to receive its requested copy and borrowed 
its only copy from Cordova's veterinarian. Similarly, CRD received its copy 
just a few days before Holbrook's, visit to Cordova on 13 May. When we voiced 
our concerns about the 4 June response date being too soon and requested an 
extension, we were told that any extension was out of the question. The brief 
review period is reflected in our generalized comments. 

In addition, neither CRD nor CRDI normally receive notification of public 
meetings on the oil spill when they were being held in Cordova. This[Lack of l 
coordination and communication should be remedied if both CRD and CRDI are 
going to be effective, active partici?ants in the restoration process.J 

We also are concerned that there is very little synthesized information readily 
available on the results of the restoration and damage assessment studies. 
This lack of information makes it difficult to address many of the proposed 
options listed in the Restoration, let alone submit proposals for restoration 
monies. 
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To date, the principal role of CRD and CRDI in the restoration process has been 
that of an advisor to other public agencies contracted to address oil spill 
issues on Forest Service lands. At the same time, when either CRD or CRDI have 
initiated and submitted proposals to the Oil Spill Restoration Committee, our 
proposals have entered a black hole and in some cases have been· ignored or 
dismissed with a brief "it does not have a link to the oil spill". For 
example, last November, CRDI submitted 4 proposals to Ken Rice at the Oil Spill 
Restoration Committee, including 1 proposal that addressed shorebird staging in 
an oil-impacted area on northern Montague Island. Our understanding is that 
these proposals were never passed on to Ken Holbrook, and therefore were not 
considered for 1992 Forest Service oil spill monies. 

In short, we~rge you to have the Chugach National Forest Oil Spill Liaison andz 
the Forest Service representative on the Oil Spill Restoration Committee to 
keep both CRD and CRDI informed and updated on current activities pertaining to 
the oil spil~ We also would~courage you to raise the profile of the Forest~ 
Serice in the proposed Restoration Framew~r'@ And finally ,[!e would urge you .. ' s 
to support both CRD and CRDI' s restoration/restitution proposal!}and assist us - '~. 
in pursuing funding for them. 4 r 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to submit our comments on the proposed 
Restoration Framework. We look forward to receiving a copy of the Chugach 
National Forest's response to the Restoration Framework. 

Is/ 
Mary Anne Bishop, Acting Manager 
Copper River Pelta Institute 

Enc. 
cc: Ken Holbrook, Oil Spill Liaison 

Is/ 
Cal Baker, District Ranger 
Cordova Ranger District 

Oocumenrro Num~er 
9B.(IP~d-~ ?~ 
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COMMENTS CONCERNING THE EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL RESTORATION FRAMEWORK'S 
POTENTIAL RESTORATION OPTIONS 

Prepared by: Cordova Ranger District, Chugach National Forest 
Copper River Delta Institute, Pacific Northwest Research Station 

GERERAL COMMEHTS OB PROPOSED OPTIOBS 

Lack of incorporating the Chugach National Forest into proposed options. 

The Restoration Framework fails to mention the Chugach National Forest 
throughou~ ~ne options as a land manager except for Option 6. There· is a [ieed · 5 · 
to incorporate the Chugach National Forest in any options that currently 
concern "State and Federal parks and refuges" (e.g. Options 7, 8, 21, 24,GJ 
At the same time, many of the options do reflect recreational development in 
Prince William Sound. There is a §ed to examine these proposed recreational b 
development options as they relate to the Chugach National Forest management 
direction;] 

Lack of options as they relate to the criminal plea agreement. 

In the introduction of the Restoration Framework (page 5), restoration includes 
"restoration, replacement, and enhancement of affected resources, acquisition 
of equivalent resources and services; and long-term environmental monitoring 
and research programs directed to the··preyention, containment, cleanup and 
amelioration of oil spills." Restoration options as currently listed in the 
Framework, do not address prevention, containment and amelioration of oil 
spills. Research to date and most options focus on resources in oil-impacted 
areas, and not on resources in the tanker-corridor or tanker travel route that 
could be potentially impacted in a future spill. 

CNeed to incorporate i}s,1e~ ~~~~)erfie e£ pe$e 16 iBt:e proposed options. J 
We noted the following issues and concerns were not adequately addressed in any 
of the potential restoration options: 

1. ~se of restoration monies for the preventio~ ?f future spills~ · ~ 

2. ~urther clean-up activities~ ~ 

3. ]how much reliance should be place on natural processes to insure recoveri] 
~f injured natural resources and services. 

4. G:he effect of restoration activities on the local economy of the spill~ 
~ea. 

5. l[dea of removing other (non Exxon Valdez oil) sources of contamination from 
the affected area as a means of aiding restoration~ l\ 

~~ I E z~ ill: ~ c.,; e~ C!' 
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COHMEBTS OR SPECIFIC EESTORATIOR OPTIOBS ARD ADDITIORAL SUGGESTED OPTIO 

Comments on Restoration Options for Management of Human Uses. 

Option 1. Archaeological resource protection. 

l][e recommend an additional action to include archaeological site invento 
up to the 150'contour line along all shorelines and beaches in Prince Wi 

14l Sound~ The Forest Service would assist in the monitoring and site prote 
program in Prince William Sound. 

Option 2. Intensify management of fish and shellfish. 

~· "' ftUII&iVI 
t}J.tJ~t)J.~ 71 
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The proposedfOption~should be expanded to include the intensified 
of fisherieslsabitat~~abitat management of fish and shellfis~is 

management 
an essential 

component in managing populations. \~ 

Option 3. ~ncrease management for fish and shellfish that previously did not 1~ 
require intensive management~ 

The proposed option should be expanded to include the intensified m~nagement 
of fisheries habitat. Habitat management of fish and shellfish is an essential 
component in managing populations. 

Option 4. ~educe disturbance at marine bird colonies and marine mammal 1' 
lb haul-out sites and rubbing.be\lte0 

The proposed actions should be expandedt!o include the whole spectrum of boat \ 
operators and public users including photographers, recreational boaters, and ~ 
fishermen.:J 

Option 5. Reduce harvest by redirecting sport-fishing pressure. 

Any redirected sportfishing effort for cutthroat trout will primarily occur on 
the Chugach National Forest. Thet!orest Service should be an integral partner 11 
in the development of any management plan that recommends changes in 
recreational use on the Chugach National ForestJ[information required to 1€5 
implement this option should include the evaluati6n of habitat capability in 
order to pr~rly assess stock status in non-oile,d system~ Additionally, 
~lternative~~ort fishing locations need to be inventoried and assessed for 

~~their recreational potentia!Jan~~ossible adverse impac~~on the fisherie~ 

Option 6. Redesignate a portion of the Chugach National Forest as a National 
Recreation Area or Wilderness Area. 

We agree that the possibility ofG:edesignating portions of the Chugach National zl 
Forest be eoaeieered\ ~ should be addressed in the Chugach National Forest 
Plan Revisio~ As this plan is developed, the general public and'other state 
and federal agencies including the Oil Spill Trustees should be encouraged to 
participate in and comment on the Forest Plan Revision. 

Option 7. Increase management in parks and refuges. 

The Forest Service is the largest land-owner in Prince William Sound. This 
Ei!ion and proposed actions should include the Chugach National ForesiQ 2Z 
Currently the suggested actions include hiring and training additional staff, 
and providing interpretive services to educate the pubiic about the spill. [we 
recommend that actions also include provid!qg additional facilities and 
equipment for' increased staff requirements.:J '2.-'3 
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. .()ption 8. Restrict or el~inate legal harvest of marine and terrestria 
mammals and sea ducks. 

The u.s.(!orest Service should be involved in any subsistence issues or 
in subsistence regulations because it is the agency that administers 
subsistence on Forest Service land~ ~der ANILCA, Section 801 subsiste 
has precedence over commercial or sport use, and should be therefore be 
considered in any reduction of harvestJ 'f' "2. 5 

Option 9. ~in~i~~ntidental take of marine birds by commercial fishe 

We agree that min~izing incidental take of marine birds is ~portant. 

Suggested Additional Restoration Options for Management of Human Resources 

Option 33. Develop integrated public information and education program. 

Thist2Ption should be included under the Management of Human Resources Options, 21 
not the "Other Options" categor8 The Cordova Ranger District is very 
supportive of developing interpretative and ~ducational programs. We would, 
hoWever,~ecommend that the City of Valdez be targeted for a large-scale public 
informatfon program because of its central location in Prince William Sound, ~~ 
and its importance to recreation and industry~ 

Currently, an estimated 100,000 visit·ors' to Prince William Sound pass through 
Valdez. Despite the fact that the Chugach National Forest is the pr~ary land 
administer in Prince William Sound, we have no presence in Valdez. The 
development of a Chugach National Forest Visitor Interpretive Center in Valdez 
that emphasized the natural resources and multiple uses of the Prince William 
Sound and Copper River Delta ecosystems, ·as well as the effects of the Exxon 
Valdez spill, would be effective in reaching a large majority of the visitors 
and residents of Prince William Sound. 

Suggested Option 36. Develop programs to prevent, manage and respond to future 
oil spills. 

This option calls for the development of coordin~ted, intra- and inter-agency 
prevention and response plans. The lack of planning and response to the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill by the Chugach National Forest, the largest federal land 
agency in Prince William Sound, has demonstrated the need to~evelop a 
prevention and response program 

1 
fpr both Prince William Sound and the Copper 'Z. ~ 

River DeltQ 

Suggested Option 37. Identify social, cultural and economic impacts of the 
Exxon Valdez oil spill on spill area residents and develop a response system to 
mitigate past and potential impacts. 

The Prince William Sound has historically been inhabited by diverse 
multi-cultural populations residing in small communities and villages. Natural 
resource communities are int~ately liJ(llCed tP:-the ecosystem through subsistence 
and commercial harvests of fish and mammals.~seline data on local community ~() 
residents needs to be collected for understanding social, economic, and 
cultural impacts of oil spill disasters spill communitieiG) Furthermore, 

Gimergency response systems in these communities should be identified and \ 
evaluated J . "3 



· ~omments on Restoration Options for Manipulation of Resources 

Option 10. Preservation of archaeological sites and artifacts. 

WeEecounnend an additional action to inventory archaeological s.ites up t 
150'contour line along all shorelines and beaches in Prince William Sou 
Forest Service would assist in the monitoring and site protection progr 
Prince William Sound. 

Uo;aiiiU NWIIW 
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Option 11. Improve or supplement stream and lake habitats for spawning ~d D·PAG 
3'3 

rearing of wild salmonids. Q . E • &fiSC. 
~storation of wild salmonid spawning and rearing habitat is importarit.ana 
should receive high priorit~ The Forest Service is recognized for its 
expertise in fisheries habitat restoration and should be the lead agency on 
Forest lands involved with these projects. Chum salmon were also identified as 
an injured species and should be included in this option. 

Option 12. Creation of new recreation facilities. 

rQPtion 12 should be e~~anded to include interpretive and educational facilities~ 
such as the creation of a Chugach National Forest Visitor Interpretive Center 
in Valdez (see Option 33 above}~ Currently, the estimated 100,000+ visitors 
to Prince William Sound pass through Valdez. Despite the fact that the Chugach 
National Forest is the primary land administer in Prince William Sound, we have 
no presence in Valdez. ' 

Option 17. Eliminate introduced foxes from islands important to nesting marine 
birds. 

}Ee support fox eradication under these circumstances:J 3 5 

Option 18. Replace fisheries harvest opportunities by establishing alternative 
salmon runs. 

~e Chugach National Forest would not support any stocking or fish culture 
techniques that have the potential to impact existing wild salmon stock~ 

: I 
I 

Comments on Restoration Options for Habitat Prote~tion and Acquisition 

Option 19. Update and expand the State's Anadromous Fish Stream Catalog. 
I 

While a number of "new" streams were identified for listing in the States 
Anadromous Fish Stream Catalog, several of these streams have been field 
surveyed by the Forest Service over the last 25 years. ~or to initiating 
additional field surveys, existing information should be compiled and future -:!:>7 
needs assessecf] · , 

Option 20. Establish and Exxon Valdez oil spill "special management area". 

We~sagree with this option because Alaska's Coastal Management Zone Act ~C) 
Regulations nullify the need for a special management are~ 

Option 21. Acquire tidelands. 

We~pport tideland acquisition::J The Chugach National Forest would be the 
logical land manager for tidelands acquired in Prince William Sound. 3~ 

·' 



Option 22. Designate protected marine areas. 
4D 

Dtcua~~am.

q:;.~b~.J..t) 79 

\41 

We~Efort the identification and potential designation of protected ma 
areas~ TheE[hugach National Forest should participate in the identific 
and designation of any protected marine area, especially when it relate 
unique wild fish stock habitat~~ecreational o~ort~itie~and[!henev 
designated habitats adjoin Forest Service lands;j '-

ti~4-12 IPWG 
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Option 23. Acquire additional marine bird habitats. 

We ~pport marine bird habitat protection and acquisitiot£1 44-

0ption 24. Acquire "inholdings" within parks and refuges. 

0 D·PAG 
tl E ·MISC. 

We~pport this option and would expand this option to include acquisition of 45 
inholdings on Chugach National Forest land~ 

Option 25. Protect or acquire upland forests and watersheds. 

In light of public opinion, Alaska House Bill 411, and current legislation 
pending in the U.S. House of Representatives and U.S. Senate, the~cquisition 
of upland forests and watersheds adjoining the Chugach National Forest should ~~ 
be considered as a viable, and timely option to achieve restoratio~ 

Option 27. Designate and protect "benchmark" monitoring sites. 

r: 4-"T .. < 

We~trongly support designation of "benchmark" monitoring sites, including 
oiled and unoiled site~ Whenever appropriate, these~nchmark sites should be~ 
included in any monitoring study be it species specific or otherwis~ We also 

~rge that any long-term monitoring be ad~quately funde4:} 
4'? 

Option 29. Establish or extend buffer zones for nesting birds. 

We ~pport the establishment/extension of buffer zones for nesting birds on 
~Forest Service lands in Prince William Sound where it can be demonstrated that 

injured populations will recover more rapidly as a result of this management 
practice-:, tl[e would like to plaY. _1,. role evaluating the pertinent studi0in 
Prince ~liam Sound ~d making~ecisio~s]to ac~ 9n this option. !51 

Comments on Restoration Options Listed as "Other Options 
I 

Option 31. Develop a comprehensive monitoring program. 

52.. 
We~trongly support a comprehensive monitoring program and list it as a top 
priority for restoratiop:J~n addition to continued monitoring of species and 
habitats where damage has already been proven, monitoring should include the 

~:3collection of baseline data o~pecies that could be impacted in~ future 
spilfj Examples of such l§.pe~es would be staging shorebirds and waterfowl 
during spring and fall migration both in Prince William Sound and on the Copper 
River Delta~Uffonitoring projects should also include the "benchmark" sites, 
and should be adequately funded over several years~ 5~ 

Option 32. Endow a fund to support restoration activities. 

55 
We~pport the establishment of an endowment to support restoration activities 
with a portion (not all) of the restoration settlement moniei] This §dowment 
should be administered to include the following restoration activities: 



) 
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-Option 32 (continued). 

habitat acquisition an~rotection, long-term monitoring and research, and 
clean-up activities.l ~ithin the framework of any endowment, items should be 
prioritized for funcring based on public inpu~ 51 . 

Option 34. Establish a marine environmental institute. 

~ SB 
We~o not support this option because it potentially supports a duplication of 
research effort and .facilitie"Sl. Currently ther~e are 4 research institutes in 
Prince William Sound that either have the ability the potential to address 
marine environmental issues. These include: t Copper River Delta Institute 
(U.S. Forest Service), the Prince William ~o~ Science Center and the 
associated Oil Spill Recovery Insitute, an~niversity of Alaska's Seward 
Marine Center. Wel!:rongly urge that these institutes better coordinate their 5~ 
efforts both with each other and in cooperation with other federal and state 
research division~including the Alaska Fish and Wildlife Research Center (US 
Fish and Wildlife Service). 
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Prince William Sound Conservation Alliance 
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Valdu, Alaska 99686 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Splll 'l'L·ustee Council 
645 C Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99~01 

June 3,1992 
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RE: Comments on Volume 1: Restoration Framework and Volume 2: 1997. nraft 
work Plan. 

Greetings, 

Established in 1988 and incoz;porlited ln 1989 as a non-pL·orlt (501c3) 
membership and public Qdvocacy group, the Prince William Sound Conserva
tion Alliance (PWSCA) promotes SOUT:~_r.! env1 ronmAnt.A 1 policiA~ for the 
Prince William Sound region of Ala:ika; advocaLlng conseL·va.Llon of Pr. 
wm. Sound'D natural resources and engaging in educational activities 
concerning- the sound's natural history, environmental problems, and 
legislative issues. 

~·ollowinq t.he .1989 .t:;xxon valdez oil spill, PWSCA was the primary non
government organization monitoring annual cleanup efforts. FWSCA served 
as the Volunteer Coordinating Center under a contract from the Alaska 
Depar~ment of Environmental conservation CADECJ, represented environmen
talists on the Inter-Agency Shoreline Cleanup Committee,· a decision 
making advisory group to the Federal On-Scene Coordinator and operated 
under con~rac~ !rom the·City of Valdez and ADEC the valdez Local Re
sponse ~rogram from January 1990 through cornP,letion in September 1991. 

Our membership is wide and varied having t.he'common interest and concern 
being Prince Willium Sound. 

COHHZNtS: 

• tihe 1mpact.E\d :reso·Llrces need to recover NOW and need to have pro
LtH;L.iou £.rom further Gamage, 'l'bis is Ret ~essi:ble if destrUCtiVe actiVi
ties such as clearcut loqqinjd~csort/aubdivisio~or~neral developmeni] 
are allowed to take place. 1 "'2... , 

3 
The fish and wildlifa as wall as the people impacted and in turn 

the habitat they mutually depend on is diverse and intP.rwovP.n. Recau~e 
of this interrelationship of such ~hings as waLe.t· quality, nestinq habi
tat, tidal influaneas, migration, ~easonal ueage and food oourcoo the 
habitat ranges from the subtidal to tne mountain tops. 

[!h~refcre Prinee William Sound Conservation Alliance recommends 
that habi~at protection be the priority of the Res~orat.1on .t:-rameworkJ 

4 
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. 5 . . 
Lthe 19q2 work Plan as well as tuture work plani:J '!'his should be accom
pll~hed LI"IL·ough acquisitions incluclinq purchases of land, · con:!ervation 
easements, development rights ~nd timber rights.C1and classific~tions 

G:. <Wilderness:I~ational Kecreation Ar~ 't!1lc111te Retuge:J etc.> and [and 
t;r;-ad.es courd also be utilize~ 7 ~ 9 
10 lEe recommend that no less than sot or th'e settlement funds be u.sed 

for nabitat acquisitionlto prevent the further destruction to the natu
ral resources damaged EY the spill[[:; well as replacemP.nt. a_nd ac_quisi-
tion ot equivalent- res6urce5J - 1 ( 

The wilderness qual1ties of thP- imp~cted areas are being further damaged 
as this process crawls t.t.long. Ti1.ls .ls allowing further damage to take 
plo.ce to the fioh and wildlife and the long" term economic interests of 
commAr~1al and Rport fishinq, tourism, sunsistence and recreation. 
T. hti~L'efoL·e the @onservation Alliance stres~es thct habitat.,...l;rotection not 

· only take a financial priority but a time priority as wallj We ask that 
(Eeqotiations begin immediately, that ac~is1t1ons be given concurrent 

1.3 consideration in .the restoration proces!jand ~ imminent threat protec · 
tion process be initiate~ I~ 

J'Z .. 

* Much of the wi~dlife and many qf the impacted beaches need to be 
j,ust left alone. To put further stress onto them would only continue ther 
damage and postpone recovery. wet£~co~end that any rurther studies, J5 
research or monitoring progro.ms be ·of a nonintrusive/observationo.l na
turi]To continue running down otters or ducks for capture to have teeth 
extracted, radio transmitters implanted, blood sampled, or out riqht · · 
killed. for the ~ake of final detailing of dQmQgc dr even ~orse to possi
bly assist an individual or aqP.ncy to ac~1irP. hP.t~P.r ~1ndin;, nr ~n havA 
a better looking thesis is mo1·a11y wrong a.nd rlnanclally lL·L·e~,£JOl~:slble •. 

. • Unt:il t:he l}ntor;-tion and data from ALL research and studiP.s 1 s 
put into a final for ~v a.ted a.nd cL·oss L·ere::enc~.iL i:s 11ext to 1 
impossible for·anyone to now what is in need of furt'hor !itud.y, what io 
duplicated, inappropria , or wasteful.~oney·and effnrt needs to be /Go 
·allocated to meet this ne~dlbut new or costly continuation or L·eseaL·ch ..V 
and studies is of quastio~ie merit. ' . 

. . * The remaining oil would be difficult and impractical to remov~. We 
[tecommend that very little affort or money be allocated for this pur~ 

ll pos8 !he exception is to TCont1nue some support to the chenec;a Bay Local 
Response ~rogram to allow1Ehe'people of Chenega Bay to actively work on 18 
their beaches-;) which have· some of the worst remaining oil left on them. 
A very few ofher locations may need some direct wor~ as well but in 
general little more co.~ be done 

* . If the representation on ~he public aQvisory ~roup is not[beld t 
occounto.bl~to the interest she/he is representinqJ the qroup is not 19 
effe~tivA.~P. racommand that the public advisory ~roup consist of dasig-~ 
nal.ed seal.:s ffJr the ideuti fied interest groups_::] 

• .f.Non-commercial" species ne~d :t~ be on an fld_llAl fnnt. i ng wh~?.n be.i "fJ 
consl.'a~red for a research or mon.LLO.t'J.ll9 p.roy.ram;_I '2..0 

• ~cads, docks, airstrips, lodges~ ferries, hnt~h~r1~s, ~tc. ~re a 
completely in~pprop~i~te u~e of these monles:J ~\ 

... -~ li ~ ~ ~ :z il: c.:; 
5! =-= c:J 
"E! sc c.-.. 8: Cf 5 -ii .c • • • • 
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• '!'he public needs to undQrstand what happened, what can be done to 
help re~overy and how not to make things worse after the nationo worst 
oil spill. Commercial and sport fiohing interests, cnarter boat ~nd 
cruiac ship operators, recreationists, subsistence users, float plane 
and hP.licopter operators and the geueL·al public need to be mw.d.o aware of 
nuL only the fra9ile nature of the recovering environment bt.Jt of the 
coastal ecosystem in 9ener.a1. We all have the potential to do further 
damaqe by the way we live ~mel work and by walkinq, bow.ting, flying, 
fishing or whatever at the \lron11 pl~ce at the wron9 time. WP. therefore 
~eel that it would be appropriate to put some money and ef!ort into ~~ 
education to help addre~~ Lhese issue~ . 

Thank you.· ':''~~~. b:. \.o.~\·~~~.,~ ~ ~ •'-
Sincerely, 

2?2'?.~ 
Executive Director 
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Don Ford 
Treasurer 
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Eruk Williamson 
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Tom Garrett 
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Dennis Eagan 
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Kirk Hoessle 
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Karla Hart 
Rainforest Treks & Tours 
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Hiking 
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.. Fishing & Flying 
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Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism Association 

May 30, 1992 

Dave Gibbons 
Restoration Team 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibb0ns, 
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The Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism Associa
tion (AWRTA), formerly the Alaska Wilderness Guides 
Association, represe~ts a business membership of ap
proximately one hundred and fifty companies whose eco
nomic endeavor is natural resource dependent. In addi
tion, we have a lar9e group of individual members who 
use Alaska's back-country resources for recreation. 

l.Concern about inadequate damage assessment studies 
of the impact of EVOS on wilderness-based recreational 
use and tourism:AWRTA is concerned the services pro
vided by areas impacted by EVOS to the natural re-

' source-dependent tourism industry (boating tour opera-
tors, charterboat (drop off) companies, hunting and 
sports fishing guides and outfitters, natural history 
tour operators, sea kayaking companies and schools, 
outdoor education schools 1 etc. ) ¥!ere not adequately 
documented during the damage assessment process. Al
though some attention was paid to recreation (8 lines 
in the Restoration Framework document, p. 37 - the 
least space given to any damaged resource or service), 
no damage assessment was done of the impact of the oil 
spill on dispersed or back-country tourism operators 
in order to avoid !duplication or double-counting dam
ages "which are the subject of private economic 
claims." Economics Study No. 5- Recreation (The 1991 
State/Federal Natural Resource Damage AssP.ssment and 
Restoration Plan for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, Vol. 

P.O. Box 1353, Valdez, AK 99686. Phone: 907-835-5175. Fax: 907-835-5395 
JlrintcJ on recyclcc.l paper 
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Shipping Company.) 

However, the federal courts (precedent and Judge Holland) and the admin
istrator for TAPFL (former Judge Gibbon) have ruled against natural
resource dependent tourism companies receiving compensation for economic 
losses resulting from the oil spill. Thus, the natural-resource depend
ent tourism industry has fallen through the legal and Trustee framework 
designed to deal justly with the oil spill. In his August 1991 Memoran
dum of Law, Gibbon actually argues that it is right for some segments of 
the public, specifically the natural resource dependent tourism indus
try, to be treated unjustly so that the majority, commercial fishermen, 
can be more justly compensated. 

l3wRTA requests that additional damage-assessment studies be undertaken 
to evaluate the economic damage done·to wilderness-based t~urism, (in-

·· .. ,) eluding tour and charter boat operators, hunters, sports-f.ishermen, out
.. / door education schools, etc.) in the oil spill impacted area.] 

2. Perception that the land acquistion process does not provide for 
acquiring non-habitat land needed by the tourism industryBecause in
adequate damage assessment studies of the impact ·of EVOS on the natural
resource dependent tourism industry exist, ~he land acquisition process 
considers only uhabitat protection and acquisition" withou~ considering 
the need to acquire some non-habitat sensitive lands to compensate for 
lost resources and services important to recreational users and the 
tourism industry. AWRTA is particularly concerned with #12 "Drop from 
Imminent Threat Process". The statement uNominations that do not contain 
essential habitat components will be dropped from this process."~WRTA Z 
certainly supports the requirement that land acquisition should be for 
habitat which supports watchable wildlife, sports fish, and hunting 
opportunitie~However, the definition of Step 12 seems to imply that 
habitat acquisition is the only reqson for acquiring land. Natural re
source dependent tourism has land needs that go beyond just habitat for 
fish and wildlife. EVOS damaged lands that were used for their general 
scenic-wilderness quality, for close-up sightseeing of lands undisturbed 
by man, geological areas of interest (turbidite sequences, pillow ba-

)
salts, beach formations, etc.), campsites, drinking water (i.e. non

··· salmon streams), etc. Limiting the definition of #12 to just habitat 
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) protection excludes the justifiable needs of natural-resource 
recreational users and the tourism industry for the acquisitio 
on the basis of some non-habitat criteria. 

~ L-..c~.. a...c..co ... ~ .;.:I.. ,o.,... 

(ke request that this definition be expanded to include these- o ... -iiiilii ..... .....,....., ..... ...._..., 

needs. Perhaps the addition of the phrase Nor areas related to injured 
resources or services" in item (3) of Proposed Threshold Criteria Set A 3 
(04/20/92) would be suitable if amended to Nor areas related to injured 
resources (other than biological) and services (other than biological)~ 

3. AWRTA is concerned that the Acquisition of Equivalent Resources may 
be employed to change tile natu.re of existing recreational and 'tourism 
activities. The construction of tent platforms would have an adverse im
pact on outdoor recreation schools which teach low-impact camping (Op
tion 12). ~tion 12 is an excellent example of the type of restoration 
or enhancement project opposed by AWRTA because its effect is to further4 
damage recreational users, outdoor ··ed~cation schools, and tourism busi
nesses already hurt by the spil~ More acceptable options would be: 1) 
~cquisition of comparable lands from private landowners to be managed inS 
an undeveloped manne~ 2) @evelopment ,of a clean beaches program for ~ 

')· removing garbage from beaches used by recreational boaters and the tour
-- ism industry] (most of this garbage drifts ashore and is not left by 

recreational users and tourism companies); and 3)[0ption 6~ 7 

4. It is unclear to us how the monitoring of the effects o~ an action on 
other resources will be done. We are~oncern~d that planning for the 
restoration of one resource may be done by ~esource experts in that ~ 
field without adequate analysis of the effects of the proposed project 
on other resource~ We are also~oncerned about how a project once it is 
undertaken will be monitored to determine the effects on other re- ~ 
sourceiJ For example, Agayuut Bay in Eaglek Inlet used to be a popular 
destination for recreational boaters and commercial outfitters. However, 
since the siting of a commercial shellfish operation in the bay, commer
cial tourism operators have ceased using this bay. How can the absence 
of a use be monitored especially if responsible resource agencies have 
not collected data on preexisting use? Or another example - the con
struction of hatcheries tends to l~ad to a reduction in watchable wild
life such as river otters, mink, deer, bear, harbor seals, etc. in the 
area. How will adverse effects on the recreation and tourism industry's 
ability to find watchable wildlife be monitored? 

,tiwRTA requests that an analysis of the effects of any proposed action on 
_Tanother resource or resource user be included in the decision-making IO 
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) procesiJ and '[pe an integral part of a required moni taring element of any 
project undertaken:J It is possible that this could be achieved through 1 ( 

the NEPA process, at least for the planning aspect. 

5. ~WRTA prefers concurrent consideration of ~he habitat and land acg_ui-
1
-z... 

sition alternative in the restoration proces~estoration of natural 
resources (scenic quality, wilderness, etc.) and services lost by rec
reational users and the tourism industry should not be postponed until 
after all resources lost by other groups are first satisfied. 

6.~WRTA prefers 11Proposed Threshold Criteria Set A (04/20/92) version A 
with the following changes: 

I~ 

(3) The parcel contains key habitats ADD: "or areas related to injured 
resources (other than biological) and services (other than biological);] 

In the explanation of (3) we are c6nc~rned about the meaning of the 
phrase "substantially similar service." l!here needs to be some criteria 14-
for determining what is a ~~substantially similar service] As noted 
above, AWRTA's me~ers would regard additions to the Chugach National 

.····~)Forest's proposed wilderness area a "substantially similar service" 
/ whereas we would not regard the construction of tent platfJrms or cabins 

a "substantially similar service." 

) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~/~~ 
Nancy R. Lethcoe, President 

cc: Connell Murray, Division of Tourism 
Karen Cowart, Alaska Visitors Association 
Marilyn Hoeddel, Prince William So~nd Tourism Coalition 
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Dave Gibbons 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Team 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Dave, 

May 18,1991 

Following are comments on the Oil Spill Restoration 
Framework (Vol. 1.) 

uocumem 1u numner 
q2os u.oz::r 
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The practical options presented that would result in the 
J9reatest benefiDto the oil impacted region in general and 
\~any of the impacted specieslliould involve acquisition 

I "inholdings", upland forests and watershed§..J @nd buffer 
z. strips near anadromous streams ( #25, 25, 2 6 fl. [fully 70% or 3. 

more of the monies should be spend in such acquisitions~ 

I have great concern that[ffiany of the options are simply 
methods for putting more money in agency hands, creating ~ 
more bureaucracy while doinQ:._little to benefit the 
ecosystem or injured species~ Prime examples are 

2increasing management in parks and refug~s" (#?),"increase 
·) management of fish and shellfish" (#2,#3) ... ~\..__CN--(...C....Qo tJ.._..._.....~to.dJ S 

) 

We are not in a position to force recovery of any species, 
anymore than we can clean up the oil that still bleeds into 
the system.[Feducing additional damages to the system by ~ 
preventing further habitat degradatiori](as upland timber 
buybacks would accomplish),[monitoring recovery of 

l particular key injured species:J@nd making sure there is a t::> 
baseline of information on these specie§Jin the event of 
future perturbations should be goals of the Trustee Council. 

~(Future studies and monitoring should be conducted on a 
competitive bid basis_J~onies should not automatically be 
allocated to agencies for monitoring or other activities.:J 1o 

We are no longer in an emergency situation.LJhe processes 
need to be opened up. The public advisory cow~ittee is very 
important at this time and should represent a variety of II 
perspectives._] 



\~[fhe settlement monies should not be locked away i~ an 
endowme~tJorU)sed for development projects in the spill I~ 
area .J..[!>ri vate development of uses compatible with recovery 
will be best fostered by the assurance of ecosystem 
protection and recovery of which upland and timber buyback 14 
should be the cornerstoneJ . 

Sincerely, (. ·A fj//-J( . 
\, v/>., (~ '/!IC({/~ 

.......___.. i 
Craig 0. Matkin f 
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·.. . . . . . . . ~· I-I" Eie.:~a 
· Dear Mr. Gibbons:· .. ·. · ··.: · · · · ....... '·;.~ .. ··, -~_;·.·, .. ·.:- _.· _:_ ..... ::.- · · 0 ·D ···FAG· .. > 

....• ·. · The A;~~kato~:iifMoi Mal'fi~lld i{a ;si~i~t\'d~·~i\'i~~ti}lii'~6P~n~~ ,· ·X: . . .· .· ... 
... · ---_1.1st1ng) r.e.presenttng--morethan-1 00,000 Marylanders:who·-~re'concerned<:-::·· ... · .. 

about thefate ofnat.ural resources in the fede~a]domain_and_w_hlchar:~ :_:··.-:·-· .. :_•· . 
. _· contat~ed .w1thtiftheboundar1es of _Ala_~ka. ~~u1.te:-'a s1g~1f:1cap~ nUmber:.J>f _ .·'.>.~~- ,: 

. _:,_ ·. ~~~!elr:~~~~~~~:!~::6r~es~~~~ti~~~:~1~~~~f~i1c~tJn!i~(;i~~~-~~}w~~~::.<r·:... --~_-::~;~~-

. · flora~ and fau_na\~hi~h belong to all Arner1canElWetherefore feel·compelled _._, ~: 
. to comment on the· Exxon Valdez Oil Spi//RestoratiotiPiari ·vol ~ >:: - ·: .... ·· -·. : . ·: . 
. Restoration Framework.- · · , : . . · · · : .. · ; · · ·. ·· · > 

) > ·> ::-~x;\;: t'_· -; .- , .- . . ... .· . 

. ·It has been adequately documented that .there. is liile m·ore . .that can be .. done· ·: _,:: :._ :····.:. ·· 
·. to clean up the .remains of th_e oil fom the ·V.aldei_:o'nthe other:hand, the,.. · . .'· .. ·. . ' .. . 

· · .: :prtmary·af1d.prlnt1pat\'kt1rrisotthe sptll.wer¢the~cosy'stems;/ :i<·~t'-~ ~-- :·<·. .· .. . 
communities, and·organisms .. of Prince William Soun~ and·-.tts-envtrons:· · .. -. . . -_ .·. 
·Thereforeilfnmediately. restoration should beg·in by acquisition of habitatZ;.; · . ·- .· .. 
·.through outright purchase]~ssment~orf!lmber/mineral rights acquis1t1oQ 4- . . 
moreover,@~ of- the settlement fJ,Jnds should go to habitatacqufsftio.dJ .5 .; .. -... _ : 
Th.is r:nove and. this alo~e f~ the only action~at ca~ be ta~en .t~ benefit the o.~~J\ .. ~{ . -' 

prmctpal vtct1ms· of thts dtsas.ter, andMfmust be glVen prtonty and ~ . --· N.J.:.,~ . · . 
concurrent consfderatfq!f]@der no ·conattions ~hould these funds be used 1 . · .· .:·· . . · 
fo: construct too and/o~ deve·lopmen~ We bel_feve that tht.s w~uld ~e ~ · . . . · · · · -· · 

· . .r mtsuse of the restorat_wn funds.· TfiTS should not be· an chance for ·. : · ·_ 
opportunists to pursuethelr Personal agenda to ·d§~de further the · . · . . .. · 
. ecosystems or' the-region. Along the ·same lines, hen a monitoring program· 
is designed; it should not just include co'mmercfallyv~luable species,·but . e.· 
indicator: species from a sufficient number of guilds should be chosento · .· · · 
a11ow determination oft_he spill's effects on all ecosysterrisover tfrri~ .· 

We want to remindthe Trustees that federal wilderness ·lands were_ directly 
harmed by this criminal act, that creatures belonging to all Americans were 
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) SENATOR 

ARLISS STURGULEWSKI 
While in juneau 

STATE CAPilDL 
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-1182 

(907) 465-3618 

_) 

Steve Pennoyer 
Director 

~en ate 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
P .0. Box 2i 668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802- 1668 

St~vc:_ 
DearMr.~r: 

June 3, 1992 

Re: Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration - 'Restoration Framework 

! 
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During the three years since the grounding of the Exxon Valdez, you and 
your associates have charted a course through previously unnavigated 
waters. Much has been accomplished in cleaning the beaches and seas, 
determining the extent of resource damage, and stemming the tide of 
injury. The distribution for public comment of the Restoration Framework 
is another sign that the ultimate destination, the restoration of Alaska's 
coastal and marine environments, is nearer now, although much remains to 
be done. 

The finished version of the Restoration Framework will map the work of 
the trustees through the culmination of the charge established by the 
court settlement. As such, it must make manifest your vision of future 
prograry1s and objectives, as shaped by experts and the public. As -that 
vision coalesces over the next year, I hope that you will place strong 
emphasis on looking forward, past individual restoration projects, to a 
comprehensive view of the outcome of your efforts. That vision should 
include not only restoration, but also protection of Alaska's shoreline and 
seas. The physical protection of our injured environment will be difficult 
to achieve. The constraints on our abilities to foresee and influence the 
processes of nature, the vagaries of chance, and the limits on 
technological capabilities are too great. Protection can best become 
reality through acquiring and using more and better knowledge of Alaska's 
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~\ marine systems and resources. The more _we know about those 
) ecosystems, the better equipped we are to both restore and protect them. 

) 

) 

I want to make some specific comments on the process to date and in the 
future. These cover both the Restoration Framework process and those for 
the 1992 Work Plan and 1993 Work Plaq: 

• The compressed and overlapping timelines for these three efforts may 
not result in the best final products. You and the other trustees and 
staff must simultaneously consider three separate works, each 
significant in its own right. That must certainly strain resources. The 
public is likely to suffer some confusion between projects, at the 
least, and have insufficient time to develop reasoned and 
comprehensive comments, at worst. 

• Comments are due on the 1993 and f~ture work plans before the 1 9 9 2 
Work Plan and the Restoration Plan are finalized. This will surely lead 
to inefficiencies and duplications avoidable if interested parties had 
one or both of these documents available prior to submitting comments 
on future work plans. I understand there is pressure to get these plans 
in place and proceed accordingly, but the damage has been done, clean
up is essentially complete, and restoration can now generally assume a 
more considered pace reflective of conservative stewardship and long
term concerns. 

• _The final Restoration Plan should be final only in the sense that it 
establishes fundamental guidelines for format, programs, and 
objectives. It should be a living document, adaptable over time as 
goals are achieved, conditions change, and knowledge expands. 

• Spending $900 million in public funds is a heavy responsibility ·under 
any circumstances. I believe that while a share of the Exxon Valdez 
settlement may reasonably be spent on habitat acquisition and 
individual restoration projects, these should not b.e. the exclusive 
focus of restoration efforts. The long-term health of injured 
ecosystems and ongoing management of their systems and resources 
should be accorded an equal priority. 

In keeping with these comments and my broad concern that you look to the 
future in a fashion that makes explicit how each facet of the restoration 
program contributes to the overall goal, I am submitting a proposal for the 
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Restoration Framework. As you know, some of my colleagues have been 
involved in this proposal and I am confident of their support as well. The 
proposal outlines the creation, mission, and administration of the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Marine Sciences Endowment. This endowment would 
consist of portions of annual civil settlement payments set aside in a 
trust generating annual income. That income would be used to fund Jong
term baseline research into ecosystem status, resource recovery and 
enhancement, and equivalent resource enhancement and acquisition. 
Additionally, the entity established to administer the endowment would 
serve as a research coordinating mechanism. 

This proposal is a draft document. It is my intention to submit 
essentially the same proposal, with refinements, as a sug~estion for the 
1993 Work Plan. It is my hope that over the next few months, I will be 
able to work with you to further focus this proposal into a shape 
determined appropriate by the trustees .and that fulfills the conditions set 
by the court. 

I look forward to working with you. We have the opportunity for 
significant achievements in reclaiming and preserving Alaska's marine and 
coastal environment. Please contact me or Richard Rainery of my staff if 

) you have any questions concerning my proposal. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Arliss Sturgulewski 
Alaska State Senator 
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PROPOSED RESTORATION OPTION 
FOR RESTORATION FRAMEWORK 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Marine Sciences Endowment 

Purpose 

Submitted by: 

State Senator Arliss Sturgulewski 
State Capitol, Room 427 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 
465-3818 

June 3, 1992 

The Exxon Valdez Marine Sciences Endowment would be created by 
diverting a portion of civil settlement funds due the State of Alaska and 
the United States beginning in December 1992 into a separate fund. The 

) endowment will be dedicated to long-term baseline marine research 
, necessary to: 

) 

• monitor and assess the status of ecosystems affected by the oil 
spi II: 

• determine how to best effect resource recovery and enhancement 
where necessary; 

• identify needs and opportunities to enhance or acquire equivalent 
natural resources. 

A final mission of the endowment would be to provide a mechanism·· to 
coordinate the research programs of the various research organizations 
active in Alaska's marine environment. 

Endowment Charter and Operations 

Endowment Administration: The trustee council will create a foundation 
directed by a board distinct from the council. The charter of the 
foundation will be based on principles established by the trustees. 

1 



Restoration Option 
Stat'e Senator Arliss Sturgulewski 
June 3, 1992 

·· Endowment Life: The endowment will be established as either a limited 
) duration sinking fund which will spend itself out of existence by a time 

certain or as a trust with a perpetual existence. 

Board Composition: University of Alaska, University of Washington, Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (Alaska Region), Alaska Science and Technology FouridaHon- · 
and two public members. 

Operations: Operations costs will be held to a mm1mum (target - 3% or 
less of funds available annually) by utilizing existing agency resources as 
much as possible. A small staff will screen proposals and administer 
grants. The board will make all funding decisions. The EVOS Trustee 
Council may have to initially administer the foundation until annual 
income is sufficient to support operations. 

Endowment Management: Annual contribuUons to the endowment trust fund 
on a schedule based on the amount determined to be appropriate and the 
fund's structure (sinking fund or perpetual trust). Two alternatives ($75 
million and $100 million) showing fund growth and income und~r a 

.. perpetual endowment are attached. The trust fund would be managed in a 
}conservative fashion simil_ar to that .historicC:IIY pursued by the ~la~ka 

···- Permanent Fund Corporation, the objects bemg to protect the pnnc1pal 
from inflation and provide a predictable annual income stream. 

) 

Research Grant Program 

Proposal Eligibility: Research on the marine ecosystem as a whole, 
focussing on biota from the first link in the food chain to the last, 
oceanographic systems, and their interrelationships. The . basic 
requirements for project eligibility are three: 

• A proposal must demonstrate scientific merit and technical 
feasibility; 

• The outcome of a proposal must directly benefit management of 
injured marine resources or systems or the equivalent of such 
injured resources or systems; 

2 



Res.toration 'Option 
State Senator Arliss Sturgulewski 
June 3, 1992 

A reasonable link between the civil settlement requirements to 
restore, replace, enhance, rehabilitate, or acquire natural resources 
injured by the spill or their equivalents and the outcome of a 
proposal must be established. 

Any scientist or institution with a demonstrated record of achievement. in 
marine research or equivalent qualifications may apply for grants, 
although a formula affording priority for Alaskan scientists and 
institutions, as indicated by the settlement conditions, will be developed. 

Research Coordination: An additional function of the endowment board is 
as a mechanism to coordinate activities undertaken by the North Pacific 
marine research community. The intent is to ensure that limited research 
funding is directed in the most efficient, non-duplicative manner. 
Institutions and individuals would be required to include as a part of their 
grant proposals a synopsis of other a.ll current and planned research 
activities and the board would be required to use this information in its 
deliberations. The endowment board, composed of the major participants 
in Alaskan marine research, will be uniquely competent to ensure 
coordination and cooperation. 

3 



_'~o._ EVOS Marine Sciences Endowment 
) 

Contributions Totalling $75 Million 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

Beginning Inflation Ending 
Year Baiance Deposit Earnings Proofing Grants Baiance 

1992 0 25,000 2,250 1,000 1,250 26,000 
1993 26,000 15,000 3,690 1,640 2,050 42,640 
1994 42,640 5,000 4,288 1,906 2,382 49,546 
1995 49,546 5,000 4,909 2,182 2,727 56,727 
1996 56,727 5,000 5,555 2,469 3,086 64,197 
1997 64,197 5,000 6,228 2,768 3,460 71,964 
1998 71 ,964 5,000 6,927 3,079 3,848 80,043 
1999 80,043 5,000 7,654 3,402 4,252 88,445 
2000 88,445 5,000 8,410 3,738 4,672 97' 182 
2001 971182 0 8,746 3,887 4,859 101 ,070 
2002 101,070 0 9,096 4,043 5,053 105,113 
2003 105,113 0 9,460 4,205 5,256 109,317 
2004 109,317 0 9,839 4,373 5,466 113,690 

. " 2005 113,690 0 10,232 4,548 5,684 118,237 
) 2006 118,237 0 10,641 4,729 5,912 122,967 

2007 122,967 0 11,067 4,919 6,148 127,885 
2008 127,885 0 11 ,51 0 5,115 6,394 133,001 
2009 133,001 0 11 ,970 5,320 6,650 138,321 
2010 138,321 0 12,449 5,533 6,916 143,854 
2011 143,854 0 12,947 5,754 7,193 149,608 
2012 149,608 0 13,465 5,984 7,480 155,592 
2013 155,592 0 14,003 6,224 7,780 161,816 
2014 161,816 0 14,563 6,473 8,091 168,289 
2015 168,289 0 15,146 6,732 8,414 175,020 
2016 175,020 0 15,752 7,001 8,751 182,021 
2017 182,021 0 16,382 7,281 9,101 189,302 
2018 189,302 0 17,037 7,572 9,465 196,874 
2019 196,874 0 17,719 7,875 9,844 204,749 
2020 204,749 0 18,427 8,190 10,237 212,939 

Totals 75,000 310,362 137,939 172,423 

Assumes annual earnings of 9% and inflation of 4%. 

4 
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Year 

1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 

Totals 

EVOS Marine Sciences Endowment 
Contributions Totalling $100 Million 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Beginning Inflation 
r-\-1---- Deposit Earnings Proofing Grants ca.Jc:UJce 

0 35,000 3,150 1,400 1,750 
36,400 25,000 5,526 2,456 3,070 
63,856 5,000 6,197 2,754 3,443 
71 ,610 5,000 6,895 3,064 3,831 
79,675 5,000 7,621 3,387 4,234 
88,062 5,000 8,376 3,722 4,653 
96,784 5,000 9,161 4,071 5,089 

105,855 5,000 9,977 4,434 5,543 
115,290 5,000 10,826 4,812 6,014 
125,101 5,000 11,709 5,204 6,505 
135,305 0 12,177 5,412 6,765 
140,718 0 12,665 5,629 7,036 
146,346 0 13,171 5,854 7,317 
152,200 0 13,698 6,088 7,610 
158,288 0 14,246 6,332 7,914 
164,620 0 14,816 6,585 8,231 
171,204 0 15,408 6,848 8,560 
178,053 0 16,025 7,122 8,903 
185,175 0 16,666 7,407 9,259 
192,582 0 17,332 7,703 9,629 
200,285 0 18,026 8,011 10,014 
208,296 0 18,747 8,332 1 0,415 
216,628 0 19,497 8,665 10,831 
225,293 0 20,276 9,012 11 ,265 
234,305 0 21,087 9,372 11 '715 
243,677 0 21,931 9,747 12,184 
253,424 0 22,808 10,137 12,671 
263,561 0 23,721 10,542 13,178 
274,104 0 24,669 10,964 13,705-

100,000 416,403 185,068 231,335 

Assumes annual earnings of 9% and inflation of 4%. 
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Ending 
Balance 

36,400 
63,856 
71 ,610 
79,675 
88,062 
96,784 

105,855 
115,290 
125,101 
135,305 
140,718 
146,346 
152,200 
158,288 
164,620 
171,204 
178,053 
185,175 
192,582 
200,285 
208,296 
216,628 
225,293 
234,305 
243,6?7 
253,424 
263,561 
274,104 
285,068 



~lailka ;;tate hgildatutt 

SINATOR 

3lll C STREET, SUITE 550. 
ANCHORAOE, AL&.SK.*1 99S03 

(907) 561·7615 

ARLISS STURGULEWSKI 
While ic Junc;su 

STATE CA!'IIDL 
Jl-'NEAU, Al.ASKh 99801·1182 

(907) 465-l818 

) 

6enate 

June 3, 1992 

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

Gentlemen: 
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During the three years since the grou~ding of the Exxon Valdez, the 
trustees and their associates have charted a course through previously 
unnavigated waters. Much has been accomplished in cleaning the beaches 
and waters, determining the extent of resource damage, and stemming the 
tide of injury. The distribution for public comment of the Restoratjon 
F;amework is another sign that the ultimate destination, the restoration 
of Alaska's coastal and marine environments, is nearer now. although 
much remains to be done. 

' The finished version of the Bestoratioo Framewor~ will map the work of 
the trustees through the culmination of the cHarge established the court 
settlement. As such, IJf must make manifest the trustees' vision of future 1 

programs and objectives, as shaped by experts and the publi§J As that 
vision coalesces over the next year, I hope that [Yo~ will place strong "Z. 
emphasis on looking forward, past individual restorat1on projects, to a 
comprehensive view of the outcome of your effor~SJ ThatfVi~ion should "3 
include not only restoration, but also protection of Alaska's shoreline and 
seasZJ The physical protection of ·our injured environment will be difficult 
to achieve. The constraints on our abilities to foresee and influence the 
processes of nature, the vagaries of chance, and the limits on 
technological capabilities are too great. [protection can best become 4 
reality through acquiring and using more and better knowledge of Alaska's 
marine systems and resource§] The more we know about those things, the 
better equipped we are to both restore and protect them. 
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l want to make some more specific comments on the proc~ss to date ~ • _93 WPWG ; 
in the future. These cover both the Restoration Framework process ii?c(. RPWG i 

I 
those for the 1992 Work Plan and 1993 Work Plan: Q D· PAG ' 

• The compressed and overlapping tlmelines for these three efforts 0 E. MISC. 
not result in the best final products. The trustees and staff m 
simultaneously consider three separate works, each significant in its 
own right. That must certainly strain resources. '[!he public is likely s 
to suffer some confusion between projects, at the least, and have 
insufficient time to develop reasoned and comprehensive comments, at 
wors!J 

• @omments are due on the 1993 and future work plans before the 1992 
Work Plan and the BestoratiQn Plan are finalized. This will surely lead'= 
to inefficiencies and duplications avoidable if interested parties had 
one or both of these documents available prior to submitting comments 
on future work plan~ J understand ttiere is pressure to get these plans 
in place and proceed accordingly, but the damage has been done, clean
up is essentially complete, and restoration can now generally assume a 
more considered pace reflective of conservative stewardship and long
term concerns. 

• The ffinal Restoration Plan should be final only in the sense that it l 
establishes fundamental guidelines for format, programs, and 
objective;] It ~hould be a living. document, adaptable over time as e 
goals are achieved, conditions change, and knowledge expand§J 

• Spending $900 million in public funds is a heavy responsibility under 
any circumstances. I believe, that while fa_. share of the Exxon Valdez q 
settlement may reasonably be ·spent on habitat acquisition and 
individual restoration projects, these should not be the exclusive 
focus of restoration efforti] lijie long-term health of injured ao 
ecosystems and ongoing management of their systems and resources 
should be accorded an equal priori~ · 

fn keeping with these comments anp~y broad concern that the trustees a\ 
look to the future in a fashion that makes explicit how each facet of its 
program contributes to the overall go@ I am submitting a proposal for the 
Restoration Framework. As you know, some of my colleagues have been 
involved in this proposal and I am confident of their support as well. [!he h.. 
proposal outlines the creation, mission, and administration of an Exxon 
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Valdez Oil Spill Marine Sciences Endowmen.!J This ~ndowment w I 
consist of portions of annual civil settlement payments set aside i aC· RFWG 
trust generating annual incomi] That\@come would be used to fund I flJ·D·PAG 

\4 term baseline research into ecosystem status, resource recovery d 
enhancemeniJ and [e"quivalent resource· enhancement and acquisi i n. ·YISC. 
Additionally, the (intity established to administer the endowment WOU--- I~ 
serve as a research coordinating mechanis~ \ ~ 

This proposal is a draft document. It is my intention to submit 
essentially the same proposal, with some refinements, as a suggestion for 
the 1993 Work Plan. It is my hope that over the next few months, I will be 
able to work with the trustee council and restoration teams to further 
focus this proposal into a shape determinad appropriate by the trustees 
and that fulfills the conditions set by the court. 

l look forward to working with the trustee council. \Ve have the 
opportunity for significant achievements in reclaiming and preserving 
Alaska's marine and coastal environment. Please contact me or Richard 
Rainery of my staff if you have any questions concerning my proposal. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Arliss Sturgulewski 
Alaska State Senator 
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PROPOSED RESTORATION OPTION 
FOR RESTORATION FRAMEWORK 
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Submitted by: 
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State Senator Arliss Sturgulewski 
State Capitol. Room 427 

Juneau, Alaska 99801·1182 
465 .. 3818 

June 3, 1992 

The Exxon Valdez Marine Sciences Endowment would be created by 
diverting a portion of civil settlement .funds due the State of Alaska and 
the United States beginning in December 1992 into a separate fund. The 
endowment will be dedicated to long-term baseline marine research 
necessary to: 

• monitor and assess the status of ecosystems affected by the oil 
spill; , 

• determine how to best effect resource recovery and enhancement 
where necessary; 

• identify needs and opporturyities to enhance or acquire equivalent 
natural resources. 

A final mission of the endowment would be to provide a mechanism to 
coordinate the research programs of the various research organizations 
active in Alaska's marina environment. · 

Endowment Charter and Operations 

Endowment Adroinistcation: The trustee council will create a foundation 
directed by a board distinct from the council. The charter of the 
foundation- \viii be based on principles established by the trustees. 

1 
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State Senator ArHss Sturgulewski 
June 3, 1992 

Endowment Ufsr The endowment will be established as either a 
duration sinking fund which will spend itself out of existence by 
certain or as a trust with a perpetual existence. 

U!Niual811l IU NUIIlD8t 
q;;..o~tJ~ot!f 

a--A· 92 WP\YG 
~-93 WPWG 
(1J1tf.Q RFWG ,ini'e 
0 D·PAG 

·MISC. 
Board Composition: University of Alaska, University of Washington, .Ati~----.,.j 
Department of Fish and Game, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (Alaska Region), Alaska Science and Technology Foundation 
and two public members. 

Operations: Operations costs will be held to a minimum (target - 3% or 
Jess of funds available annually) by utilizing existing agency resources as 
much as possible. A small staff will screen proposals and administer 
grants. The board will make all funding decisions. The EVOS Trustee 
Council may have to initially administer the foundation until annual 
income is sufficient to support operations. 

Endowment Management: Annual contributions to the endowment trust fund 
on ·a schedule based on the amount determined to be appropriate and the 
fund's structure (sinking fund or perpetual trust). Two alternatives ($75 
million and $100 million) showing ·fund growth and income under a 
perpetual endowment are attached. The trust fund would be managed in a 
conservative fashion similar to that historically pursued by the Alaska 
Permanent Fund Corporation, the objects being to protect the principal 
from inflation and provide a predictable annual income stream. 

Research Grant Program 

ProQog:al E!igjbilitv: Research on the marine ecosystem as a whole, 
focussing on biota from the first link in the food chain to the last, 
oceanographic systems, and their interrelationships. The basic 
requirements for project eligibility are three: 

• A proposal must demonstrate scientific merit and technical 
feasibility; 

• The outcome of a proposal must directly benefit management of 
injured marine resources or systems or the equivalent of such 
injured resources or systems; 

2 
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(ti .. 92 WPWG 

~·93 WPWG 
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.. A reasonable link between the civil settlement requirements 
restore, replace. enhance, rehabilitate, or acquire natural resour 
injured by the spill or their equivalents and the outcome of (! 
proposal must be established. a DePAG 

E ·IAISC. 
- - - - - - - - - -

Any scientist or institution with a demonstrated record of achievement m 
maiine research or equivalent qualifications may apply for grants, 
although a formula affording priority for Alaskan scientists and 
institutions, as indicated by the settlement conditions, will be developed. 

Research Coordination: An additional function of the endowment board is 
as a mechanism to coordinate activities undertaken by the North Pacific 
marine research community. The intent is to ensure that limited research 
funding is directed in the most efficient, non·duplicative manner. 
Institutions and individuals would be required to include as a part of their 
grant proposals a synopsis of other. all current and planned research 
activities and the board would ba required to use this information in its 
deliberations. The endowment board, composed of the major participants 
in Alaskan marine research, wili be uniquely competent to ensure 
coordination and cooperation. · 

3 
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EVOS Marine Sciences Endowment ~·c. ~PWG 
[Thousands of Dollars) a D· ~G 

. _Q_ E· 1180, 
Beginning Inflation Ending 

Year Balance Deposit Earnings Proofing Grants Balance 

1992 0 25,000 2,250 1,000 1,250 26,000 
1993 26,000 15,000 3,690 1,640 2,050 42,640 
1994 42,640 5,000 4,288 1,906 2,382 49,546 
1995 49,546 5.000 4,909 2,182 2,727 56,727 
1996 56,727 5,000 5,555 2,469 3,086 64,197 
1997 64,197 5,000 6,228 2,76& 3,460 71,964 

I 1998 71,964 5,000 6,927 3,079 3,848 60,043 
1999 80,043 5,000 7,654 3,402 4,252 88,445 
2000 88,445 5,000 8,4'1 a· 3,738 4,672 97,182 
2001 97 t 182 0 8,746 3,887 4,859 101,070 
2002 101,070 0 9,096 4,043 5,053 105,113 
2003 105,113 0 9,460 4,205 5,256 109,317 
2004, 109,317 0 9,839 4,373 5,466 113,690 
2005 113,690 0 10,232 4,548 5,684 118,237 
2006 118,237 0 10,641 4,729 5,912 122,967 

I 2007 122,967 0 11 ,067 4,919 6,148 127,885 
2008 127,885 0 11 ,510 5,115 6,394 133,001 

I 2009 133,001 0 11,970 5,320 6,650 138,321 
I 2010 138,321 0 12,449 5,53:S 6,916 143,854 

I 2011 143,854 0 12,947 5,754 7,193 149,608 

! 2012 149,608 0 13,465 5,984 7,480 155,592 

I 2013 155,592 0 14,003 6,224 7,780 161,816 
2014 161,816 0 I 14,563 6,473 8,091 168,289 
2015 168,289 0 15,146 6,732 8,414 175,020 
2016 175,020 0 15,752 7,001 8,751 182,021 
2017 182,021 0 16,382 7,281 9,101 189,302 
2018 189,302 0 17,037 7,572 9,465 196,874 

I 
2019 196,874 0 17,719 7,875 9,844 204,749 
20.20 204,749 0 18,427 8,190 10,237 212,939 

.. 

I 
Totals 75,000 310,362 137,939 172,423 

Earnings : 9% Inflation = 4% 
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EVOS Marine Sciences Endowment ~c RFWG 
(Thousands of Dollars} a D PAG 

a f MISC. 
Sag inning tnflation Ending 

Year Balance Deposit Earnings Proofing Grants Balance 

1992 0 35,000 3,1 so 1,400 1,750 36,400 
1993 36,400 25,000 5,526 2,456 3,070 63,856 
1994 63,856 5,000 6,197 2,754 3,443 71,610 
1995 71,610 5,000 6,895 3,064 3,831 79,675 
1996 79,675 5,000 7,621 3,387 4,234 88,062 
1997 88,062 5,000 8.376 3,722 4,653 96,784 
1998 96,784 5.000 9,161 4,071 5,089 105,855 

I 
1999 105,855 5,000 9,977 4,434 5,543 115,290 I 2000 115,290 5,000 ~ 0;826 4,812 6,014 125,101 

I 

2001 125,101 5,000 11 ,709 5,204 6,505 135,305 
2002 135,305 0 12,177 5,412 6,765 140,718 
2003 140,718 0 12,665 5,629 7,036 146,346 
2004 146,346 0 13,1 i1 5,854 7,317 152,200 
2005 152,200 0 13,698 6,088 7,610 158,288 

. 2006 158,288 0 14,246 6,332 7,914 164,620 

I 2007 164,620 0 14,816 6,585 8,231 , 71,204 
2008 171,204 0 15,408 6,848 8,560 178,053 
2009 178,053 0 16,025 7,122 8,903 185,175 
2010 185,175 0 16,666 7,4Q7 9,259 192,582 
2011 192,582 0 17,332 7,7f)3 9,629 200,285 . 

I 2012 200,285 0 18,026 8,011 10,014 208,296 I 2013 208,296 0 18,747 8,332 10,415 216,628 
2014 216,628 0 I 19,497 8,665 10,831 225,293 
2015 225,293 0 20,276 9,012 11 ,265 234,305 

I 
2016 234,305 0 21,087 9,372 11 ,715 243,677 
2017 243,677 0 21,931 9,747 12,184 253,424 
2018 253.424 0 22,808 10,137 12,671 2.63,561 
2019 263,561 0 23,721 10,542 13,178 274,104 
.2020 274,104 0 24,669 10,964 13,705 285,068 

' 

Totals 100,000 416,403 185,068 231 .3~5 

Earnings ; 9% Inflation = 4% 
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GERALD R. BROOKMAN 
715 MUIR AVENUE 

KENAI, ALASKA 99611 
May 29, 1992 

Dave Gibbons, Acting Administrative Director 
Restoration Team 
645 G.Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

DocumentiD Number · 
Ci?..Of.DO\OJ-j 

0 )·92 WPWG 
(( 8·93 WPWG 
.~·RPWG 
~D·PAG 
0 E·UISC. 

I am writing concerning the decisions that will be made on the Oil 
Spill Restoration Framework (Vol. 1). While the Kenai area was not directly 
affected by the EXXON VALDEZ oil spill, I do have a great interest in the 
area which was affected, and I would like to make the following points, for 
your consideration in deciding on how the settlement funds will be expended. 

1.Q believe that habitat acqui~Ition should be given concurrent con- l 
sideration in the restoration proces~ Acquisition of habitat and protection 
from development can do a great deal to ameliorate damages to wildlife pop-
ulations which w~ld otherwise be damag_ed. :=, ~ s.:L..:.... 

A 2.[iabitat protectio~a~~cquisition, including purchase of lan~ ~- ~ 
"t" servation easementiJ ,apd .Sa~! right;! are the most effective ~ns of 

restoration and shoul<r~e tlie~RIORilitUSE of settlement funds~ believe 
thatY[Q%, at least, of the settlement funds should be used for habitat 

~acquisition to prevent further damage to natural resource~and~ervices on 7 
an equivalent resource basi~ 

3. I believe that~he imminent threat prot~ction process should be used, 
otherwise critical forest lands may be logged b~fore they could be considered ~ 
for acquisitio~ Negotiations should begin immediate!~ 

4.[ihe restoration~process must begin AS SOON AS POSSIBLE:J [tunds must not 1~ 
be locked away in an endowmen€j''[fonstruction projects are NOT an appropriate 

1\ use of restoration fund~ · 

5. [!ll.nERNESS QUALITIES OF THE REGION MUST BE PROTECTED .J I C.. 

6. fR~storation and protection of archeological resources, especially in I~ 
national park~is very important. 

7. ~e monitoring program should not be dominated by studies of commercially 
valuable species, but should give equal consideration to all species in a camp- J4 
rehensive program that evaluates the:.long-term effects of the spill on the 
entire coastal ecosystem~ 

8.~The public advisory group should have a seat designated for each IE) 
interest grou€](environmentalists, in addition to governmental, commercial 
use, etc.). A broad spectrum of interests should be represented on this 
group, to ensure that all appropriate interests will be included, and that 
no appropriate considerations will be overlooked. 

I thank you for your consideration of my comments, above. 



;ERALD R. BROOKMAN 
715 MUIR j~N~E 

<ENAI, ALASKA }/.9611 
.· ·;:·~~:.-=Jt __ ::-~~: <~; 
... ;-:~:~. 

--..:,;:. 
Documald 10 Number: :=::. 

92-CrPoJ() -=ri ·~·. 
Q A·92 WPWG:' f 
lfe · 93 WPWG< .. 

!l-C· RPWG 
l( D·PAG 
(J E·UISC. 

~ ... 

-~:: 

··-.-:--:··" ... 

:, . 

:._ .. ~~~:~ 

:.· ~ 

::-~ :~ .j . 
·•··. 

--~ e 

-~tr: · 
:.·,,·1. 

. %::. 
;'k~ 

·~~.·.· t . 

. >~~:L. 

Dave Gibb~~s; Acting Adm:i. 
_:_:.~>·· 

Restoratii:m Team 

645 G str~et 
~%:: ... 

Anchorage~r··AK 99501 
:"~:~ ' 

;r~, 

,. 

.N u l REC'D 
.. ... 

~trative Director 

ll,j,,j,j,,,J,l,ll!!!!!!ll,,ll,,l,,l,ltlll!!ll,,ll,l 

WVI11IM ~GNIHd 
HOHHVH 1HV:3:d 

OWV1V :3:Hl 

. ~_:._l~_-.;~~~''·· ~H·· ~: :~ ~ ~ la iet.jili . . .• 

t ··. 

:r· 

. ) 
\..._.,/· 

.. ~:·. ::. ~ ,,.,. 
.. 

;~· 

-~ 
/ 

---

' :·, ' 
-~--7~·:·:······~·· .. ' .. ~. 

. . 

. 

~. .,~ ·~J.:~"' .r-·~ •• 



.. 

) 

Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative Director 
Restoration Team 
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Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

Box 42, Torrey Hill Road, 
Turner, ME 04282 
May 29, 1992 
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Regarding the E>::-:on Valdez Oi 1 Spill Restor·ation Plan, 
Vol. 1: Restoration Framework: 

[.believe a good proporti-on •of the $1 bill ion Exxon 
settlement fund should be spent for acquisition of endangered 
habitat areas rather than set aside for tourist development, 
roads. etsJ in F';-ince l.Jilliam Sound as favored bv Governor 
Hickel. 

I vw r k e d on the 1 9 8 9 V a 1 de z o i l s p i l 1 and t'\1 as ~ p 1 y 
moved by the environmental destruction that I saw. ~ allow 
this money to be spent for any thing other than land preservation 
and habitat restoration makes no sense at e.Ij] 

Thank you for your consideration of these ideas. 
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Dave Gibbons, Acting Administrative Director 
Restoration Team 
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Dear Mr. Gibbons: 
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I am writing concerning the decisions that will be made on the Oil 
Spill Restoration Framework (Vol. 1). While the Kenai area was not directly 
affected by the EXXON VALDEZ oil spill, I do have a great interest in the 
area which was affected, and I would like to make the following points, for 
your consideration in deciding on how the settlement funds will be expended • .. 

1. Q believe that habitat acqui~ition should be given concurrent con- I 
sideration in the restoration proces~ Acquisition of habitat and protection 
from development can do a great deal to ameliorate damages to wildlife pop-
ulations which ~uld otherwise be damag_ed. ::=> ~ sd.....:.-. 

A 2.[iabitat protectio~a~~cquisition, including purchase of lan~ ~- ~ 
~ servation easementiJ ,a.pd ,Si'l!.~l right;j are the most effective ~ns of 

restoration and shoul<r~e tlie ~RIORITirUSE of settlement funds~ believe 
thatl§Q%, at least, of the settlement funds should be used for habitat 

~acquisition to prevent further damage to natural resource~and~ervices on 7 
an equivalent resource basi~ 

3. I believe that(Ehe imminent threat prot~ction process should be used, 
otherwise critical forest lands may be logged b~fore they could be considered ~ 
for acquisitio~ Negotiations should begin immediate!~ 

4.[!he restoration~process must begin AS SOON AS POSSIBLE:J [iunds must not Ia 
be locked away in an endowmen€j'tfonstruction projects are NOT an appropriate 

l\ use of restoration fund~ · 

5 .@LDERNESS QUALITIES OF THE REGION MUST BE PROTECTED :J I "2... 

6.[R~storation and protection of archeological resources, especially in I~ 
national park~is very important. 

7. ~e monitoring program should not be dominated by studies of commercially 
valuable species, but should give equal consideration to all species in a comp- J4 
rehensive program that evaluates the:iong-term effects of the spill on the 
entire coastal ecosystem~ 

8.~The public advisory group should have a seat designated for each IE) 
interest groui](environmentalists, in addition to governmental, commercial 
use, etc.). A broad spectrum of interests should be represented on this 
group, to ensure that all appropriate interests will be included, and that 
no appropriate considerations will be overlooked. 

I thank you for your consideration of my comments, above. 
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Restoration Team 
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~~ 
Laurel Toussaint 
Rt 3 Box 219 
Carbondale. IL 6290 1 

Comments regarding Exxon Valdez scoping document, Volume 1: 
Restoration Framework 
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ffiabitat protection and acquisition is key to protecting Prince William J 
Souncj]fEe forests in the area must be protected from Jogging and 

2. developme~The area has been da. m~ed so extensively by the spill that 
remaining habitat must be protected.l!_unds should be used for habitat 3 
acquisition to prevent further damage natural resource~andlf9 compensate 4 
for lost resources and services on an equivalent resource basffi [Ee 
imminent threat protection process should be used, otherwise critical forest 5 
lands may logged before they are considered for acquisitio!!)Negotiations 
should begin jmmediately. 

I have yet to visit Alaska. I have always looked forward to the day 
when I will visit America's iast real wilderness. I am appalled by the actions 
of the Bush/Reagan administration and now the Hickel administration. His 
plans to open pristine lands to development and destruction are horrible. 
The wild public lands of Alaska belong to all Americans and I resent current 
activ1ties that destroy forests and seas. 

Please include my comments on the' public record. 

Thank you. 

k\..\v'-.J~\__, \ L\._\._\_ ~~c-~ 
Laurel Toussaint 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Sirs: 

May 29, 1992 

0 o-. PA-G-

0 E·YISC. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the two-volume document entitled 
"Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration," issued April 1992 ("Restoration Document"). 
The purpose of Exxon's comments is to provide a constructive perspective on 
environmental conditions as they relate to restoration needs. It is not our intent to 
suggest how restoration funds should be sp~nt. These comments may be useful 
in light of the apparent dichotomy of views regarding environmental conditions in 
the spill area. Remarkable fishing harvests, thriving wildlife, and the results of 
numerous studies released over the last two years indicate a healthy environment 
in the Sound, yet the Restoration Document seems to portray a chronically injured 
ecosystem. 

The apparent differences between the Restoration Document and broader 
assessments of environmental health by others stem from addressing two entirely 
different issues. Studies described in the Restoration Document emphasize 
detection of residual hydrocarbons and subtle factors, which are not impeding 
natural recovery. This focus on minute effects con~~ys an image which is 
inconsistent with true conditions. Exxon and others have focused on a broader 
view of recovery as it relates to human use of the environment and the health of 
biologic populations on a scale which is relevant to restoration. 

These two views of the region's vitality are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but 
they are far apart regarding their relevance to restoration issues. The study results 
reported in the Restoration Document may be of scientific interest and, indeed, 
Exxon is generally}supportive of continuing cost-effective research in the pursuit of 
new ideas that mi9J;t significantly advance an understanding of hydrocarbons and 
their environmental interactions. Howevt:!r, such research is a separate issue and 
is not pertinent to the state of recovery and the need for restoratiori] Given 
obviously flourishing biologic populations, reports of barely detectable hydrocarbon 
levels in highly localized areas can be more misleading than helpful unless placed 
in their proper perspective. Claims of continuing environmental injury derived from 
such studies would seem to be more directed to competition for funding of 

A DIVISION OF EXXON CORPORATION 
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specific studies, rather than satisfying the Trustees' need for objective information 
on remaining spill impacts and viable options to achieve restoration. 

Furthermore, ther£ontinued emphasis on 1989 mortalities is not meaningftJI in ?.; · 

terms of recovery and restoration need8 At current population levels, the signs of 
biological health are overwhelming. A few specific examples are discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 

Fish populations are remarkably abundant and post-spill harvests have been 
exceptional. 

Both herring and salmon have experienced record harvests since the spill. The 
recent herring sac roe fishery in Prince William Sound broke a modern record with 
more than 15,000 tons caught this year. This follows exceptional harvests of 
8,300 tons and 11,900 tons in 1990 an~ 1 ~91, respectively, and is strong 
evidence of a very healthy population. Similarly, pink salmon fisheries in Prince 
William Sound produced a new record with 44 million fish in 1990 and the second 
highest harvest of more than 37 million fish in 1991. @yen the obvious health 
and size of the harveft~<?! 3hese two important species, subtle effects on early 3 
lifestages of herring o~ salmon at isolated locations are not important to an 
assessment of the health and vitality of these fish stockiJ 

Pink salmon wildstock populations have also recorded good escapements since the 
spill. While Prince William Sound wildstock may warrant special protection from 
overfishing, significant spill-related effects on the population are implausible. Pink 
salmon wildstocks in the spill-affected area account,'for a small percentage (about 
12%) of the total Prince William Sound wildstock harvest. Moreover, fishery 
closures in 1989 focused the pink salmon harvest near the hatcheries of origin, 
with the result that wildstock retur'ns were enhanced because they were not 
intercepted. 

Shoreline conditions are essentially recovered. 

The continued focus on studying the remnant hydrocarbons on isolated shorelines 
conveys the wrong perspective of the extent and relevance of such residual oiling. 
Annual spring surveys conducted jointly ~by federal and state agencies and Exxon 
showed dramatic improvement in shoreline conditions in 1990 and little oil 
remaining in 1991 . Even in 1991, less than 1 % of the shoreline in the originally 
impacted area had oil remnants which were described as more than "very light." 
The April 1992 NOAA summary on shoreline conditions recognizes that the 1991 
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cleanup program, in combination with natural processes, improved conditions even 
further and that the remaining oil poses little ecological risk. 

Shoreline biota are both healthy and abundant. There are no remaining -obvious -
differences between areas affected and unaffected by the spill. rhlthough 
continued study of variations in biologic abundance relating to differences in 
cleanup techniques may have some scientific interest, such studies have no 
practical relevance to restoratio'0 

4-

Current conditions and historical experience from previous spills indicate that 
complete natural recovery of the rocky shores impacted by the spill is certain to 
occur shortly, if it is not already complete. {[tle few exceptions at low energy(~\. .. ~:..ua_) 
sites, where minor biological differences may still be detectable on a· small scale, 

5 may be of scientific interest but are not relevant to the overall health of the Prince 
William Sound ecosystem] 

Signs of seabird recovery are likewise striking. 

Recent surveys of seabird colonies in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska 
confirm that the numbers of seabirds remain very large; all surveyed colonies are 

_ occupied. Recovery is clearly progressing well. [he abundance of birds in the 
colonies illustrates the resilience of these populations and provides assurance that 
natural recovery is occurring and will not require augmentation:J 

Seabird populations numbering over 60 million in the Gulf of Alaska area are 
traditionally subject to wide fluctuations depending pn weather, food supply, 
predation, climate oscillation, and other factors. For example, seabird losses in the 
North Pacific to the drift net fisheries (attributable to net entanglement) have been 
estimated at 600,000 per year and, yet, the populations absorb such losses. The 
current abundance and apparent health of seabird populations are entirely 
consistent with this historical experience. 

[!orne of the claims in the Restoration Document are unsupportableJ. 7 
8 q 

~laims of oil-spill impacts onffiiller whalei!or of@.ollocE]contamination 500 miles 
from the spill site lack a plausible ca• •se-and-rffect relationship. Likewise, claims 
of population impacts onleink ~lmo~and@_~ter~are based on speculative 
extrapolations that are inconsistent with the healthy condition of these resources. 
For example, estimates of "but for the spill" fish populations appear to be without 
any serious basis. The postulated return of an incremental 15-25 million Prince 
William Sound pink salmon "but for the spill" in 1990 would imply an implausible 
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harvest at least twice the prior record of 29 million fish. Finall~ims of 
continuing exposure of birds and mammals to harmful levels of hydrocarbons are 
in marked contrast to the findings of the Oil Spill Health Task Force (see report 
dated February 1990 and subsequent reports) and the FDA, which concluded that 
fish and shellfish throughout the region are safe for human consumption. 

An overly rigid definition of recovery is impractical. 

The Restoration Document's definition of recovery, which requires a "full 
complement of age classes," illustrates a lack of realism and practicality. Taken 
literally, this would require that the oldest biologic specimen killed would have to 
be replaced by one of the same age before recovery can be called complete. 
Clearly, the distribution ofage classes is always changing due to severe weather 
impacts, variations in food supply, and predator abundance, among other factors. 
Hence1Iequiring a specific age distributi~n in determining recovery to the "but for 
the spill" condition is an unrealistic and virtually meaningless go~ 1 "L 

in practical terms, which are relevant to restoration, healthy ecological systems 
are characterized by species diversity, abundance, and reproduction. When 
human users of the environment, or its biological constituents, can no longer c \..... < k_ 
distinguish the effects of the spill from normal year-to-year variations, recovery 
has occurred. Based on these criteria, the area is virtually recovered today. 

We hope you will find these comments helpful. 

Very truly yo~rs, 

GAL:hh 

c: Mr. Michael A. Barton - U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Mr. Charles E. Cole - Alaska Attorney General 
Mr. Curtis V. McVee - U.S. Department of the Interior 
Mr. Steven Pennoyer- National Marine Fisheries 
Mr. Cart L. Rosier - Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Mr. John A. Sandor - Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
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American Petroleum Institute 
1220 L Street, Northwest 
Washington, D.C. 20005Jrf) 
202-682-8240 l:' 

G. William Frick 
Vice President and 
General Counsel 

Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Sirs: 

c~~~ -svbs.L .. :L-'4 ~ (~) \- 5 r-------
~"0"5? Documeld ID Number 

9;). 06~;.o 7 8 

Er A·92 WPWG 
0 8·93 WPWG 

June 1, 1992 ~C·RPWG 

0 -D·PAG
Q E·UISC. 

The American Petroleum Institute ("API"} appreciates this 
opportunity to comment briefly on the 1992 Draft Work Plan and 
Restoration Framework Documents for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 57 
Fed. Reg. 12474 (April 10, 1992). The API is a national trade 
association with over 250 corporate members who engage in all 
facets of tbe petroleum ind\lstry, including exploration, 
production, 1narketing, refining, and transportation. As such, 
API's members have a significant interest in preserving, in all 
natural resource damage cases, the direct connections between 
injuries sustained, compensation paid, and the application of 
recovered •monies to valid restoration projects. Q.PI therefore I 
endorses the comments which have been submitted to the Trustee 
Council by Exxon Company, U.S.A.;:J 

In particular, API would stress that (Yalid "restoration" 
projects should be undertaken for the purpose of restoring service ~ 
levels which natural resources provide to the publi£;7 Thus, 

fPomplex studies of the minute, subtle, : and/ or highly localized 
-z.. effects of hydrocarbons on natural reso~rces is disconnected from 
~the object of restoration~ Additionally,· the purpose of continuing 

to stud t ortalities wnich occurred immediately after the spill 
in 1989 is unclea given the extensive recovery of fish, bird, and 
other affected wil life populations in Prince William Sound. The 

r:Ytility of such i ormat · in terms of advancing restoration4-
objectives today and in the immediate future, is dubious.] In 
short, ~I 's member companies would expect that trustees would view 
"restoration" in a practical sense, with a particular view to 
achieving species diversity, abundance, and reproductio~ 5 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

An equal opportunity employer 



'i)ave Gibbons 
}.ct i ng Administrative :Dire~tor 
-R?stoiat~on T~am 
645 2 Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear ~r. ~ibbons: 

;-.ray 24, 1992 

I am writ~ng to yo:J. at th:i.s t:irne to c~om;r1ent ('"r.! t212 Exxon Valde?. 
Oil ::pill Re ::;torat.:on la.n, ~Tol. 1: :c:l:;:=:otvration -:..'ra,ne~·JOrl-c. The follo\~'
~ng 1s a list of the o~nt3 that I ~ish to ~ake cone -rnin~ this r~~
t,_rat:L on . ls.n: 

1. Instead of ~sin~ a hierarchial •recess in which habitat acquisi
tion :·:ould onl ~--·-be done as e. last re ·-:.crt, Q1ab:l t.e.t acql;_i si ti on 
should be r;;::.ven concurront con;:.iderc<ticn in the r =storation ,roc s;-Q 

. .,_,.. 7. J:E.~b:. _ta~o~otec~~::Qa~lf::Q.; i ~' ti ~n, i~,l~di ni£ ~~c~~:e of~ lan~_;;r 
~\1\._ .. \4....-l--~n.::-er,'-;::t..._on e'-'·"'~t:J~nt.,._, ,an:-~lr:Jbcr~l,:::ht~r_. th~ _,,_._Jt ef.tect_v,_ 
• 

0l':IP"'n~ :,- ra~tor·--t- On ''Yir' -·n ,,1.-1 be•-rhc r- Or 1 .J... __ u·~o Of ~ottl or-ont 
-f~~d~].i -..:; d .L cu~~ • • '~:~~c)~-~ ::. ~~· ~ ~·~ -'---·~ _ 

). []r;:r< .:?1 th~. _;Jettl~m<.?nt _.f"J.n~~ . .§. ::-::i1o~;ld b2 '.ned for h2bitat acq_lis",tion 5 
vo --,:r_,vent f )rther dc::- :a r.:c:e to natnJ? 1 re ~3.-::-Jr:::ej] an:1 ll.o ::::on;···erL-; te 
-ro .lo-c+.,.., ''"''1 C·""c-' -~nd ~:,p,~~r-" ·-:· ,-·. ·--n e,...,-:-al t Y'O·":'n' 1 ~ .b::o.-:;,~';"-, r ... - T .... u ..._e ... -.o-.. r~---~ a.·. ---~~v.LC ... ~n Cl.. ':<.''--.. V en ~v'--'VL<r•~2 -«-·-~ 'C:> 

\ r1111e ~ JJ"'; nPnt throat r"'+p.··t-; on r·-- -~e'"'-: ~h•·uld b·, U"'er'l other ·; ~p 
. _A· 7ri ti~~i -forest land·; -0\~;:~-b; · iogr;;d b-~f~r; thev . ar~ ;~nsider~d "f-or f 

acqu.isition::;J 1'>:-;:otiations :3hoald b ·gin imme:iiat:ly • ..A 

Iir. Gibbe;ns, v1hen I first learn::d of th,:· ~~xxon Valdez oil s .. ill and 
I -

bo·.·.? one of thP \·Jorld' s last l&r:£ :c ::ristine =.·Jlderness areas had b22n 
al:::J(l"'t ,~o,--,-rol et -•lv do""t,~o"e.-'1 T ._._,,,... oxtr "r."Ol\'" '"'"'r'lr'lon::oa' ·:.cnr'l -:rr.:: ··tl'' -'-··-''-) .., .•.J.- ~) • V•.J- _• #\..l _ U .. ") '- •. J._ J' I·J......._._..,......_..._ .._.., -~'-A..·.-:: .: .. ·· 

an,.,:::red th::t ·.-·e allo··.:erl this to ha . en ;_:nd that I :as 'mable to d~

anyti'"lin'I to revent L1rther destr:_;_ction t·~ the ·.:2.ldlifc of th:t :.:.r"a • 
. '.-, ,_., __ , 8"" .;.J... ...... ··lo "11 f th ,,:ldli-f.:::> ,,~c; a("'t·~..:; ·i···· d'~t 1-· '-~ U:_:Q •=> -'-v_ ·:2o ·-l~n c; 0 ·ft ... L ---.•';C..:;, ... ffiJ? ~ .:u __ ,;Jffi8 .lc~ e _'·: 
···1thout ':arnJ.ng, 'de could only s1t bac1\ '"''.1th ':nrry, extreme an-::er ,nd 
;itty for those suecies migr~ting to this area, totally .unaw3re th2t 
tl·~e~i ,_,_:p 1~~:~ !.~ n c;_ (~ ol1_ .:. ··.; ·i. on ::~ o ·,;_·r~ ~ P v .. ' it h d. j_ s2 st er . 

. 'e cs.n nevi"'r truly restore this are;,_ to '·'h "t j_ t once , !.'ias, ·.·,;e cs.n 
only he e that nature will ~ive ne~ life to it. Ho~ever, we ~ust ~o 
our bsst to _ _.rc:·tect ·.hat 5_ s left for th 3 ,:ildLi.fe .s.nd fer ourselves • 

.J... .. 
8 t b . :-::1 r;;, d - 1 d t b 1 - ' ~ n? res~.,~ra~1on ~r8c~ss mus ~~2n no~~nts snou_ no e ocxeu 7 

3':.:ay (;n ·2ndo;·;men!]CI.onstruct:i..on . ·r:>jects ar~. _"[1_9t :.ln 2_.: ro:Jriat.., ~."l.se 10 
::f fundiJ[TI1 o '.·,oildP~ne ::;? q~·al~ ties_::-.£' the re;:_>;ion sf?.o·J.ld be ..r•Jtec-'c;-:fJ 1 l 

"l""n of·~~ "'rt··n~-- ,,~ ..... n"' rP·~-.-·,r·>t-·on of r·~!Jeol~--,--~al r·-····-···r'"'"'-. L :_......., - .ilJ -....... :..:. _~,_,-· . .:...:J Ll~-·-- .... '""oll\.·-<..l. _:... .. · _ . ., ... v,:: L-.-· :::.~J\..!:)_,_ ... _. __ ,~ 

e ·-::. c:~-i~ll'.l "YI natioV'l'-'1 -,-,I~·.-,,/ I"" ._.. .- .._ .- ___ .._ _L _! -· lJ .._ LJU , ·! ;:..::_j C... 
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entire coast~l ecosystem~ 
~ 14 

~ ~na~ly, the public advis?rY group should have a sea~ designated 
}for each 1nterest grou?J In thJ.s '-"Jay, the grou~ members wlll be held 

/fclccount2ble to their i ntere :3ts. 

3i nc ·-rely, 

~w~. 
David A. Brunetti 
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Mr. Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative Director 
Restoration Team 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

P.O. Box 100171 
Anchorage, AK 99510 
June 2, 1992 

Ot:J 

These are my comments on the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration 
plan, Vol. 1: Restoration Framework. 

I came to Alaska 2~ years ago, primarily because I was, and still 
am, drawn to the wild, unspoiled open spaces. I have traveled 
throughout Alaska, including Prince William Sound, by kayak, 
canoe, foot, snowshoe and dogteam. Observation of and 
participation in the pristine wilderness of Alaska is where I 
recreate, where I feel joy, and where I get my spiritual 
sustenance. And Prince William Soupd wasjis part of that. I 
care about its future. ·. 

Prince William_Sound has sustained, and continues to sustain, 
devastating damage. A few days ago I read in the newspaper that 
the young sea otters are experiencing an extremely low survival 
rate. This morning I read that the murres (300,000 killed 
directly by the spill) are having trouble reproducing and that 
their species continues to suffer. I expect that as the 
scientific studies are released that we will see many other 
instances where the devastation is continuing. 

The spill has happened and its effects cannot be undone. But the 
~ustees can take steps to compensate for'the damage.~ This can 

best be done through habitat protectiorlJandThcquisitioDJ and lthis 3 
is how the bulk of the settlement funds should be spenJ] You may 
not be able to restore a beqch to its pristine state or bring the 
sea otters and other wildlife back from the dead, but you can 
prevent other types of damage. For example, GLou can prevent ~ 
logging by acquiring timber rights:J This would not only protect 
wildlife habitat, but would also help promote stable local 
commercial and sport fishing, recreation, tourism and subsistence 
economies. 

5 fi wou:J.g, like to see the wilderness character of the Sound remain 
intac~ This has been severely ~haken, but there is still hope. 

lThe acquisition and protection of habitat should begin 
~ediately, before any more damage (e.g., logging, construction 
· projects, etc. ) occur~ 

'=:, 



Page 2 

7 
And just as a side note,~ur public advisory committee (or 
whatever it's called) shou d be representative of the various 
interested partie~ In other words, one member of the committee 
should be an environmentalist, another a fisherman, another a 
recreation ~uide, and so on. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

~-kr 
John Strasenburgh 
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June 3, 1992 

BY FAX (hard copy to follow} 

Dr. David R. Gibbons 
Exxon V~ldez Oil Tructee Council 
645 G St.re'et 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
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Re: Commentc; on Use of Restoration Trust Funds 

Dear Dr. Gibbons: 

This letter constitutes the Pacific Seabird Group's (PSG) 
cornmente on the following: 

• Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

• 1992 Draft Work PlAn (April. 1992) 

• Solicitation for ougqoctionc for the 1993 Work Plan. 
I 

' I 

PSG is an international organization Lht~\.s was founded in 1972 to 
promote knowledge, study and conservation of Pacific seabirds. 
PSG qualifies a~ a nonprofit corporation under§ 50l(c)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

As PSG enters its t.hird dP.~Ar1e, it draws its 500 members 
trom the entire Pac1!1c Basin, including Russia, c~nada, Japan, 
China, Mexico, Australia, and Now Zealand. A substantial portion 
of PSG's membership r~sid~s in AlAska. Among PSG'S members are 
bioloqists wno nave research intere~ts in Pacific ~eabirds, state 
and federal officials who manage ceabird refugas, and individuals 
with interests in marinP. ~onser.vation. We believe that no other 
organization has comparable expertise concerning the biology of 
the seabirds in tho North Pacific Ocean. We enclose a summary of 
PSG' s annual mP.P.t i ngs since 19./J that highligh~s our scient.i.!l.c 
and management expe.t·tise. PSG was host to symposia on the 
biology nnd management of virtually avery seabird sp~cie~ that 
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the Exxon valdez oil spill affected. We also enclose a dated 
brochure that summarizes PSG's activities. 
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I. RfSI:oration Framework (April 1992) 0 D • PAG 
I [!:sc generally supports the Trustees • approach to re:storipg 0 E • MISC. 

the niltnri!il rP.~;nnrcAA t.hat the Exxon Va_ld~;~2 oil spill_ inju.r~d.J __ -. .... ~-..---J 
We note that wb.i.le $1 billion in restoration trust tuncts is an 
enormous amount of money, it must be spent wisely if the immense 
job of restoration is to be accomplished. we(Yrqe the Trustees ' 
to restrict the amount of trust funds that they spend on overhead 
and to funds only projects that directly restore natural 
resources~ we also(Erqe the Trustees to ensure that the ~ 
organizat10ns and agencies that implement the restoration work do 
so at th~ l~ast possible cosf] For examplA,tQncP. the Trustees 4 decide to support a project or group of p.r:ojecl:.s, ot..hel:· 
organieationc bccidcc government agencies should have an 
opportunity to bid competitively on the wor~ such an approach 
will enable the gnsatest resto:~:ation of natural resources. 

{isG agrees with the 'l'rustees that seabirds are particularly 5 
vulnerable 'to oil spills~ The T~ue~ees document that the spill 
killed some 300,000 to 645,000 s~abirds. Murres were ~specially 
hard hit, but substantial losses ot the tollowinq bird species 
also occurred: loons, cormorants, ~igoon cuillcmotc, Bald 
F.aqle~, qrehes, Harlequin Ducks, goldeneyes, scoters, Marbled 
Murrelet5, Kit..t.litz' Murrelets, Northern Pintails, Old Squaw, 
Bufflehead, Black Oystercatchers, Bonaparto•s Culls:, Arctic 
Terns, Blac.IC•leqqed Kittiwakes, and 'l'utted PUffins. 

Iniury Criteria. ~G agrees with the Trustees' first <.:. 
criterion tnat ev1aence or injury to a natural resource is an 
important factor to be used in allocating the restoration trust 
funds:;) In principle,{!sG endorses the Trustees' second crit.erio~ 7 
(the adequacy and rate ot natural recovery]. However, ltpe mere 
immigration of seabirds from elsewhere cannot be deemed to be 8 
"natural recovery.'!] Seabird bioloqists have lonCJ noted t.hat. most: 
seabird species live relatively long lives and reproduce slowly. 
~G would object to any determination that Goabirdc do not q 
qualify for r~storat.ion work Aimpl y hP..ciluse pioneerinq birds may 
move into the oil spill a.r:e~ f.r:om the Aleutian Islands or 
elsewhere. In Guch a oiroumctance,[!he Truetoos should enhance 
seabird populatinns ; n ~ther parts ot Alaska that were inc11rectlY lo 
"depleted" by the :::Jpl.ll..:.J 

Cr]teria for Evaluation ot Restoration options. PSG 
genet·ally supports the Tl.-ustees' criteria for evaluating 
restoration option£. Pfh! Tr~steea should us~ t9chnical \I 
feasibility, potential to improv~ the rate or degree of recovery, 
and an analysis of benefit{cost to m~ dociciono concerning the 
use of t.h€1 ·rest.orat.ion tru~t: fun~ ~G welcomes evaluatinq 

\'L. 
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restoration options from the ~spective of whether they benefit 
moro than a ein9le reeouroe~~SG's preferred options 9enerally 
would benefit an entire community ot seabirds (and sometimes 
other organisms), not just a sin9le specie!j 1 ~ 
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that f~dc:ral ~ml ~tate management autho:riti~c should u~e their_14. 
re(]\tlatory powarF; tn mndi fy human uses of resources or habitats ------
that the spill injureu.:J We not.e t.llat sucb e!!orts would not 
oxhauct any of the reetoration trust fund but would merely 

gequire that the state and t'ederal natural resource aqenciesu:; 
enforce the laws o~ redirect their programs~ For example, E(e 1 ~ 
agree that autmities should curtail the hunting seasons for sea 
ducks (Option 8) and~hat authorities should manage commercial 
fisheries to re uce the incidental mortality of Marbled MurrclctG ,, 
in drift qillnet.s (Opt.ion 9Q We nntA that takjnq Marbled 
Murrelets without a permit violatets t.he Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act. Although not mentioned, PSG~uggests that logging, ~ on 1~ qovP.rnment and private lands, be cur~ailed in uplands that are 
prime lu:abitat !ot· Marbled Murrelets ot- Harlequin Duc'ki;) ir:_s. 
Forest Service lands that contain Marbled Murrelets should not be \~ 
loqqed for at least a decade:J 

~G also agrees that habitat acquisition could be a u~;eful <!o 
means ot restoring the actual or equivalent resourceSl thi:lt the 
spill injured. PSG\Strongly endorses Option 23 (acquisition of Z.l 
additional marin~?. blFd htth1tttt.)-:J -Recause land acquisition can be 
extremely expensive, the Trustees I!il!ould ensure that any l~nds t.~ 
purchQsed Qre valuable to ccabirds and that the purchase passes 
muster under a cnstjbenefit analys~s""J PSG@rqes the 'l'rustees to "Z.~ 
purchase the best seabird islands, not just "what's for eale::!!J 
Moroover, ~he Trustees should consider the use of conservat.ion 

~4 easements ~ather than outriqht purchas~ Often,[festrictions on 
use and development will p~ovide adequate protection at less ~ 
coGt, allowing more colonies to be protectefj , 

PSG wishes to highlight several potential restoration 
options that seem to be especially promising. (!ncrAasinq ~~ 
wildlite manaqement in ~arks and retuges (Option 7) would be very 
useful for marine birds~ ~e U.$. Fish & Wildlife Sorvioe (FWS), L1 
the National Park Service, and state aqAncies should hire or 
redirect their stard ~~ manaqe parks i:lnd t·eruges to improve 
marine bird habitot. ~he USA-USSR (1976) and USA-3apan (1972) ~~ 
migratory bird trea .ieF; prnvlde ample incentive for agencies to 
manage seabird colonies lu ::emove alien p~edators such as foxeriJ 
Article VI(c) of the 3apan treaty requirQs this nation to· take 
measuraF; to control the introduction ot live animals that disturb 
the ecological balance of iGland ecosystems. Article II of tho 
Soviet treaty provides similar protection. Articl~ TV(1) of the 
soviet treaty requires this nation to abate detrimental 
alteration of the environment of mi9ratory birdc. 
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J.2nder the co.teqory 11Mo.nipulation of Resources," PSG cannot 

support attempting t.o e.nhanca murr& productivit.y by usiniJ decoys 
ur :c·ecurd~d callti at colonles (Optlon 16)_) PSG doubte that any 
success this t9chnique might have (which ~s questionable), will 
<10 much to improve murre populations in Alaska. 

DocumaatiD Nllllibr 
CJ;).~~~.3'-'f;.. 

a--A. S2 WPWG 
~8·93 WPWG 
~C·RPWG 
0 O·PAG 

~0 ~SG .:~tronqly aqree~ th~t Alien ~oxes should be eliminated- - - -Q- J · MJSC._ -
trom seabird colonies (Option 17~. his activity would help the ~l 
entire seabird community to reco er, including island-nesting sea 
ducks, dabbl]nq ducks and oysterca c ers besides alc]ds and 
la.rids. Moreover, the techniques are proven and hav~ an 
extremely high benefit/cost. FWS ~iologi£ts G. Vernon Byrd and 
Edqar P. Bailey reported to the Alaska Bird conference in 
November 1991 that dramatic increases in bird populations took 
place at Nizki-Alaid Island in the western Aleutians after fo~es 
were removed. They round particularly impressive increases tor 
loons, PelQgic Cormorants, Aleutian Green-winged Teal, Common 
Eiders, G~aucou~-':'in9ed ~ulls, and Tu~t.ed P~1ff1n~. ~ would 3 G. 
expandth.1s e~ct.1v.1ty to .1nclude rernov.1ng csl.1en rcr.ttJ and ut.her 
creatures that harm seabird~ PSG incorporates by reference its 
letters to each Trustee dated March 2, 1992 in which it 
identified (Table 2) specific islands whe:a:-e foxee ehould be 
removed. · • 

fiiith re~pect to habitat protection, PSG endorses Options 22- ~~ 
25~ (£ptiori 22 (designate protected marin~ areas) could provide ~~ 
long-term, protection to seabirds b~protecting areas where 
seabirds feed o.nd loo.f on the water. th marino canotuary in the oS 
Pribiloff IslandR or Rristo] Bay wou d be especially welcome"':l 

'\isG has prevlourdy emlot·sed acquh:inq additional marine bird"'"' ao 
habitats ~tion 23) such as Afognak, Ea~t Amatuli and Gull 
islands:J ~SG incorporates by reference its list of appropriate ~ Li 
acquisitions (Table_.l.. ) that it sent to each Trustee by letter.,, ~~ 
dated March 2, 1992~ ~G also endorses acquiring inholdings~s 
within par~s and retuqes (Option 24fJ {fsG, endorses the 
acquisition of uplands to protect t-toibled Murrelets and Harlequin 
Ducks .1t there is sufficient information available t.o ensure that. ~ 
appropriate tra~ of land are purchased~ 

_ Finally, ~G ~dorses ,developing 
program (Option 3lJ_j 

a compr"'hensive monitoring 

II. 1992 Draft Work Plan 

PSG's ·opportunity to coutment on the 1992 draft Work Plan has 
come EO late in the year that the Trustee£ have funded the 
projects already. PSG recoqnizes the admin1stra~1ve ano 
logistical problems that the Trustees have faced in esto.blishinq 
the re~t~ation pro9ram and accepts this situation for 1992. 
However,L!f the public involvement called for in the settlement 
documents is to be :rne~ningful, the draft work plan for 1993 ~( 
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should be available tor public comment by December 1992~ PSG 
obacrvoa that tho Truatoos have not committed $18.2 niltion in 
restoration trust funds that could be spent in 1992. 

~SG supports all of the dama9e assessment proj~ct8 tha~th~ 
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Sound (Bird Study No. 2); surveys of murre colonj.Qs jn spill IU"P..t------~ 
(Bird Study No. 3); assessment of Marbled Murrelets sites, Fork-
tailed Storm-petrels, Slack-legged Xittiwakes, and Pigeon 
Guillemots (Bird studies No. 6-9); assessment ot injury to sea 
ducks by hydrocarbon uptake (Bird Study No._l. 1); and assessment 
of shorebird injuries (Bird Study No. 12). LfSG believe9 that +~ 
understanding the magnitude ot harm is important to decide the 
types and extent of restoration activities that may be necessary?) 

The Trustees have asked for comment on several restoration 
projects that it hac funded for 1992. PSG is primarily 
interested in four restoration projects: murre restoration (No. 
11, funded at $317 K); Marbled Murrelet restoration (No. 15, 
funded at $419 K); Harlequin Duck re~toration (No. 71, funded at 
$425 K); and impacts ot contam1nat~d mussels on Harlequin Ducxs 
ctnd Dlack Oystercatchers (No. 10.JC, funded at Q176 K). PSG 
generally supports each of th~se projects. In particular, th9 
studies on Marbled Murrelet and Harlequin Duck habitat 
requiremonte ehould prove to be very useful in acceccing 
~otenti~l l.~nd ~cquisitions for these species. The Harlequin 
Duck. !Study should assist federal and stat~ forestry a9encie::~'in 
establishing the width of forested buffer strips that are 
necessary to protect their breedinq sites. 

Ufsc is disappointed that the Trustees have not funded Option 44 
17 (removal ot toxes an~ other alien predators rrom seabird 
colonie15)~ The Truetees have funded four seabird projects at a 
cost of $1,337,000 for 1992. While PSG cannot evaluate whether 
such large amounts are appropriate, [it suqqests that in future ~5 
yeare the Trustees appl~the,cost/benefit criterion diocuoscd 
above to these project.~ PSG.wo~tld havP. difficulty justifyinq 
any or these projects as a pr~or~ty above the unrunded Option 17 
(removal of alien predator~ from ocabird colonies). As we have 
discussed abovP. ~nd i.n ~revious letters to the Trustees, ~redator 4 c.,. 
removal has the hlyhee:;t. yield or any action that the Tl.-ustees or 
the agencioc might take to increa~the populationG of the marine 
birds that the oil spill .KillecW I.Qlltion 1"/ can be implemented 41 
mmediatel even durin t season using some of the 

$18.2 million of unobligated trus;t funds. 

PSG ctlso'[Yrge:s the Trustees to persuode FWS (and, where 4-B 
appropriate, oth~r f&deral and st.at.e aCJencie,;} , 1".o fund I!!"ed~tcr 
removal through the agencies' normal budy~L11L·y pt:ocessew FWS, 
for example, bad budgeted $50,000 for fiscal year 1992 to remove 
foYA~ from lslands in the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife 
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R~fuye. l"WS e~sent.l.ally .r:~pL·oyt·amrned those funds to start 1:1 n 
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to choot natiyc foxes in 
attempt to improve watertowl production. such priorities are 
quetstionable. 

m. 1993 Work Plan 

0 D·PAG 
0 E ·MISC. 

~SG suggests that the 1993 Work Plan include two additional 
prnjAet~ to re~tore ~P.Ahird pn~llat1ons. First, th9 Trustees 
:::~hould provide substantlal funds to eliminate roxes, rats and 
othar predators from prc~ant and former seabird colonies (Option 
17). A~ notAd ahovA, P~r. hAs AlrP.~ny provided the Tru~tP.As with 
a l.lst of colonles. Secuml, PSG ::;uyye~ts that the Trustees ruml 
a project to cv~luatc PSC 1 c lict of candidates for acquiring 
hAbitAt thAt i~ impnrtant to sQ~bird cnlonie~. 

IV. Conclusion 

PSG supports the projects that the Trustees have proposed to 
date. PSG ul:"ges the Tl-ustees to fund immediately the only 
project that is certain to increase the populations of thQ twenty 
or so seabird species injured by the oil spill, namely, the 
removal of predator5 from seabird colonies. PSG also urgeB the 
Tru~tQQ~ to continue and expand work to evaluata land acquisition 
candidates for seabird colonies. Thank you tor this opportunity 
to lend our expertise and view~ Qn the~e important issues. 

sincerely, 

Craig D. Hnrriaon 

Enclosures 
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DEDICATED TO THE STUDY AND CONSERVATION OF PACIFIC SEABIRDS AND THEIR ENVIRONMEN-T-

Craig S. Harrison 
Vice Chainnan for Conservation 
4001 Nonh 9th Street #1801 
Arlington, Virginia 22203 

June 3, 1992 

BY FAX (hard copy to follow) 

Dr. David R. Gibbons 
Exxon Valdez Oil Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Re: Comments on Use of Restoration Trust Funds 

Dear Dr. Gibbons: 

Dr.am ID Number 
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This letter constitutes the Pacific Seabird Group's (PSG} 
comments on the following: 

• Restoration Framework (April 1992} 

• 1992 Draft Work Plan (April 1992} 

• Solicitation for suggestions for the 1993 Work Plan. 

PSG is an international organization that was founded in 1972 to 
promote knowledge, study and conservation of Pacific seabirds. 
PSG qualifies as a nonprofit corporation under § 501(c} (3} of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

As PSG enters its third decade, it draws its 500 members 
from the entire Pacific Basin, including Russia, Canada, Japan, 
China, Mexico, Australia, and New Zealand. A substantial portion 
of PSG's membership resides in Alaska. Among PSGis members are 
biologists who have research interests in Pacific seabirds, state 
and federal officials who manage seabird refuges, and individuals 
with interests in marine conservation. We believe that no other 
organization has comparable expertise concerning the biology of 
the seabirds in the North Pacific Ocean. We enclose a summary of 
PSG's annual meetings since 1973 that highlights our scientific 
and management expertise. PSG was host to symposia on the 
biology and management of virtually every seabird species that 
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the Exxon Valdez oil spill affected. We also enclose a 
brochure that summarizes PSG's activities. 

I. Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

PSG generally supports the Trustees' approach to restor 
the natural resources that the Exxon Valdez oil spill injure 
We note that while $1 billion in restoration trust funds-is

Documsat lD Numher 
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enormous amount of money, it must be spent wisely if the imm~~~------~ 
job of restoration is to be accomplished. We urge the Trustees 
to restrict the amount of trust funds that they spend on overhead 
and to funds only projects that directly restore natural 
resources. We also urge the Trustees to ensure that the 
organizations and agencies that implement the restoration work do 
so at the least possible cost. For example, once the Trustees 
decide to support a project or group of projects, other 
organizations besides government agencies should have an 
opportunity to bid competitively on the work. Such an approach 
will enable the greatest restoration of natural resources. 

PSG agrees with the Trustees that seabirds are particularly 
vulnerable to oil spills. The Trustees document that the spill 
killed some 300,000 to 645,000 seabirds. Murres were especially 
hard hit, but substantial losses of the following bird species 
also occurred: loons, cormorants, Pigeon Guillemots, Bald 
Eagles, grebes, Harlequin Ducks, goldeneyes, seaters, Marbled 
Murrelets, Kittlitz' Murrelets, Northern Pintails, Old Squaw, 
Bufflehead, Black Oystercatchers, Bonaparte's Gulls, Arctic 
Terns, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Tufted Puffins. 

Injurv Criteria. PSG agrees with the Trustees' first 
criterion that evidence of injury to a natural resource is an 
important factor to be used in allocating the restoration trust 
funds. In principle, PSG endorses the Trustees' second criterion 
(the adequacy and rate of natural recovery). However, the mere 
immigration of seabirds from elsewhere cannot be deemed to be 
"natural recovery." Seabird biologists have long noted that most 
seabird species live relatively long lives and reproduce slowly. 
PSG would object to any determination that seabirds do not. . 
qualify for restoration work simply because pioneering birds may 
move into the oil spill area from the Aleutian Islands or 
elsewhere. In such a circumstance, the Trustees should enhance 
seabird populations in other parts of Alaska that were indirectly 
"depleted" by the spill. 

Criteria for Evaluation of Restoration Options. PSG 
generally supports the Trustees' criteria for evaluating 
restoration options. The Trustees should use technical 
feasibility, potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery, 
and an analysis of benefit/cost to make decisions concerning the 
use of the restoration trust funds. PSG welcomes evaluating 
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restoration options from the perspective of whether they ben 
more than a single resource. · PSG's preferred options genera 
would benefit an entire community of seabirds (and sometimes 
other organisms), not just a single species. 

Potential Restoration Alternatives. PSG strongly agree 
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that federal and state mc;tnagement authorities should use tJ:Ea .~ .. ~ .... ,SC~ 
regulatory powers to modJ.fy human uses of resources or habJ.ttW; t•lCJ\) • 
that the spill injured. We note that such efforts would not 
exhaust any of the restoration trust fund but would merely 
require that the state and federal natural resource agencies 
enforce the laws or redirect their programs. For example, we 
agree that authorities should curtail the hunting seasons for sea 
ducks (Option 8) and that authorities should manage commercial 
fisheries to reduce the incidental mortality of Marbled Murrelets 
in drift gillnets (Option 9). We note that taking Marbled 
Murrelets without a permit violates the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act. Although not mentioned, PSG suggests that logging, both on 
government and private lands, be curtailed in uplands that are 
prime habitat for Marbled Murrelets or Harlequin Ducks. u.s. 
Forest Service lands that contain Marbled Murrelets should not be 
logged for at least a decade. 

PSG also agrees that habitat acquisition could be a useful 
means of restoring the actual or equivalent resources that the 
spill injured. PSG strongly endorses Option 23 (acquisition of 
additional marine bird habitat). Because land acquisition can be 
extremely expensive, the Trustees should ensure that any lands 
purchased are valuable to seabirds and that the purchase passes 
muster under a cost/benefit analysis. PSG urges the Trustees to 
purchase the best seabird islands, not just "what's for sale." 
Moreover, the Trustees should consider the use of conservation 
easements rather than outright purchase. Often, restrictions on 
use and development will provide adequate protection at less 
cost, allowing more colonies to be protected. 

PSG wishes to highlight several potential restoration 
options that seem to be especially promising. Increasing 
wildlife management in parks and refuges (Option 7) would pe very 
useful for marine birds. The u.s. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS), 
the National Park Service, and state agencies should hire or 
redirect their staffs to manage parks and refuges to improve 
marine bird habitat. The USA-USSR (1976) and USA-Japan (1972) 
migratory bird treaties provide ample incentive for agencies to 
manage seabird colonies to remove alien predators such as foxes. 
Article VI(c) of the Japan treaty requires this nation to take 
measures to control the introduction of live animals that disturb 
the ecological balance of island ecosystems. Article II of the 
Soviet treaty provides similar protection. Article IV(l) of the 
Soviet treaty requires this nation to abate detrimental 
alteration of the environment of migratory birds. 
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. Under the category "Manipulation of Resourc~iopooll'-ll~~lilo&A-RI(M!_..O-.,_.C'"J__, 
support attempting to enhance murre productivity by using decoys 
or recorded calls at colonies (Option 16). PSG doubts that any 
success this technique might have (which is questionable), will 
do much to improve murre populations in Alaska. 

PSG strongly agrees that alien foxes should be eliminated 
from seabird colonies (Option 17). This activity wouldlielpthe 
entire seabird community to recover, including island-nesting sea 
ducks, dabbling ducks and oystercatchers besides alcids and 
larids. Moreover, the techniques are proven and have an 
extremely high benefit/cost. FWS biologists G. Vernon Byrd and 
Edgar P. Bailey reported to the Alaska Bird Conference in 
November 199i that dramatic increases in bird populations took 
place at Nizki-Alaid Island in the western Aleutians after foxes 
were removed. They found particularly impressive increases for 
loons, Pelagic Cormorants, Aleutian Green-winged Teal, Common 
Eiders, Glaucous-winged Gulls, and Tufted Puffins. We would 
expand this activity to include removing alien rats and other 
creatures that harm seabirds. PSG incorporates by reference its 
letters to each Trustee dated March 2, 1992 in which it 
identified (Table 2) specific islands where foxes should be 
removed. 

With respect to habitat protection, PSG endorses Options 22-
25. Option 22 (designate protected marine areas) could provide 
long-term, protection to seabirds by protecting areas where 
seabirds feed and loaf on the water. A marine sanctuary in the 
Pribiloff Islands or Bristol Bay would be especially welcome. 
PSG has previously endorsed acquiring additional marine bird 
habitats (Option 23) such as Afognak, East Amatuli and Gull 
islands. PSG incorporates by reference its list of appropriate 
acquisitions (Table 1) that it sent to each Trustee by letter 
dated March 2, 1992. PSG also endorses acquiring inholdings 
within parks and refuges (Option 24). PSG endorses the 
acquisition of uplands to protect Marbled Murrelets and Harlequin 
Ducks if there is sufficient information available to ensure that 
appropriate tracks of land are purchased. 

·Finally, PSG endorses developing a comprehensive monitoring 
program (Option 31). 

II. 1992 Draft Work Plan 

PSG's opportunity to comment on the 1992 draft Work Plan has 
come so late in the year that the Trustees have funded the 
projects already. PSG recognizes the administrative and 
logistical problems that the Trustees have faced in establishing 
the restoration program and accepts this situation for 1992. 
However, if the public involvement called for in the settlement 
document~.is to be meaningful, the draft work plan for 1993 
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should be available for public comment by Decembe+-~~~.~~~----~~~ 
observes that the Trustees have not committed $18.2 million in 
restoration trust funds that could be spent in 1992. 

Cl 0 

PSG supports all of the damage assessment projects that the 
Trustees have funded this year - boat surveys to determine the 
distribution and abundance of migratory birds in Prince William. 
Sound (Bird Study No.2); surveys of murre colonies in spill area 
(Bird Study No. 3); assessment of Marbled Murrelets sites, Fork
tailed storm-petrels, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Pigeon 
Guillemots (Bird Studies No. 6-9); assessment of injury to sea 
ducks by hydrocarbon uptake (Bird Study No. 11); and assessment 
of shorebird injuries (Bird Study No. 12). PSG believes that 
understanding the magnitude of harm is important to decide the 
types and extent of restoration activities that may be necessary. 

The Trustees have asked for comment on several restoration 
projects that it has funded for 1992. PSG is primarily 
interested in four restoration projects: murre restoration (No. 
11, funded at $317 K); Marbled Murrelet restoration (No. 15, 
funded at $419 K); Harlequin Duck restoration (No. 71, funded at 
$425 K); and impacts of contaminated mussels on Harlequin Ducks 
and Black Oystercatchers (No. 103C, funded at $176 K). PSG 
generally supports each of these projects. In particular, the 
studies on Marbled Murrelet and Harlequin Duck habitat 
requirements should prove to be very useful in assessing 
potential land acquisitions for these species. The Harlequin 
Duck study should assist federal and state forestry agencies in 
establishing the width of forested buffer strips that are 
necessary to protect their breeding sites. 

PSG is disappointed that the Trustees have not funded Option 
17 (removal of foxes and other alien predators from seabird 
colonies). The Trustees have funded four seabird projects at a 
cost of $1,337,000 for 1992. While PSG cannot evaluate whether 
such large amounts are appropriate, it suggests that in future 
years the Trustees apply the cost/benefit criterion discussed 
above to these projects. PSG would have difficulty justifying 
any of these projects as a priority above the unfunded Opt~o~ 17 
(removal of alien predators from seabird colonies). As we have 
discussed above and in previous letters to the Trustees, predator 
removal has the highest yield of any action that the Trustees or 
the agencies might take to increase the populations of the marine 
birds that the oil spill killed. Option 17 can be implemented 
immediately, even during the 1992 field season using some of the 
$18.2 million of unobligated trust funds. 

PSG also urges the Trustees to persuade FWS (and, where 
appropriate, other federal and state agencies), to fund predator 
removal through the agencies' normal budgetary processes. FWS, 
for example, had budgeted $50,000 for fiscal year 1992 to remove 
foxes from islands in the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife 
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Refuge. FWS essentially reprogrammed those funds o start a new 
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to shoot native foxes in an 
attempt to improve waterfowl production. Such priorities are 
questionable. · 

ill. 1993 Work Plan 

PSG suggests that the 1993 Work Plan include two additional 
projects to restore seabird populations. First, the Trustees 
should provide substantial funds to eliminate foxes, rats and 
other predators from present and former seabird colonies (Option 
17). As noted above, PSG has already provided the Trustees with 
a list of colonies. Second, PSG suggests that the Trustees fund 
a project to evaluate PSGts list of candidates for acquiring 
habitat that is important to seabird colonies. 

IV. Conclusion 

PSG supports the projects that the Trustees have proposed to 
date. PSG urges the Trustees to fund immediately the only 
project that is certain to increase the populations of the twenty 
or so seabird species injured by the oil spill, namely, the 
removal of predators from seabird colonies. PSG also urges the 
Trustees to continue and expand work to evaluate land acquisition 
candidates for seabird colonies. Thank you for this opportunity 
to lend our expertise and views on'these important issues. 

Sincerely, 

Craig s. Harrison 

Enclosures 



Documem JD Number· 
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., -- Annual meetings of the Pacific Seabird Group B" A· S2 WPWG ) 
l!r B • 93 WPWG 

Year Location Symposia 
lr' C·RPWG 

1973-74 Bolinas, CA Organizational meeting 
lJ D·PAG 

1974-75 Seattle, WA Biology of the alcids Q E ·lfJSC. 
1975-76 Monterey, CA Seabird conservation on the California coast 

1976-n Monterey, CA Shorebirds in the marine environment* 

19n-78 Victoria, BC Black-legged Kittiwake reproduction 

1978-79 Monterey, CA Food availability and reproductive success 
Investigator bias in assessing seabird nesting success 

1979-80 Monterey, CA 

1980-81 Tuscan, AZ. 

1981-82 Seattle, WA Feeding ecology of marine waterfowl and pelagic birds* 

) 
Seabird - commercial fisheries interactions* 

1982-83 Honolulu, HI Tropical seabirds* 
Human disturbance at seabird colonies 

1983-84 Monterey, CA 

1984-85 Long Beach, CA Biology of terns 

1985-86 San Francisco, CA Biology of gulls* 

1986-87 La Paz, Mexico Biology of seabirds in the Gulf of California 

1987-88 Monterey, CA Alcids at sea* 
Marbled Murrelet management* 

1988-89 Washington, DC Wading bird reproduction in 1988 

1989-90 Victoria, BC Status, ecology and conservation of seabirds of 
the North Pacific Ocean* 

1990-91 Monterey, CA 

1991-92 Charleston, OR 

1992-93 Seattle, WA Seabird conservation in the Pacific Northwest 

_) 
*published or in press 
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Our Concern is for Seabirds 

~~ ... ~ ····:•"\ 
The interest and concern •· '. • : \ 
of THE PACifiC SEA61RD '. ,' \'~ 
OROUI' .encompasses millions i · , 
of birds. of over 275 spe· 
des··all related by their . •· 
dependence on the ocean ~- • 1

• 

environment. but widely ~ 
, .... ,... ... ,M ... " ~- ,<;,~ 
histories and the problems '\ '. \ 
they race. ~- LJ 
Pacilicseabirdsinclude "-··-·· 1' representatives of 8 avian 
orders and 23 ramiUes. 
including loons, grebes. 
albatrasses, shearwaters. storm-petrels. boobies, peli· 
cans, cormorants. !rlgatebirds. geese. ducks, pu!lins. 
murres, auklels, guillemots. murrelels. phalaropes. 
sandpipers. plovers, terns, gulls. jaegers. tropicbirds. and 
penguins. 

Some l'acirlt seabirds are astonishingly numerous and 
llldnder widely over the seas. for example. millions or 
shprt-lailed shearwa!ers that nest on islands off Australia 
and New Zealand annually migrate to !«ding areas in 
the llering Sea. These millions or shearwaters camp· 
lement the arctic populations or nesting seabirds that in 
Alaska alone. number over 40 million seabirds. 

However. many seabird species are uncommon or oc· 
cur only in restricted areas. Several f'acilic seabird spe· 
des are already endangered, including the short-tailed 
albatross and dark·rumped petrel. With increasing 
human development and pollution of the marine environ· 
ment. the list of threatened and endangered seabirds is 
likely to grow. 

Although much research has been done. and our know· 
ledge is growing. our understanding or the ecology or 
PaciriC seabirds is inadequate. We have yet to learn the 
most basic breeding biology of several species. aoo feed· 
lng ecologies of most species are poorly known. De· 
cades of research are still needed to understand the popu· 
lation dynamics of seabirds. as most are longlived and 
reproduce slowly. Yet changes are swiftly coming to the 
seabirds' world. 

Protection and conservation or the great variety or !as· 
cinating seabirds or the f'acilic Ocean is a challenge 
that will require the contributions. research. concern. 
and dedication or many people !rom many countries. 

Seabirds For The Future 
In 1!184, THE PACifiC SEA61RD GROUP established an 
endowment lund with a generous girt or $1()()() from 
the 6ullill foundation. This endowment lund was set up 
in recognition that the future or seabirds depends on 
continued research and conservation d!orts. 

Accrued interest !rom this lund will be used to organize 
high quality seabird symposia. help bring researchers 
from around the world to these symposia, and !or print· 
ing and dissemination of the proceedings. When the lund 
has grown to adequate proportions. rso may also use 
accrued interest to lund seabird research and specific 
conservation dforts. 

financial managements of the Endowment fund is hand
led by the I'SG Treasurer and two investing trustees ap
pointed by f'SO Executive Council. 
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What is the Pacific Seabird :Group? 
THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP. INC. is a sclentilic. non-prollt 
organization dedicated to the study and conservation of sea· 
birds and their environment. rso was formed in 1972 out of a 
need for better commulllcation among seablrcl researchers. 
through research supported by a variety of agencies and or· 
ganizations. many PSO members are working to 'learn more of 
the secrets of seabird biology, to gather information needed to 
protect seabird nesting. reeding, and wintering areas. to re
store seabirds to islands where Introduced predators have 
wreaked havoc. and to minimize the effects or human activities 
on the seabirds' world. 

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP takes a broad lntel'national per· 
spective in recognition that distant areas are tiedl by the wan· 
derings or seabirds and the continuity or ocean waters. Our 
noembershlp includes professional biologists. wildlife managers, 
students. conservationists, and others from the United States 
and·IS.other countries. PSO promotes International commun· 
ication between seabird biologists through joint meetings with 
other groups, such as the 1983 meeting with the Australasian 
Seabird Group and the 1985 meeting with the Cctlonial Water· 
bird Group. 

The· r:xecutive BOOrd also rellccts PSO's lntCmaiklnal perspec
tives and concerns. Representatives from II regions repre· 
senting portions of the United States, Canada, MeAico. Central 
and South America. the South Pacific. and [uropc,, work with 
the Chairman. Chairman-elect. Secretary, Treasur<~r. and PSO 
Bulletin l::ditor to plan and direct the organization's activities. 
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Pacific 
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Group 

Current Activities 

~ 

ANNUAL MEETINGS: At yearly conferences, researchers share 
their discoveries and conservation concerns with each other and 
the public. Reflecting the international distribution of Pacific 
seabirds, rso Annual Meetings are often attended by people 
from throughout the world • .including Mexico, Canada. Centraii!C 
South America, Africa, the United Kingdom. Australia. and 
Japan. Attendees beneHt from the support, constructive criti· 
cisms, and Insights or fellow participants. as well as from the 
exchange or scientific reports. Student presentations and re
views or ongoing research are encouraged. 

SYMPOSIA: Specialized symposia on specifiC problems are 
organized to facilitate exchange and dissemination or in· 
formation. Symposia proceedings are often published. Past 
symposia Include: "Shorebirds in the Marine Environment", 
"Tropical Seabird Biology", "The Effects of Human Disturbances 
on Seabird Colonies", "Marine Birds: Their Feeding Ecology and 
Commercial fisheries Relationships", and "Impact or the 1982-
83 El Nino on Seabird Biology". A variety or other symposia 
are being organized, including workshops on terns. alcids, 
nongame waterbirds, and seabird use of man-made versus 
natural wetlands. 
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Committees 

STANDING COMMITTEES: Three standing committees work to 
further PSG's goals. Members are encouraged to participate 
and contribute to the activities of the committees. 

CONSERVATION COMMITTEE: This committee takes an active 
role in promoting conservation of seabirds. Current activities 
include keeping all rso members appraised or Issues and legis
lation relating to seabird conservation. developing a booklet 
for seabird researchers on minimizing disturbance or nesting 
colonies. and organizing a workshop on nongame waterbird 
conservatio11. The Conservation Committee often provides 
support for seabird conservation measures. and criticism of ac
tivities that will likely harm seabirds or the marine environ
ment. 

FISHERIES-SEABIRD INTERACTIONS COMMITTEE: In re
cognition or the serious conflicts that can and do occur be· 
tween some commercial fisheries and seabird conservation, a 
special committee is established to work speciHcally on this 
complex conservation problem. lnddental take or seabirds In 
fishing nets and traps. and potential conHicts over food re
sources are two of the problems with which this committee Is 
concerned. 

SCIENTIFIC TRANSLATIONS COMMITTEE: This committee Is 
concerned with translations into English or research papers or 
interest to seabird biologists. Through the efforts of this ·com
mittee. members are kept Informed or translations available 
to them. 
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Publications 

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP BULLETIN 
Issued twice annually, the Bulletin summarizes or! 
lzatlon activities. Informs members or current seabird • 
servation issues, reports from regional represental 
about ongoing sea'ird research and conservation probl 
In thelr areas, along with reviews of recent books on 
birds, and other Information of Interest to members. 
members receive the Bulletin. 

INTERNATIONAL SEABIRD Mf.MBf.RSHIP DIRECTORY 
Published In 1984. Contains the names and addresse 
members of PSO, the Colonial Waterbird Group, All! 
lasian Seabird Group. African Seabird Group, and The : 
bird Group (United 1\lngdom). 

SHOREBIRDS IN MARINE ENVIRONMENTS. 
A collection or 2S papers by 39 authors resulting fro 
1979 symposium sponsored by the Pacific Seabird On 
Edited by 1'. A. Pitelka and published by the Cooper 
nithologlcal Society as Number 2 In the Studies In A• 
Biology series. 261pp. Available to rso members at 
ducedcosl. 

MARINE BIRDS: THEIR FEEDING BIOLOGY AND COi'IMERC 
FISHERIES RELATIONSHIPS. 

A collection or 23 papers by 39 authors presented at a 1 
PSO symposium in Seattle, WA. Edited by D.N. Nettles 
G.A. Sanger, and P.f. Springer and published by the c 
adian Wildlife Service. Available free to attendees and 1 
members. 

mOPICAL SEABIRD HIOLOGY. 
rroceedill!P or an International symposium held by 1 
In 1983 In Honolulu, HI. Contains 6 review papers 0(! 

feeding. physiology, br~ strategies, and ecology 
tropical seabirds. f.dile!'' \A. Schreiber and publlsl 
by the Cooper Omithoi Pc:iety as Number 8 In · 
Studies In Avian Biology ~.d. I 14 pp. Available to F 
members at reduced cost. · 
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Dr. David R. Gibbons 
Exxon Valdez Oil Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
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Pacific 
Seabird 
Group 

DEDICATED TO THE STUDY AND CONSERVATION OF PACIFIC SEABIRDS AND THEIR ENV-IRONMENT 

Craig S. Harrison 
Vice Chainnan for Conservation 
4001 North 9th Street #1801 
Arlington, Virginia 22203 

June 3, 1992 

BY FAX (hard copy to follow) 

Dr. David R. Gibbons 
Exxon Valdez Oil Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Re: Comments on Use of Restoration Trust Funds 

Dear Dr. Gibbons: 

lW.umald ID NW!i~et 
9ZD<pD?2uD 

EYA·92 WPWG 

Er' B · 93 WPWG 
rl-'0. RPWG 

0 D·PAG 
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This letter constitutes the Pacific Seabird Group's (PSG) 
comments on the following: 

• Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

• 1992 Draft Work Plan (April 1992) 

• Solicitation for suggestions for the 1993 Work Plan. 

PSG is an international organization that was founded in 1972 to 
promote knowledge, study and conservation of Pacific seabirds. 
PSG qualifies as a nonprofit corporation under § 501(c) (3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

As PSG enters its third decade, it draws its 500 members 
from the entire Pacific Basin, including Russia, Canada, Japan, 
China, Mexico, Australia, and New Zealand. A substantial portion 
of PSG's membership resides in Alaska. Among PSG's members are 
biologists who have research interests in Pacific seabirds, state 
and federal officials who manage seabird refuges, and individuals 
with interests in marine conservation. We believe that no other 
organization has comparable expertise concerning the biology of 
the seabirds in the North Pacific Ocean. We enclose a summary of 
PSG's annual meetings since 1973 that highlights our scientific 
and management expertise. PSG was host to symposia on the 
biology and management of virtually every seabird species that 
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the Exxon Valdez oil spill affected. We also enclose a 
brochure that summarizes PSG's activities. 

I. Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

DocumaBllD Numhef 
CflOio 0 'i' Z DO 

PSG generally supports the Trustees' approach to restor 
the natural resources that the Exxon Valdez oil spill injure .. 
We note that while $1 billion in restoration trust funds is 
enormous amount of money, it must be spent wisely if the imm~~~------~ 
job of restoration is to be accomplished. We urge the Trustees 
to restrict the amount of trust funds that they spend on overhead 
and to funds only projects that directly restore natural 
resources. We also urge the Trustees to ensure that the 
organizations and agencies that implement the restoration work do 
so at the least possible cost. For example, once the Trustees 
decide to support a project or group of projects, other 
organizations besides government agencies should have an 
opportunity to bid competitively on the work. Such an approach 
will enable the greatest restoration of natural resources. 

PSG agrees with the Trustees that seabirds are particularly 
vulnerable to oil spills. The Trustees document that the spill 
killed some 300,000 to 645,000 seabirds. Murres were especially 
hard hit, but substantial losses of the following bird species 
also occurred: loons, cormorants, Pigeon Guillemots, Bald 
Eagles, grebes, Harlequin Ducks, goldeneyes, scoters, Marbled 
Murrelets, Kittlitz' Murrelets, Northern Pintails, Old Squaw, 
Bufflehead, Black Oystercatchers, Bonaparte's Gulls, Arctic 
Terns, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Tufted Puffins. 

Injury Criteria. PSG agrees with the Trustees' first 
criterionthat evidence of injury to a natural resource is an 
important factor to be used in allocating the restoration trust 
funds. In principle, PSG endorses the Trustees' second criterion 
(the adequacy and rate of natural recovery). However, the mere 
immigration of seabirds from elsewhere cannot be deemed to be 
"natural recovery." Seabird biologists have long noted that most 
seabird species live relatively long lives and reproduce slowly. 
PSG would object to any determination that seabirds do not, 
qualify for restoration work simply because pioneering birds may 
move into the oil spill area from the Aleutian Islands or 
elsewhere. In such a circumstance, the Trustees should enhance 
seabird populations in other parts of Alaska that were indirectly 
"depleted" by the spill. 

Criteria for Evaluation of Restoration Options. PSG 
generally supports the Trustees' criteria for evaluating 
restoration options. The Trustees should use technical 
feasibility, potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery, 
and an analysis of benefitjcost to make decisions concerning the 
use of the restoration trust funds. PSG welcomes evaluating 
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Er A·92 WPWG 
restoration options from the perspective of whether they ben~t~t 
more than a single resource. PSG' s preferred options genera tUf 8 • 93 WPWG 
would benefit an entire community of seabirds (and sometimes 
other organisms), not just a single species. 

Potential Restoration Alternatives. PSG strongly agree 

[J--- C • RPWG 
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that the spill injured. We note that such efforts would not 
exhaust any of the restoration trust fund but would merely 
require that the state and federal natural resource agencies 
enforce the laws or redirect their programs. For example, we 
agree that authorities should curtail the hunting seasons for sea 
ducks (Option 8} and that authorities should manage commercial 
fisheries to reduce the incidental mortality of Marbled Murrelets 
in drift gillnets (Option 9). We note that taking Marbled 
Murrelets without a permit violates the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act. Although not mentioned, PSG suggests that logging, both on 
government and private lands, be curtailed in uplands that are 
prime habitat for Marbled Murrelets or Harlequin Ducks. U.S. 
Forest Service lands that contain Marbled Murrelets should not be 
logged for at least a decade. 

PSG also agrees that habitat acquisition could be a useful 
means of restoring the actual or equivalent resources that the 
spill injured. PSG strongly endorses Option 23 (acquisition of 
additional marine bird habitat). Because land acquisition can be 
extremely expensive, the Trustees should ensure that any lands 
purchased are valuable to seabirds and that the purchase passes 
muster under a cost/benefit analysis. PSG urges the Trustees to 
purchase the best seabird islands, not just "what's for sale." 
Moreover, the Trustees should consider the use of conservation 
easements rather than outright purchase. Often, restrictions on 
use and development will provide adequate protection at less 
cost, allowing more colonies to be protected. 

PSG wishes to highlight several potential restoration 
options that seem to be especially promising. Increasing 
wildlife management in parks and refuges (Option 7) would pe very 
useful for marine birds. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS), 
the National Park Service, and state agencies should hire or 
redirect their staffs to manage parks and refuges to improve 
marine bird habitat. The USA-USSR (1976) and USA-Japan (1972} 
migratory bird treaties provide ample incentive for agencies to 
manage seabird colonies to remove alien predators such as foxes. 
Article VI(c) of the Japan treaty requires this nation to take 
measures to control the introduction of live animals that disturb 
the ecological balance of island ecosystems. Article II of the 
Soviet treaty provides similar protection. Article IV(1) of the 
Soviet treaty requires this nation to abate detrimental 
alteration of the environment of migratory birds. 
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Under the category "Manipulation of Resourcellil.,.lllo...li~ii-ii<SAJ~~ii-.-0..._.o....,., 
support attempting to enhance murre productivity by using decoys 
or recorded calls at colonies (Option 16). PSG doubts that any 
success this technique might have (which is questionable), will 
do much to improve murre populations in Alaska. 

PSG strongly agrees that alien foxes should be eliminat_ed 
from seabird colonies (Option 17). This activity would help the 
entire seabird community to recover, including island-nesting sea 
ducks, dabbling ducks and oystercatchers besides alcids and 
larids. Moreover, the techniques are proven and have an 
extremely high benefit/cost. FWS biologists G. Vernon Byrd and 
Edgar P. Bailey reported to the Alaska Bird Conference in 
November 1991 that dramatic increases in bird populations took 
place at Nizki-Alaid Island in the western Aleutians after foxes 
were removed. They found particularly impressive increases for 
loons, Pelagic Cormorants, Aleutian Green-winged Teal, Common 
Eiders, Glaucous-winged Gulls, and Tufted Puffins. We would 
expand this activity to include removing alien rats and other 
creatures that harm seabirds. PSG incorporates by reference its 
letters to each Trustee dated March 2, 1992 in which it 
identified (Table 2) specific islands where foxes should be 
removed. 

With respect to habitat protection, PSG endorses Options 22-
25. Option 22 (designate protected marine areas) could provide 
long-term, protection to seabirds by protecting areas where 
seabirds feed and loaf on the water. A marine sanctuary in the 
Pribiloff Islands or Bristol Bay would be especially welcome. 
PSG has previously endorsed acquiring additional marine bird 
habitats (Option 23) such as Afognak, East Amatuli and Gull 
islands. PSG incorporates by reference its list of appropriate 
acquisitions (Table 1) that it sent to each Trustee by letter 
dated March 2, 1992. PSG also endorses acquiring inholdings 
within parks and refuges (Option 24). PSG endorses the 
acquisition of uplands to protect Marbled Murrelets and Harlequin 
Ducks if there is sufficient information available to ensure that 
appropriate tracks of land are purchased. 

Finally, PSG endorses developing a comprehensive monitoring 
program (Option 31) . 

II. 1992 Draft Work Plan 

PSG's opportunity to comment on the 1992 draft Work Plan has 
come so late in the year that the Trustees have funded the 
projects already. PSG recognizes the administrative and 
logistical problems that the Trustees have faced in establishing 
the restoration program and accepts this situation for 1992. 
However, if the public involvement called for in the settlement 
documents is to be meaningful, the draft work plan for 1993 
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should be available for public comment by Decembe~~~~--~~--------~ 
observes that the Trustees have not committed $18.2 million in 
restoration trust funds that could be spent in 1992. 

PSG supports all of the damage assessment projects that the 
Trustees have funded this year - boat surveys to determine the 
distribution and abundance of migratory birds in Prince William 
Sound (Bird Study No.2); surveys of murre colonies in spill area 
(Bird Study No.3); assessment of Marbled Murrelets sites, Fork
tailed Storm-petrels, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Pigeon 
Guillemots (Bird studies No. 6-9); assessment of injury to sea 
ducks by hydrocarbon uptake (Bird Study No. 11); and assessment 
of shorebird injuries (Bird Study No. 12). PSG believes that 
understanding the magnitude of harm is important to decide the 
types and extent of restoration activities that may be necessary. 

The Trustees have asked for comment on several restoration 
projects that it has funded for 1992. PSG is primarily 
interested in four restoration projects: murre restoration (No. 
11, funded at $317 K); Marbled Murrelet restoration (No. 15, 
funded at $419 K); Harlequin Duck restoration (No. 71, funded at 
$425 K); and impacts of contaminated mussels on Harlequin Ducks 
and Black Oystercatchers (No. 103C, funded at $176 K). PSG 
generally supports each of these projects. In particular, the 
studies on Marbled Murrelet and Harlequin Duck habitat 
requirements should prove to be very useful in assessing 
potential land acquisitions for these species. The Harlequin 
Duck study should assist federal and state forestry agencies in 
establishing the width of forested buffer strips that are 
necessary to protect their breeding sites. 

PSG is disappointed that the Trustees have not funded Option 
17 (removal of foxes and other alien predators from seabird 
colonies). The Trustees have funded four seabird projects at a 
cost of $1,337,000 for 1992. While PSG cannot evaluate whether 
such large amounts are appropriate, it suggests that in future 
years the Trustees apply the cost/benefit criterion discussed 
above to these projects. PSG would have difficulty justifying 
any of these projects as a priority above the unfunded Opt~o~ 17 
(removal of alien predators from seabird colonies). As we have 
discussed above and in previous letters to the Trustees, predator 
removal has the highest yield of any action that the Trustees or 
the agencies might take to increase the populations of the marine 
birds that the oil spill killed. Option 17 can be implemented 
immediately, even during the 1992 field season using some of the 
$18.2 million of unobligated trust funds. 

PSG also urges the Trustees to persuade FWS (and, where 
appropriate, other federal and state agencies), to fund predator 
removal through the agencies' normal budgetary processes. FWS, 
for example, had budgeted $50,000 for fiscal year 1992 to remove 
foxes from islands in the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife 
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Refuge. FWS essentially reprogrammed those funds o new 
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to shoot native foxes in an 
attempt to improve waterfowl production. Such priorities are 
questionable. 

ill. 1993 Work Plan 

PSG suggests that the 1993 Work Plan include two additional 
projects to restoreseabird populations. First, the Trustees 
should provide substantial funds to eliminate foxes, rats and 
other predators from present and former seabird colonies (Option 
17). As noted above, PSG has already provided the Trustees with 
a list of colonies. Second, PSG suggests that the Trustees fund 
a project to evaluate PSG's list of candidates for acquiring 
habitat that is important to seabird colonies. 

IV. Conclusion 

CJ 

PSG supports the projects that the Trustees have proposed to 
date. PSG urges the Trustees to fund immediately the only 
project that is certain to increase the populations of the twenty 
or so seabird species injured by the oil spill, namely, the 
removal of predators from seabird colonies. PSG also urges the 
Trustees to continue and expand work to evaluate land acquisition 
candidates for seabird colonies. Thank you for this opportunity 
to lend our expertise and views on'these important issues. 

Sincerely, 

Craig s. Harrison 

Enclosures 
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) Annual meetings of the Pacific Seabird Group B' A· 92 WPWG 
/ 

fr' B • 93 WPWG 
Year Location Symposia 

lr" Ce RPWG 
1973-74 Bolinas, CA Organizational meeting 

Q D·PAG 
1974-75 Seattle, WA Biology of the alcids [] E·MfSC. 
1975-76 Monterey, CA Seabird conservation on the California coast 

1976-n Monterey, CA Shorebirds in the marine environment* 

19n-78 Victoria, BC Black-legged Kittiwake reproduction 

1978-79 Monterey, CA Food availability and reproductive success 
Investigator bias in assessing seabird nesting success 

1979-80 Monterey, CA 

1980-81 Tuscan, AZ 

1981-82 Seattle, WA Feeding ecology of marine waterfowl and pelagic birds* 
.. .. Seabird- commercial fisheries interactions* 
) 1982-83 Honolulu, HI Tropical seabirds* 

Human disturbance at seabird colonies 
1983-84 Monterey, CA 

1984-85 Long Beach, CA Biology of terns 

1985-86 San Francisco, CA Biology of gulls* 

1986-87 La Paz, Mexico Biology of seabirds in the Gulf of California 

1987-88 Monterey, CA Alcids at sea* 
Marbled Murrelet management* 

1988-89 Washington, DC Wading bird reproduction in 1988 

1989-90 Victoria, BC Status, ecology and conservation of seabirds of 
the North Pacific Ocean* 

1990-91 Monterey, CA 

1991-92 Charleston, OR 

1992-93 Seattle, WA Seabird conservation in the Pacific Northwest 

) 
*published or in press 



Yes! I want to join the 
1ACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP 

.L members receive The Pacific Sea
d Group Bulletin, announcements of 
!etings, reduced rates on some pub
ations, and most important the know
lge of contributing to the study and 
nservation of Pacific seabirds. 

ife and Patron memberships are avail
le in four equal payments. All life and 
tron membership contributions are 
dicated to the Pacific Seabird Group 
,dowment Fund. 

,closed is my contribution $ __ _ 

1me -------------

ldress 

1il to: 
The Pacific Seabird Group 

llen Chu 
334 Champagne Point Road 
irkland, WA 98034 

'ep this portion for your tax records 
1 contribution to: 
e Pacific Seabird Group, Inc. 

1eck No.-----------

r~ount $ Dated ____ _ 

1e Pacific Seabird Group is a scienti
:, non-profit, non-governmental, con
rvation organization. Contributions are 
lly tax deductible under the Internal 
tvenue Code 501 (c) (3). 
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Our Concern is for Seabirds 

~ 
;-...;-.. 

The interest and concern ::.";~··:: \ 
ofTtiE PACIFIC SEABIRD · '. ; ,'1 
GROUP ,encompasses millions ~ ' '\ 
of bird:;of over 275 spe-
cies .. al\ related by their . ~-,; 
dependence on the ocean R'· ; '· 
environment. but widely ~ 
divergent in their natural -\" i"':--
histories and the problems '\ '. \ 
they face. ~- Li 

--~·- ")~ representatives of 8 avian 
orders and 23 families, 
including loons, grebes. 
albatrosses, shearwaters, storm-petrels. boobies. peli
cans, cormorants. frlgateblrds. geese. ducks. puffins. 
murres, auklets, guillemots, murrelets. phalaropes, 
sandpipers, plovers. terns. gulls, jaegers, tropicbirds, and 
penguins. 

Some. PacifiC seal!irds are astonishingly numerous and 
Wdnder widely over the seas. For example, millions of 
short-tailed shearwaters that nest on islands off Australia 
and !'lew Zealand annually migrate to feeding areas in 
the Bering Sea. These millions of shearwaters comp
lement the arctic populations of nesting seabirds that in 
Alaska alone, number over 40 million seabirds. 

However, many seabird species are uncommon or oc
cur only in restricted areas. Several Pacific seabird spe
cies are already endangered, including the short-tailed 
albatross and dark-rumped petrel. With increasing 
human development and pollution of the marine environ
ment, the list of threatened and endangered seabirds is 
likely to grow. 

Although much research has been done, and our know
ledg~ is growing. our understanding of the ecology of 
Paciftc seabirds is inadequate. We have yet to learn the 
most basic breeding biology of several species. and feed
ing ecologies of most species are poorly known. De· 
cades of research are still needed to understand the popu
lation dynamics of seabirds. as most are longlived and 
reproduce slowly. Yet changes are swiftly coming to the 
seabirds' world. 

Protection and conservation of the great variety of fas
cinating seabirds of the Pacific Ocean is a challenge 
that will require the contributions. research. concern. 
and dedication of many people from many countries . 

Seabirds For The Future 
In 1984, THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP established an 
endowment fund with a generous gift of $1000 from 
the Bullitt Foundation. This endowment fund was set up 
in recognition that the future of seabirds depends on 
continued research and conservation efforts. 

Accrued interest from this fund will be used to organize 
high quality seabird symposia, help bring researchers 
from around the world to these symposia, and for print· 
ing and dissemination of the proceedings. When the fund 
has grown to adequate proportions. PSG may also use 
accrued interest to fund seabird research and specific 
conservation efforts. 

Financial managements of the Endowment Fund is hand
led by the PSG Treasurer and two investing trustees ap· 
pointed by PSG Executive Council. 

f'\ 

Pacific 
Seabird 
Group 

Dedicated to the study and con
servation of Pacific. seabirds & 
their environment 
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What is the Pacific Seabird Group? 
TtlE PACifiC SEABIRD GROUP. INC. is a scienf.iflc, non-profit 
organization dedicated to the study and conservation of sea
birds and their environment. PSG was formed i~1 1972 out of a 
need for better commur11cation among seabird researchers. 
through research supported by a variety of agencies and or
ganizations. many PSG members are working to learn more of 
the secrets of seabird biology. to gather information needed to 
protect seabird nesting. feeding. and wintering areas. to re
store seabirds to islands where introduced predators have 
wreaked havoc. and to minimize the effects of human activities 
on the seabirds' world. 

TtlE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP takes a broad int<~rnational per· 
spective in recognition that distant areas are tied by the wan
derings of seabirds and the continuity of ocean waters. Our 
n1embership includes professional biologists. wildlife managers, 
students. conservationists. and others from the United States 
and 15 other countries. PSG promotes International commun
ication between seabird biologists through joint meetings with 
other groups. such as the 1983 meeting with the Australasian 
Seabird Oroup·and the 1985 meeting with the Colonial Water
bird Group. 

The Executive Board also .reflects PSG's international perspec
tives and concerns. Representatives from 11 regions repre
senting portions of the United States. Canada, M;exico. Central 
and South America. the South Pacific. and Europe. work with 
the Chairman. Chairman-elect, Secretary. Treas1.1rer, and PSG 
Bulletin Editor to plan and direct the organization··s activities. 

r"·· 

Pacific 
Seabird 
Group 

Current Activities 

~ 

ANNUAL MEETINGS: At yearly conferences, researchers share 
their discoveries and conservation concerns with each other and 
the public. Reflecting the international distribution of Pacific 
seabirds. PSG Annual Meetings are often attended by people 
from throughout the world, including Mexico. Canada. Central ~ 
South America, Africa. the United Kingdom, Australia, and 
Japan. Attendees benefit from the support. constructive criti· 
cisms. and insights of fellow participants, as well as from the 
exchange of scientific reports. Student presentations and re
views of ongoing research are encouraged. 

SYMPOSIA: Specialized symposia on specific problems are 
organized to facilitate exchange· and dissemination of in
formation. Symposia proceedings ·are often published. Past 
symposia include: ;'Shorebirds in the Marine Environment". 
"Tropical Seabjrd Biology", "The Effects of tluman Disturbances 
on Seabird Colonies", "Marine Birds: Their Feeding Ecology and 
Commercial Fisheries Relationships", and "Impact of the 1982· 
8.3 El Nino on Seabird Biology". A variety of other symposia 
are being organized. including workshops on terns. alcids. 
nongame waterbirds, and seabird use of man-made versus 
natural wetlands. 

}" 
~ 

Committees 

STANDING COMMITTEES: Three standing committees work to 
further PSG's goals. Members are encouraged to participate 
and contribute to the activities of the committees. 

CONSERVATION COMMITTEE: This committee takes an active 
role in promoting conservation of seabirds. Current activities 
include keeping all PSG members appraised of issues and legis
lation relating to seabird conservation. developing a booklet 
for seabird researchers on minimizing disturbance of nesting 
colonies. and organizing a workshop on nongame waterbird 
conservation. The Conservation Committee often provides 
support for seabird conservation measures. and criticism of ac
tivities that will likely harm seabirds or the marine environ· 
ment. 

FIStlERIES-SEABIRD INTERACTIONS COMMITTEE: In re· 
cognition of the serious conHicts that can and do occur be
tween some commercial fisheries and seabird conservatlon, a 
special committee is established to work speclflcally on this 
complex conservation problem. Incidental take of seabirds In 
fishing nets and traps, and potential conHicts over food re
sources are two of the problems with which this committee is 
concerned. 

SCIENTIFIC TRANSLATIONS COMMITTEE: This committee is 
concerned with translations into English of research papers of 
interest to seabird biologists. Through the efforts of this com· 
mittee, members are kept informed of translations available 
to them. 
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Publications 

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP BULLETIN 
Issued twice annually. the Bulletin summarizes or! 
ization actlvitles. Informs members of current seabird • 
servation issues. reports from regional representat 
about ongoing sea'ird research and conservation probl 
in their areas. along with reviews of recent books on 
birds. and other information of Interest to members. 
members receive the Bulletin. 

INTERNATIONAL SEABIRD MEMBERSHIP DIRECTORY 
Published in 1984. Contains the names and addresse 
members of PSG. the Colonial Waterbird Group. A~ 
!asian Seabird Group, African Seabird Group, and The : 
bird Group (United 1\ingdom). 

SHOREBIRDS IN MARINE ENVIRONMENTS. 
A collection of 25 papers by 39 authors resulting fro. 
1979 symposium sponsored by the Pacific Seabird On 
Edited by f. A. Pitelka and published by the Cooper 
nithological Society as Number 2 In the Studies In A• 
Biology series. 261pp. Available to PSG members at 
duced cost. 

MARINE BIRDS: THEIR FEEDING BIOLOGY AND COMMERC 
FISHERIES RELATIONSHIPS. 

A coUection of 23 papers by 39 authors presented at a I· 
PSG symposium in Seattle, WA. Edited by D.N. Nettles 
O.A. Sanger, and P.F. Springer and published by the< 
adian Wildlife Service. Available free to attendees and I 
members. 

TROPICAL SEABIRD BIOLOGY. 
Proceedings of an international symposium held by 1 
In 198.3 in Honolulu. HI. Contains 6 review papers on 
feeding. physiology, breeding strategies, and ecology 
tropical seabirds. Edited~. A. Schreiber and publlsl 
by the Cooper Omit!{ \Society as Number 8 In·. 
Studies in Avian Biolo, .IS. 114 pp. Available to f 
members at reduced cost. 
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Craig S. Harrison 

3731 North 6th Road 
Arlington, VIrginia 22203 
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Dr. David R. Gibbons 
Exxon Valdez Oil Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
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United States Forest Cbngach 
Department of Service National 
Agriculture Forest 

~ '-/4-{q~ 
201 E. 9th Ave. 
Suite 206 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Reply to: 1900 

Date: June 3 , 1992 

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

c ~-~~ c:;" b ...,l,~-\......:~-~ 
ro;..-. ••.. ·.'-"-···l c:. - I - '2.. 8. 

Attn: Restoration Framework 

Dear Trustee Council: 

Document ID Number 
jZDloOCl 2/Y, 

Q A·92 WPWG 
a B·93 WPWG 
frC-RFWG 
Q D·PAG 
a E·MISC. 

Over the last three years the Chugach National Forest(CNF) has been pleased to 
work with the Oil Spill organization, documenting and coordinating the effort to 
clean up and restore Prince William Sound in the wake of the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill(EVOS). We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Framework Plan 
and help set the ten-year direction for restoration of the Sound and other oiled 
areas. 

As a representative of a multiple-use resource management agency, it is our 
position that theU:estoration of Prince William Sound(PWS) responds to the needs 
of injured resources and services, and the users who live, work, and recreate in 
the sounill, f!s the upland manager of Prince Hilliam Sound it is imperative that 
the Forest Service be involved in all activities that affect the uplands and the 
resources or services that are dependent on the uplands:J We recognize that 
other state and federal agencies have responsibilities within the Sound. ~ere 
fish and wildlife resources management activities are proposed by these 
agencies, and where that management activity will affect the uplands, we are 
asking for appropriate notification and cooperatiorf] 

The Chugach National Forest is developing an amendment to its forest-wide 
management plan. This amendment specifically encompasses Prince Hilliam Sound. 
The need for amendment was perceived in the wake of the EVOS. It was necessary 
to look at the need for restoration and whether the current Plan would allow the 
breadth of restoration work envisioned. We have completed our scoping fqr_the 
amendment. An analysis of responses will now guide us in the process of 
amendment. tf expect the Forest Service liaison to the restoration planning 
working group to coordinate information and process its exchange between the 
restoration planning and the Chugach Plan Amendment Team:1Tinformation gathered 
by the EVOS Restoration Planning Working Group and the Ame~nt Team should be 
sha.recLl I think the subject team members are in agreement and will cooperate in 
this effort. 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28 (7-82) 
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c:::a C1 c:J The Forest takes great pride in, and responsibility for, cu~·tPi&-PQQ~tPQQQ-- - 1 
that abound along the coastal regions of PWS. We have receive xcellent 
cooperation from other agencies, native corporations and privat enterprise 
during the cleanup and damage assessment processes. It is my oject~on that 
these resources are significant and will receive the greatest e. ~velopment 
of opportunities for management and interpretation should be integral part of Co 
option developmenfJ 

The options presented in the 4/92, Vol. 1, Restoration Framework cover the 
damaged resource and services. I do think other options are available to us 
depending upon the breadth developed for the existing ones. [Qf importance to 
the Chugach National Forest are the options which do not limit future management 1 
opportunities and inadvertently curtail or restrict activities necessary to 
maintain a healthy forest ecosyste~ This may seem in deference to the 
potential designation of the Nellie Juan-College Fjord Wilderness Study Area as 
\~lderness, but it is not. Wilderness is a viable management option when 
considered in context with the multiple-use mandate of the Forest Service. ~ S 
option considering wilderness classification for all National Forest Lands 
within Prince William Sound could substantially reduce long-term management 
options~ Sincel! do not want to preclude the analysis of any options outside ~ 
the NEPA process, I expect the planning teams' efforts will thoroughly evaluate J 
all proposed options~ 

As the resource manager of the Chugach National Forest, the area most likely to 
be impacted by any future oil spills, Tit is critical that we document the 
existing resources of Prince William SOund and the Copper River Delta so that we 
are prep~ed to protect those areas most sensitive to the impacts of a future 
oil spill.J nionitoring of the resource conditions continuously into the future 
is critica~ [he more current our information is, the better_we will be able to 
respond to any future disaste"G · 

Itt is also obvious that to properly monitor the sound for recovery from the EVOS 
that a centralized facility located in the oil spill area would facilitate 
monitoring, research and appropriate timely restoration of the impacted area~ 

IQne or more facilities located in Prince William Sound would also allow for a 
quicker response if another oil spill were to occur~ A facility of this nature 
would provide suppor~for oil spill recovery activities and provide for on site 
public information. ~his idea needs to be included as an option in the 
restoration pl~ 

\0 
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Qiecreation with an emphasis on the interpretation of oil spill effects and the l~ 
natural environment is in high demand in the Sound~ These activities are 
important to the tourists and Alaskan people. ~ese option should be pursue~ \l 
fthe Evaluation of Restoration Options presented in Chapter VI of the Restoration 
Framework should be expanded to include a statement such as; "Degree of 
enhancement or distraction to interagency cooperation" in the 7th element on I~ 
!}age 4!Q 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28 (7-82) 
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fue CNF Hould support a restoration alternative which consiL:ea B: ee!ftbT"afioni .... --- -' 
of activities as presented in Alternatives B through E of Chapter VI~C(he 
combination to be determined by Team evaluation and public participatio~ "Z..O 

As the subsistence manager of the National Forest lands, I want toEimphasize the 
need to stay current on the subsistence issue as it relates to injured resources'' 
and services .;:J 

I would also like to emphasizeU[hat an in-depth look at the following options, 
as listed in AppendiX B, Vol. 1, Restoration Framework is necessary to determine 4~ 
effects on upland management, which, for the most part, is the responsibility of 
the Chugach National Foresf] t[hese options are: 1, 4, 5, 6, 7(forests are an 
oversight in the description of this option and should be included), 8, 10, 11, ~~ 
12, 13(if, for example, mining and timber operations were considered) ,14, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24(again forests are an obvious oversight), 25, 26, 
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35~ 

It is easy to recognize from this listing thatUiational Forest Lands are a ~ 
significant part of the restoration proces~ 1!. expect my staff specialists and "2..5' 
oil spill liaison people to be intimately 1nvolved in the restoration planning 
efforts:J ]fimely information and queries from Restoration Planning Working Group z~ 
is imperative to facilitate this planning proces~ My expectations are high 
that the forthcoming restoration plan will focus on the necessary and 
attainable. 

The CNF is proposing several resource and service related projects for the 
1993-2001 work plan. These will be presented under a separate cover. 

In closing,ti would like to point out that administration of National Forest ~-, 
System lands and management of natural resources are ~rlthin the principle of 
multiple use and sustained yieli] Within this context Chugach National Forest 
management includes planning, coordinating, and directing the resource programs 
of timber, range, fish and wildlife and their habitats, recreation, watershed, 
cultural, subsistence uses, minerals, access, and uses of the lands and 
resources contained ~rlthin those lands. Also, support activities of fire, 
engineering, lands, aviation, research and computer systems are inherent in our 
responsibilities. 

l!pe Forest Service manages all lands and water within the boundaries of the 
National Forest. In Alaska this includes all submerged lands, tidela.q.ds1 and ... ~ 2.8 
wetlands above the mean high tide. (By agreement with The State of Alaska, 3/9~ 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Restoration Framework proposals. 

Sincerely, 

GD~5?J-~ 
tJ -- BRUCE VAN ZEE 
~y Forest Supervisor 
I 

(~ 

4! 
Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28 (7-82) 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Chugach 
Rational 
Forest 

201 E. 9th Ave. 
Suite 206 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 "G" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Attn: Restoration Framework 

Dear Trustee Council: 

Date: June 3, 1992 0 D·PAG 
0 E·MISC. 

Over the last three years the Chugach National Forest(CNF) has been pleased to 
work with the Oil Spill organization, documenting and coordinating the effort to 
clean up and restore Prince William Sound in the wake of the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill(EVOS). We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Framework Plan 
and help set the ten-year direction for re~toration of the Sound and other oiled 
areas. 

As a representative of a multiple-use resource management agency, it is our 
position that the restoration of Prince William Sound(PWS) responds to the needs 
of injured resources and services, and the users who live, work, and recreate in 
the sound. As the upland manager of Prince William Sound it is imperative that 
the Forest Service be involved in all activities that affect the uplands and the 
resources or services that are dependent on the uplands. We recognize that 
other state and federal agencies have responsibilities within the Sound. Where 
fish and wildlife resources management activities are proposed by these 
agencies, and where that management activity will affect the uplands, we are 
asking for appropriate notification and cooperation. 

The Chugach National Forest is developing an amendment to its forest-wide 
management plan. This amendment specifically encompasses Prince William Sound. 
The need for amendment was percei~ed in the wake of the EVOS. It was necessary 
to look at the need for restoration and whether the current Plan would allow the 
breadth of restoration work envisioned. We have completed our seeping for the 
amendment. An analysis of responses will now guide us in the process of 
amendment. I expect the Forest Service liaison to the restoration planning 
working group to coordinate information and process its exchange between the 
restoration planning and the Chugach Plan Amendment Team. Information gathered 
by the EVOS Restoration Planning Working Group and the Amendment Team should be 
shared. I think the subject team members are in agreement and will cooperate in 
this effort. 
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Restoration Response 2 

The Forest takes great pride in, and responsibility for, cultural resources 
that abound along the coastal regions of PWS. We have received excellent 
cooperation from other agencies, native corporations and private enterprise 
during the cleanup and damage assessment processes. It is my projection that 
these resources are significant and will receive the greatest care. Development 
of opportunities for management and interpretation should be an integral part of 
option development. 

The options presented in the 4/92, Vol. 1, Restoration Framework cover the 
damaged resource and services. I do think other options are available to us 
depending upon the breadth developed for the existing ones. Of importance to 
the Chugach National Forest are the options which do not limit future management 
opportunities and inadvertently curtail or restrict activities necessary to 
maintain a healthy forest ecosystem. This may seem in deference to the 
potential designation of the Nellie Juan-College Fjord Wilderness Study Area as 
wilderness, but it is not. Wilderness is a viable management option when 
considered in context with the multiple-use mandate of the Foreot Service. An 
option considering wilderness classification for all National Forest Lands 
within Prince William Sound could substantially reduce long-term management 
options. Since I do not want to preclude the analysis of any options outside 
the NEPA process, I expect the planning te~s' efforts will thoroughly evaluate 
all proposed options. 

As the resource manager of the Chugach National Forest, the area most likely to 
be impacted by any future oil spills, it is critical that we document the 
existing resources of Prince William Sound and the Copper River Delta so that we 
are prepared to protect those areas most sensitive to the impacts of a future 
oil spill. Monitoring of the resource conditions continuously into the future 
is critical. The more current our information is, the better we will be able to 
respond to any future disaster. 

It is also obvious that to properly monitor the sound for recovery from the EVOS 
that a centralized facility located in the oil spill area would facilitate 
monitoring, research and appropriate timely restoration of the impacted area. 
One or more facilities located in Prince William Sound would also allow for a 
quicker response if another oil spill were to occur. A facility of this nature 
would provide support for oil spi~l recovery activities and provide for on site 
public information. This idea needs to be included as an option in the 
restoration plan. 

Recreation with an emphasis on the interpretation of oil spill effects and the 
natural environment is in high demand in the Sound. These activities are 
important to the tourists and Alaskan people. These option should be pursued. 
The Evaluation of Restoration Options presented in Chapter VI of the Restoration 
Framework should be expanded to include a statement such as; "Degree of 
enhancement or distraction to interagency cooperation" in the 7th element on 
page 44. 

i~!!~~~ 
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Restoration Response 3 

The CNF would support a restoration alternative which considered a combination 
of activities as presented in Alternatives B through E of Chapter VII. The 
combination to be determined by Team evaluation and public participation. 

As the subsistence manager of the National Forest lands, I want to emphasize the 
need to stay current on the subsistence issue as it relates to injured resources 
and services. 

I would also like to emphasize that an in-depth look at the following options, 
as listed in Appendix B, Vol. 1, Restoration Framework is necessary to determine 
effects on upland management, which, for the most part, is the responsibility of 
the Chugach National Forest. These options are: 1, 4, s, 6, 7(forests are an 
oversight in the description of this option and should be included), 8, 10, 11, 
12, 13(if, for example, mining and timber operations were considered) ,14, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24(again forests are an obvious oversight), 25, 26, 
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35. 

It is easy to recognize from this listi11g that National Forest Lands are a 
significant part of the restoration process. I expect my staff specialists and 
oil spill liaison people to be intimately involved in the restoration planning 
efforts. Timely information and queries from Restoration Planning Working Group 
is imperative to facilitate this planning process. My expectations are high 
that the forthcoming restoration plan will focus on the necessary and 
attainable. 

The CNF is proposing several resource and service related projects for the 
1993-2001 work plan. These will be presented under a separate cover. 

In closing, I would like to point out that administration of National Forest 
System lands and management of natural resources are within the principle of 
multiple use and sustained yield. Within this context Chugach National Forest 
management includes planning, coordinating, and directing the resource programs 
of timber, range, fish and wildlife and their habitats, recreation, watershed, 
cultural, subsistence uses, minerals, access, and uses of the lands and 
resources contained within those lands. Also, support activities of fire, 
engineering, lands, aviation, research and computer systems are inherent in our 
responsibilities. 

' 
The Forest Service manages all lands and water within the boundaries of the 
National Forest. In Alaska this includes all submerged lands, tidelands, and 
wetlands above the mean high tide. (By agreement with The State of Alaska, 3/92) 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Restoration Framework proposals. 

Sincerely, 

s/Donald G. Rivers (for) 

BRUCE VAN ZEE 
Forest Supervisor .i ~ 
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Timothy D. Bowman 
P.O. Box 768 

Cordova~ Alaska 99574 
June 4, 1992 

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

"7>\ Document 10 Number 
jQ.CkD~/cty 
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tfs · 93 WPVIG 
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(J D· PAG 
Q f .. UISC. 

RE: Comments on the Exxon Valdez oil spill Restoration FrimeworK, 
Potential Restoration Options. 

I have several general and specific comments regarding the 
Restoration Framework, and use of Restoration money. 

General Comments / 
1. CThe best and proper use of restoration money should be habitat 
acquisitio~ Although I believe that this should be a primary use 
of the settlement funds,~ should not be done at the exclusion of~ 
other important actions, such as long term monitoring of affected 
wildlife and habitat~ The~xon Valdez oil spill has emphasized 
the need for baseline-aata, and we should be prepared for other oil ~ 
spills or other catastrophe~ 

2. ~rtain activities are completely inappropriate for the 
intended purposes of Restoration money. These include the ~ 
construction of roads, ferries, docks, airstrips, and hatcherie~ 

Specific Comments 
1. Option 34 (Establish a Marine Environmental Institute). C1 
support this concept, but urge that funding be directed to improve 5 
or expand existing facilities and capabilities of the Prince 
William Sound Science Center or Copper River Delta Instituti'J 
These entities are already capable of meeting the proposed 
objective. 

2. ~Geographic Information System (GIS) needs to be established ~ 
to synthesize all available geographic and resource information on 
the region.J ~nd to serve as both a central repository and 7 
distribution center for such dat~ UEhis might be logically and 
practically accomplished in conjunction with the proposed Marine 8 
Environmental Institut~ 

3. ~would suggest an additional Option to develop a program to 9 
prevent, or respond to, future oil spilliJ This should include 
species-specific response plans which identify the responsible 
agency or individual(s). 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the public review 
process. 

Sincerely, 

---J~B~ 
Timotfiy D. Bowman 
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WWF 
June 8, 1992 

Dave R. Gibbons, Ph.D. 
Interim Administrative Director 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Team 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Dr. Gibbons: 

"'"'' 

Doeumenr ID Num•er 
q Zo" 0:1 e. z_ ( 

Q A·92 WPWG 

r:r8 · 93 WPWG 
E( C· RFYIG 

IJ D· PAG 
Q E ·MISC. 

On beh<;ilf of the one million members of .our organization, 
World Wildlife Fund (WWF) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
input into the selection of restoration projects to be 
undertaken by the Exxon Valdez Trustee Council. 

[Hwp strongly recommends that the vast majority of the l 
Council's restoration work involve the acquisition of prime fish 
and wildlife habitat in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of 
Alaska, particularly on Kodiak Islan~ Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge contains some of the most valuable fish and wildlife 
habitat in the Gulf of Alaska region and did receive some of the 
oil spilled by the Exxon Valdez. A portion of this habitat now 
in Native ownership is increasingly being subjected to 
development pressures, threatening the area's unique natural 
resources. 

Thet!estoration process affords an opportunity to acquire ~ 
critical parcels of that habitat and ensure that they have· long
term protectio~ There may be no better way to ensure that 
Alaska's fish and wildlife heritage is preserved for coming 
generations. Thus, IT.and acquisition by the Trustee Council is a ~ 
much more appropriate use of the settlement funds than any other 
possible form of expendituriJ _ 

WWF appreciates the opportunity to provide input into .. _tpe 
restoration process. Please call Paul DeLong, a member of my 
staff, at (202) 778-9529 if you would like additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Donald J. Barry 
Vice President 
Land.& Wildlife Program 

World Wildlife Fund 
1250 Twenty-Fourth St., NW Washington, OC 20037-1175 USA 

Tel: (202) 293-4800Telex: 64505 PANDA FAX: (202) 293-9211 

Incorporating The Conservation Foundation. Affiliated with World Wide Fund for Nature. 
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL 
RESTORATION PROJECTS 
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[Title: Kodiak Nationa1 Wi1d1ife Refuge Habitat Acquisi tic Cl] E. MISC. 
Justification: The Exxon Valdez oil spill impacted the Kodiak· 
archipelago in spite of its distance from the spill site. In 
1989, the Kodiak Island salmon fishery was closed because of the 
spill, at a significant economic cost. 

A portion of prime fish and wildlife habitat on Kodiak is 
under severe development pressures. Land selected by Native 
Corporations within Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge contains some 
of the most valuable and productive wildlife habitat in the 
archipelago. The potential for development of refuge inholdings 
owned by Native Corporations is constantly growing as they seek 
to gain financial security for their shareholders. The large 
loss of fish and wildlife caused by the Exxon Valdez spill can in 
part be mitigated by protecting ~orne of Kodiak's vital wildlife 
and fish habitat through the purchase of Native inholdings. 

Description of Project: 

Goal: Long-term protection of regionally and nationally 
important fish and wildlife habitat. 

Objectives: Acquire Native inholdings within Kodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge to ensure their long-term 
protection and thereby protect the Kodiak bear, bald eagle, 
salmon, and a variety of other fish and wildlife species. 
Identify and acquire those parcels with high habitat value 
and high development'pressures or other threats to their 
integrity. 

Location: Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 

Rationale: The Exxon Valdez oil spill caused significant 
damage to fish and wildlife populations in the regiori"· · 
surrounding Prince William Sound. As part of the 
restoration process, the acquisition of valuable fish and 
wildlife habitat would provide some assurance that these 
fish and wildlife populations are preserved. Unless some of 
these areas are protected, the biological integrity of the 
entire region may slowly be compromised by random 
development until the total effects rival that of the oil 
spill. Acquiring key parcels of land will reduce the extent 
and impact of further degradation. 

.I 
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Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 
Habitat Acquisition 
Page 2 

Rationale (cont.): 
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The extensive fish and wildlife resources of in the 
Gulf of Alaska region are probably no where better exhibited 
than on Kodiak Island within the national wildlife refuge. 
The island is home to the Kodiak brown bear, which can weigh 
up to 1,300 pounds, in part due to the presence of an 
outstanding salmon fishery in the Kodiak archipelago. In 
addition to the bears, Kodiak and the surrounding islands 
contain red foxes, river otters, deer, elk, bald eagles, 
abundant waterfowl, and millions of winter sea birds. 

Technical Approach: The Council should acquire, through fee 
purchase or conservation easement, important and threatened 
parcels of land within the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 
Once acquired, the Council should donate the lands and 
easements to the u.s. Fish & Wildlife Service to be managed 
as part of the Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge. 

Estimated Duration of Project: The acquisition of Kodiak 
habitat should continue throughout the restoration process. 

Estimated Cost Per Year: Variable; the amount of funding will 
dictate the amount of habitat that can be acquired. 

Contact: Paul DeLong 
World Wildlife Fund 
1250 24th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036-1157 
202/778-9529 
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The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) appreciates this opportunity to comment 
the Restoration Framework for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. This framework is set out in a 
document entitled Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration, Volume I: Restoration Framework 

Document ID Numba 
9 'lt) ~ 01 l '-1 S' 
0 A·92 WPWG 

·dated April 1992. Comments have been requested by June 4 by the Trustee Council. 0 8 • 93 WPWG 

NRDC has been carefully monitoring the damage assessment and r~storation planning proce f{ C • RPWG 
for the ~xxon y aldez oil .. spi~l for the .last thr~e years. ~ e believ~ that it is essen~al t.hat ili. D . D • PAG 
process oe earned out With me unnost care smce what happens With respect to this spill Wil 
serve as a model for oil spills everywherfl "[he full range of impacts resulting from this sp Q E • MISC. 
must continue to be explored so that the long-term, sublethal effects, as well as the immedia 
impacts of this massive oil spill are well document~ '2.. 

We arel£Ieased that the scientific data from the studies carried out to date by the federal and 3 
state governments are finally to be ma~e availabl~so that the publi§rill have full access to 
the findings so far. However, we strenuously@ject to the state's failure to release the 
economic studies that indicate the valuation of the natural resource damages of the spill] 
Without this information, 'I!: is impossible to assess the full ramifications of the spill] 

4 

5 

At the same time that fit is important that the assessment and restoration process be carried out b 
carefully, the process 'snould not be used as an excuse for foregoing key restoration options in 
the in'teri~ There are a number of proposed timber sales, for example, on lands which 
provide important habitat for species such as marbled murrelets and harlequin ducks which 
were adversely affected by the spill. Timber harvesting could subject these species to further 
environmental insult and could also harm other spill-impacted species, such as wild salmon 
and cutthroat trout which utilize streams adjacent to such lands. lf!eventing this timber 7 
harvesting is crucial for the restoration of these important speci~ JRather than allow the 8 
opportunity to acquire such rights to slip by, the Trustees should identify and immediately 
undertake interim actions to acquire such righ~ The@"amework document is inadequate in '\ 
that it fails to provide for such interim actions or to establish a process for carrying out such 
actions before the final restoration plan is finalize§] 

Our comments on the specific sections of Volume I are set out below. 

COMMENTS ON CHAPTER II (PUBLIC PARTICIPATION) 

'1!:£r the public to participate meaningfully in the damage assessment and restoration planning 
process, it is essential that they have access to the scientific data (including summaries, 
reports, scientific interpretation and conclusions) showing the extent of injwy to date, the 
continued availability of oil for uptake by marine and terrestrial organisms, etC] f2 facilitate 
the public's access to that data, a notice should be issued to all interested parties (e.g., all 
those who have commented on the damage assessment and/or restoration framework) as new 
information is filed with the Oil Spill Information Center -- informing people of the title of 
the report(s), the form(s) the data are in, the period of time the study covers, et~ This will 

1 

10 
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alert people to the availability of this information in a timely way and in a way that will 

Docum&IIIID Number 
qz_o~to)·,qr 

allow them to obtain the information they most want in the form they can handle. (} A-92 WPWG 
we believe that it is very important ·~t the public advisory committee be given a substan 
role in the damage assessment and restoration planning proceSj) }The only way this will b 
accomplished is if it has some real independence from the Truste~ouncil and has the (3 
capability to review and assess different restoration optio~ In the long run, ~ strong and 
independent advisory committee will stand the process and the Trustees in much better ste · · 
than· a committee that merely rubber-stamps what the Trustees do or that has no clear role IJ 

D·PAG 

E ·MISC. 
greater than the role provided the general public through participation in the restoration ------
process:J . l4 

To make the public advisory committee effective, {iye recommend: ~independent staff and IS 
a separate budget for the advisory committee sufficient to permit independent review and 
analysis of the damage assessment and 2f:the restoration proposa§I!nd an important and 
concrete role for the advisory committe~ for example each year formulating a proposed set of I <a 
restoration proj'\cts to the Trustee Council that the Council would have to consider and either 
accept or rejectJ '[2 make the advisory committee credible, the individual named to serve on 
the committee should be someone nominated by the interests he/she is selected to represent l1 
and each of the identified interests should have a representative on the committee.] 

CHAPTER ill (RESTORATION PLANNING TO DATE) 

Reference is made to the fact that the rate and adequacy of natural recovery may be 
considered when evaluating restoration measures.(p. 17) However~ere is great uncertainty 
in most cases concerning the timing and completeness of natural recovery. Therefore we urge 
that such consideration not be used as a reason against undertaking restoration actions which 
will clearly benefit the affected specieD Thelf>tential for natural recovery should not be used 
as an excuse for no actio~ 

CHAPTER V (PROPOSED INJURY CRITERIA) 

IE:l 

~e definition of injury to natur~esources is too constraine4] A~ss which may be due to oz. 1 
exposure to oil spilled by the TN Exxon Valdez should be considered a consequential injury. 
Certainty should not be requir~ Particularly important, the words "significant" should be 
eliminated from the definition of loss. ~clines in productivity or populations, for example, '2. "2.. 
should be considered a loss whether they can be characterized as significant or nill \Ble data 
may not be available as yet to determine whether the injury is significant; or the data may be z. ~ 
ambiguous about the significance of the injury. It would be counterproductive to require a 
showing of significance before restoration could be undertakefJ 

Similarly, @e definition of natural resource services should not turn on a showing of 
significance] 

2 
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<. 5 Document ID Number 
rnecause of our concerns about factoring natural recovery into the restoration planning q.z.o&o~ i''if 
process, we recommend that the document state in the last sentence of page 41 that: "it ~1='!.1~. 92 WPWG 
be worth considering" rather than "may be worth considering" restoration option£] 

0 B-93 WPWG 
CHAPTER Vll (SCOPE OF POTENTIAL RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES) 

. ~~ 

Urnder D (Habitat Protection and Acquisition), explicit emphasis should be given to the 
of acquiring land conservation easement or timber rights upland or outside of the spill 
impacted area in order to protect the habitat of wildlife and fisheries harmed by the spill 

9/ C· RPWG 
0 IU· PAG 

0 E ·IAISC. __,,io-____ __, 

We ~ongly r~co~end that the con~ep~al a~'!ach ~ the anal?'sis of resto~~~n options be 
that set forth tn Figure 7 rather than m Ftgure _g l!iabttat protectlon and acqms1t1on should '-B 
not be the restoration option of last resort, but one considered simultaneously with other 
option,8trhere is no reason that this option should be treated last when in our view it will be "2.. ~ 
the most valuable and effective option of ~ 

We also believe that §tural recovery should be considered simultaneously with other options :,a 
rather than considered fir~ ~atural recovery may not prove as rapid or effective as 
restoration and should be compared to other options rather than set on a different plan_:] "b \ 

We are very concerned about one of the options proposed for consideration--Option 32, to 
establish a restoration endowment using all of the available proceeds from Exxon.(p. B-37) 

.'[!o put all the settlement money into an endowment would mean that very little would be 
available in the initial years for any significant acquisition of important habitat. This option 
would essentially be foreclosed--a terrible mistake, which would remove from the Trustees' 
restoration options one of the most valuable possible uses of the moneu 

3 
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The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) appreciates this opportunity to connncnt on 
the Restoration Framework for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. This framework is set out in a 
document entitled Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration, Volume 1: Restoration Framework 
dated April 1992. Conunents have been requested by June 4 by the Trustee Council. 

NRDC has been careful1y monitoring the damage assessment and restoration planning process 
for the Exxon Valdez oil spill for the last three years. We ~elieve that it is essential that this 
process be carried out with the utmost care since what happens with respect to this spill will 
serve as a model for oil spills everywhere. The full range of impacts resulting from this spill 
must continue to be explored so that the long-term, sublethaJ effects, as well as the immediate 
impacts of this massive oil spill are well documented. 

We are pleased that the scientific data from the studies carried out to date by the federal and 
state governments are finally to be made available so that the public will have full access to 
the findings so far. Bowever, we strenuously object to the state's failure to release the 
economic studies that indicate the valuation of the natural resource damages of the spill. 
Without this information, it is impossible to assess the full ramifications of the spill. 

At the same time that 1t is important that the assessment and restoration process be carried out 
carefully, the process should not be used as an excuse for foregoing key restoration options in 
the interim. There are a number of proposed timber sales, for example, on lands which 
provide important habitat for species such as marbled murrclets and harlequin ducks which 
were adversely affected by the spill. Timber harvesting could subject these species to further 
environmental insult and could also harm other spill-impacted species, such as wild salmon 
and cutthroat trout which utilize streams adjacent to such lands. Preventing this timber 
harvesting is crucial for the restoration of these important species. Rather than allow the 
opportunity to acquire such rights to slip by, the Trustees should identify and immediately 
undertake interim actions to acquire such rights. The framework document is inadequate in 
that it fails to provide for such interim actions or to establish a process for carrying out such 
actions before the final restoration plan is finalized. 

Our comments on the specific sections of Volume I are set out below. 

COMMENTS ON CHAPTER II (PUBLIC PARTICIPATION) 

For the public to participate meaningfully in the damage assessment and restoration planning 
process, it is essential that they have access to the scientific data (including summaries, 
reports, scientific interpretation and conclusions) showing the extent of injury to date, the 
continued availability of oi1 for uptake by marine and terrestrial organisms, etc. To facilitate 
the public's access to that data, a notice should be issued to all interested parties (e.g., all 
those who have conunented on the damage assessment and/or restoration framework) as new 
information is filed with the Oil Spill Information Center -· infonning people of the title of 
the rep01t(s), the fonn(s) the data are in, the period of time the study covers, etc. This will 
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Mr. Dave Gibbons 
~cting ~inistrative Director 
l\estoration Team 
645 G street 
Anchorage, .IAK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons, 

Document ID Number 
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PO Box 905 
.S.ana, t4K 99.586 
May 31, 1992 

I a.l'.l v.-riting to you reg arm ng the E>cxon Valdez Oil ~ill Restorc.tion 
Plans Vol. 11 Restoration Framev.":)rk. J..s I understand it, the Hickel 
J.drrlini stration lt.lOulci like to put thP- settl enent funds in an endownent or 
use them for "enhancenents" such as docks, roads, hatcheries and tourist 
developments. There is little interest in acquiring coastal forests 
threatened by logging. 

P·rince William -S>und is a. LONG way from being rAcovered after the 
darnage caused by the ~ill. ~s a commercial fishennan, I depend on a clean, 
heal U~ environ'llent, and al'fl especially aware of how uncertain the future 
really is .for this region, de~ite EXxon's conclusions that the recovery 
effort has been '1 successful." '[i is my opid.on that the l\'il.d erness qualities 
of P'rince William SJund should be protected at all co st9 anc that~usiness 
should not simply go on a5 usua:Q 

I am~ncerned that clearcut logging in the region is causing .further 
damage to fish ar..d wildlife habitats and to the entire 1d.l.derness ecosystem;] 
The coastal forests of P'rince William. S:>und are critical for protecting the 
quality of streams and rivers in the region, and consequently the health of 
certain fish populations, and provide habitat for a webb of wildlife that was 
hit hard by the ~ill. These forests sustain life as we kmw it, in all its 
diversity. I am a firm believer that old growth forests are crucial for 
our Olm survival 1 we are a part of that webb of diverse life on the planet. 

.3 

Logging communities everywhere are n:aking a desperate effort to get what's 
1 eft of ancient forests. The point is there simply isn't much left at all, and 
once the trees are gone, everything goes with then:. ~ need to keep, our ~ 4. 
renaining old growth .forests intac\!1 and l£feate sustainable local economies 5 
rather than devour one reS>urce after al'X)the~ then move on. IE.rotected coastal (o 
forests can support a variety of economic o,EPOrtunities which last, such as 
commercial and ~rt fishi~ ~bsist)nce:!)~creational ee and tourisn.:;J 

§~e best way to use the settl.911ent fund is ~ protect habitat, and this 
means acquiring habitat that is threaten~ I [eel that this should be a 
priority E.§! of these funds, and be conSJ. .ered concurrently h! the restoration 
process, mt be left as a last reS>rg To '\E":event further damage to natural 
reS>urces and to compensate for lost reS>urces, 8~ of the funds should be 
used for habitat acquisition:] This~cludes purchase of land, conservation 
easmtent~ .and timber righ9 To \Prevent critical lands from being logged 
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) 

) 

) 

before they are even considered, the imminent threat protection process should 
be used. Begin negotiating NJ~ 

We §:ust look toward the future and how our actions will pan out in the 14-
long run;,J The'{trince Willia.."ll S;lund region's wilderness qualities should IS 
be protected for future generation~f people and A..L living things 
that make up the coastal eco ~stem. If we dor;.'t act n:nv to protect 
Prince Williaro S>und, we vr..t.ll be re~nsible for the destruction of a 
unique, diverse and extraordinary place in our state. 

I recently had a. visitor f:.ror:1 Holland express his delight and amazemer.t 
as he walked t!'lrough a "natural forest" -...·here I lj_ve. His comments 
seemec funny to me at first, as he pointed out an old stump, a rotten 
log, and the chaotic profusion in gener'-l, of branches, shrubs, weeds and 
see--llings.: "In Holland," he sai2., "we have nothing like this. E\rery 
inch of land is accounted for, ... lanicured •••• If a tree falls, it is im
mediv:.ely whisked away." And with the trees, he contim.:.ed., the birds, 
the larger animals, everythir..g disappears. The trees are planted in neat 
rov.;s and are harvested in an orderly fashion. The last beaver in Holland 
was taken over a hundred years ago •. There is simply no more ,.,>ildr:ess. 

It's -w-ildness that s:> many &askans treasure, and it's the chance to 
glimpse w'...ldness that brings vi sitars to th!;. state year after year. 

t}:l ea-f:e prote;:!t~~d s fundamental resJu.rc;J I b 

.Sl.:ncerely, 

Rebec~-:a A. Ha'll.1'1'1er 
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ADLER, JAMESON & CLARA VAL 

( 125, 128- 130 LOCUST STREET 

~ P.O. Box 11933 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

500 L STREET, SUITE 502 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 9950 I 

TELEPHONE 
520 SECOND STREET 

P.O. Box 1829 
CORDOVA, ALASKA 99574 Hii~"RISBURG. PENNSYLVANIA 17108-1933 (907) 272-9377 

(-

(_ 

FAX 
TEL: (7 I 7) 236-7999 
FAX: (717) 232-6606 

(907) 272-93 I 9 TEL: (907) 424-74 I 0 
FAX: (907) 424-7454 

VIA FACSIMILE - 276-7178 (0"'-\.~ <,~b~~~\ \-11 
"\M 

Document ID Number 
~~D(q0!:} t2.S 

June 4, 1992 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street, 4th Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

~A-92 WPWG 
0 B · S3 WPWG 
I!J'. C • RFWG 

RE: Restoration Framework and 1992 Draft Work Plan G D· PAG 

Dear Sir or Madam: 0 E·YISC. 

I have reviewed the above volumes .in behalf of the Alaska Sport 
Fishing Association and Trout Unlimited. 

ItULeems to me that the chief problem with the Framework and Work 
Plan is the lack of linkage that exists between loss of services 
(e.g., passive uses including existence· and option values and 
active uses such as recreation, including non-consumptive 
recreatior.)~ fliost of the restoration proposals seek to restore ~ 
resources rather than services] fTo the degree to which the 
trustees conclude that the settlem~t is for loss of services 3 
rather injury to resources then this lack of linka~ is detrimental 
and the restoration projects should be reoriente~ 

~nether major flaw is that the Framework document and the Work Plan 4 
are oriented overwhelmingly toward restoration activities adjacent 
to where oil wen~ tThere is no requirement in CERCLA, CWA, the 

5 NRDA process or any ~her law that limits the location of where 
restoration monies, particularly acquisition monies must be spenf] 

tihe whole notion of acquiring replacement resources implies that b 
such~cquisitions will most likely be outside of the area wrrere oil 
~veP.t ._j 

A third problem with the :restoration plan is that a number of 
projects, such as commercial fishing stock separation projects, are 
really v tional mana ement functions of the Department of Fish 
and Game.. Th~ trustees 1Should be very careful about spending 
settlemenT. mon1.es on suc¥purpose0 

(iith respect to the Framework document the Alaska Sport Fishing 
Association and Trout Unlimited support the second (non
hierarchical) method of deciding among restoration options;)~ 
think it will generally be most useful to pursue land acquisition 
for replacement of services rather than other options;] 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
June 4, 1992 
Page Two 

~nether general problem with the Framework and the Work Plan is 
that land acquisitions are overly fo~sed on injuries to animal 
life as opposed to injuries to service~~ is more appropriate to 
protect high value replacement habitat for animal life having high 
passive use value and active use value under the rubric of "lost 
services" than it is to protect such habitat as restoration of an 
injury to wildlife, where the linkage is weaker~ 

Very truly yours, --~ 

-~ /l:- .A"/· [;:V;/ 
\ ; - : - __... ,· /' I 
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TELEPHO!'IE 

(907) 2n 9377 

:;20 Sa.:::or•m 5TRt;6l 

P.O. Box 1829 
CoRDOV.-.. Al-AI$10:. ... 99S7-'1 

TEt, (717) 23Eo-7999 
~1\A: (717) 232-6006 

FAX 
(907) Z7Z·9319 
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~ VIA VACS%M%LE - 276-7178 

June 4, 1992 

~xxon valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street, 4th Floor 
Andlor~<J~, ~l<"l.;;ke qQ501 

RE: Restoration Framework ~nd 1992 Draft Work Plan 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

TEL: (907) 424-7410 
FAX. (907) 424-7454 

I 

DocM ID Number 
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i have ~eviewed ~he above VGlumes in behalr of the Alas~a Sport 
Fishing Association and Trout Unlimited. 

It ~eerns to me that the chief problem with the Framework and Work 
~lan io the lack of linkage that exicts between loss of services 
(e.g., pAs,:dvA ll~A~=: includi.ng P.XiF:tenc::e and option values and 
ac..;L.lvt:: u:::;e:::; :;;uc..;h dt:i .L.t::c..;.L.t::dLluu, lm . .:lY-Illu':::l uvu-~,;vu::;wu!:-'\..ivt:: 
recreation)~ Most of the restoration proposals eeek to restore 
resources rather than services. To the degree to which the 
tru:5tc::e:5 conclude tha.t the =settlement i:~ for looo of oervieee 
rather injury to resources then this lack of linkage is detrimental 
and the restoration projects should oe reoriented. 

Another major flaw is t.hat t.he Framewor'k doct1mP.nt nnd thP. Work PI nn 
are oriented overwhelmingly toward restoratio11 actlvitltt::> adjC:I.c~ut. 
to where oil went. There is no requirement in CERCLA, CWA, the 
NRDA process or any other law that limits the location of where 
restoralion·ntonies 1 particularly acquisition moniee muet be epent. 
The whole notion of acquirins replacement resources implies thet 
such acquisitions will most likely be outside of the area Where oil 
went. 

A third problem with the restoration plan is tha't a number of 
projects 1 such c.s commercial fi!ihing !itock separation projects, are 
:r:~ally convent.ion~l lllttlV:t<Jemeut. !uuc-t.lons (l[ t..l!~ Depal'Ullellt. o! F lsh 
C:I.Ud Ge:une. The trustees should be very careful about spending 
settlement ~onieo on ouch purpoccc. 

With respect to the Framework document the Alaska Sport Fishing 
Associat~on and Trout Unlimited support the second (non
hierarchit.:al j method o::t deciding among restoration options. We 
think it will generally be most useful to pursue land a.cquisit..iou 
for replacement of services rather than other options. 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Tru&tee Council 
.June 4, 1992 
Page TWO 

TO 2767178 P.02 

Another general problem with the Framework and the Work Plan is 
that land acquisitions are overly focused on injuries to animal 
life as opposed to injuries to services. It is more e.pproprie.te to 
protect high value replacement habitat for an~l life having high 
passive use value and active use value under the rubric of "los't 
services" than it is to protect such habitat as restoration of an 
injury t(") wildlif~, wh~r~ tn!'! 1i.'l"lkl'\g!'! ;!"; w~l'\k~r. 

Vcrv t 

-~)~72L 
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Oil spill restoration is a public process. Your ideas 
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CITY OF VALDEZ, ALASKA 

RESOLUTION NO. 92-45 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF VALDEZ, 
ALASKA, REGARDING THE EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS UNDER HOUSE 
BILL 411 FROM THE EXXON CRIMINAL PLEA AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, under the criminal plea agreement between the United 
States and Exxon Shipping Company and Exxon Corporation, the State 
of Alaska received $50,000,000 "for restoration projects, within 
the State of Alaska, relating to the Exxon Valdez oil spill"; and 

WHEREAS, restoration includes "replacement and enhancement of 
affected resources, acquisition of equivalent resources and 
services, and long-term environmental inoni toring and . research 
programs directed to prevention, containment, cleanup and 
amelioration of oil spills"; and 

WHEREAS, legislation has been introduced in the Alaska House 
of Representatives in the form of House Bill 411; and 

WHEREAS, the present form of House Bill 411 is CS for House 
Bill 411 (Resources) offered 3/20/92; and 

WHEREAS, this bill allocates funds, in large part, for "the 
acquisition of land, development rights'in land, including timber 
rights, or moratoria on timber harvesting" from many willing 
private sellers; and 

WHEREAS, a great number of these land purchases are in areas 
that were not severely damaged or dramatically impacted by the 
release of oil from the Exxon Valdez; and 

WHEREAS, the use of these funds to buy back private property 
runs counter to the public policy effort over the last twenty-five 
years to place more property into private ownership where it can be 
developed; and 

WHEREAS, expenditures from the Exxon criminal plea agreement 
should bear a greater relationship to the areas, primarily in 
Prince William Sound, which were impacted by the release of oil 
from the Exxon Valdez and continue to be the area of highest risk 
for future oil spills from the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System trade. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF VALDEZ, •ALASKA, that 
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Section 1: frunding under HB 411 be allocated based on a 
relationship between the area of impact from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill and the risk analysis for potential oil 
spills..] 

-z.._ 

Section 2: [More funding emphasis in HB 411 shall be 
placed on "long-term environmental monitoring -and 
research -~rograms directed to the preventio~ 

~ l9ontainmen~ ~eanup and amelio~ation of oil spill~~. 1n~ 
those areas identified as being~ areas of highest risk 
f::r future oil spills) \"'~ •. HA.A•Q.('~ ~ oJ..l "~ub.,\.~:..o t~ 
Section 3: CRestoration projects be scientifically based 

~ so that human intervention to restore areas affected by 
~he Exxon Valdez oil spill provide overall benefit for 
the environmen~ 

Sdction 4: [iimber purchases should be clearly linked to 
environmental degradation directly caused by the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill and the price ~id for timber right 
shall be objectively determined.:.) [ihe total economi 
impact of taking developable land out of pr1vate 
ownership and restricting its use ~er public contro! 
should be.given greater consideratio~~~e overall scop3 
of the timber buy backs shall not constitute th E> 
expenditure of more than one-third of the fine of th 
criminal plea agreemen~ 

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF VALDEZ, 
ALASKA, this 20th day of April, 1992. 

ATTEST: 

(1:4-~ u(J. cfmza&JJ 

foh-(!1- c.nu 
t:f/.2-- If' f 2-

~hr~~ 

I ALASKA 

Mayor 

C!_#l T!'op {Issue 

J~kz 

~~e!V--
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National I>arks 
PO Box 202045 
Anchorage, AK 99520 
June 3, 1992 

DoeumentiD Number · 
qzDteOS(3D 

Dave Gibbons, Acting Administrative Director 
Restor;:"ation Team 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Q A·S2 WPWG 
0 8·93 WPWG 
B/C·RPWG 

Re: Volume 1 IJ D· PAG 
Restoration Framework 

IJ E ·MISC. 
Dear Mr. Gibbons, 

I am writing on behalf of the National Parks and Conservation 
Association (NPCA), America's only national, non-profit citizens 
organization that focuses on park concerns. IQ.ur over 285,000 
members nationally, including over 2, 300 in Alaska, promote the 
protection, preservation and public understanding of our Nation's 
national park system through diverse activitieiJ NPCA appreciates 
this opportunity to comment. 

NPCA notes ~hat the long-promised studies were not released until 
Monday, June 1st. Seeping comments for this document are due 
Thursday, June 4th. The Exxon-Valdez cil spill touched lands and 
waters belonging to all Americans. Yet, l:t..pe actions of the -z 
Trustees regarding the studies precludes nearly all living outside 
of Alaska from reviewing public information.] ~rtainly such a 
short ~imeline makes it nearly impossible for those in Alaska to 
review these newly released studies before the comment deadlin~ 
The continued withholding of economic studies keeps the public from 
understanding. How is the public ~o offer informed comments about 
their resources? [ihis withholding of information, printing few 
copies of documents and short timelines need LO stop; the public 
expects to participate fully and with full information in the 
decision making process for restoration of their damaged resources~ 

3 

4 

Lihe impacted resources need to recover now and need protection from 5 
further damag;J E[he remaining oil would be difficult, impractical 
and in some cases, more damaging to remove~ NPCA recommends that ~ 
very little money and effort be allocated for this purpos£J The 
~henega Bay Local Response Program is one exception; the people of 
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Chenega Bay need to continue working on their beaches, some of the 7 
worst remaining with oil;) 

~PCA recommends that habitat protection and acquisition be given 8 
concurrent consideration in the restoration process~ Some of the 
birds most harmed by the oil spill, the bald eagles, harlequin 
ducks, murres and marbled murrelets, require pristine riparian and 
upland, old-growth fores1:s for nesting. That same habitat is 
crucial for other species damaged, including brown bears and river 
otters. Commercial and sport fish species require pristine water 
quality and protected watersheds. Clearcut logging, mineral 
extractive activities and resort or s~bdivision development 
threaten this habitat and water quality throughout the Sound and 
beyond. 

~abitat protection and acquisition includes the purchase of land] 9 
(!onservation easements-'] and 'Uimber /mineral rights acquisi tiorQ I I 
Intact ecosystems (including intact forests} provide permanent jobs 
in commercial and sport fishing, tourism, recreation and 
subsistence and resources management. Logging and other extractive 
activities perpetuate a boom-bust economy, not strong, sustainable 
local economies. Habitat protection and acquisition provides our 
best option for protecting wildlife, marine life, wilderness areas 
and archeological resources from further damage. 

(NPCA recommends that at least 80% of the settlement funds be used 
for habitat protection and acquisition to prevent further and 1"1. 
future damages and to compensate for lost resources and services on 
an equivalent resource basis~ 

[!he imminent threat protection process needs to begin immediately~ ·~ 
NPCA understood that part of the intent of the settlement was to 
begin the restoration process as soon as possible instead of 
possibly waiting through several years of litigation. Now, three 
years after the oil spill, it is clearly time to begin "hahi tat 
protection and acquisition. 

[frPCA does not support funding construction projects, additional 14 
hatcheries, docks, roads and other built projects with settlement 
monie~ ~or does NPCA support tucking away funds in an endowment 
fund that would be unavailable for imminent threats or could be '5 
available for built. project:.] The settlement funds are for 
restoration of natural resources, the definition of which does not 
include built developments. 

~CA supports the use of management options/activities after ~~ 
habitat protection and acquisition has been considere<[J The 
Trustees have already indicated their bias for management decisions 
over habitat protection and acquisition with their funding 
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decisions in the Volume 11 Draft Work Plan document. Management 
activities offer less protection. In some cases,\ibe changing of 
a land designation classification or intensive management of a lj 
particular human activity or wildlife species may be sufficien~ 

~ince the information and data from ALL research and studies are 
not yet available and have yet to be evaluated and cross
referenced, it is nearly impossible tc- knoH what is in need of IB 
continued study. While funding may be needed, NPCA cannot 
recommend that much funding be allocated for studies until complete 
information is readily and easily available to the public) 

~PCA has repeatedly expressed support for assessment and 
restoration of archeological/cui tural resources.) Hhile secrecy 
remains important for protection of these resources, ~e Trustees 
cannot continue to ignore the imminent threats to these nationally 
important resources] \ivaluation teams should in out now recovering 
all data and information that can be still recovered. Plans are 
needed now for the protection and public understanding of these 
sites] 

QiPcA reminds the Trustees that monitoring programs need to give 
equal consideration to all species and those intrinsic values such 
as wilderness, not just studies of commercial fish~ 

crPCA recommends that the public advisory group be structured in 
such a way as to make those appointed accountable to those 
interests they represen8 Group members would then more likely 
represent a particular interested public. 

\~ 

2l 

·z.:z. 

Finally,LEPCA strongly recommends that the Trustees allocate part 
of the settlement monies to educate the public about the oil spill ~4 
impacted waters and coastlines_] The public needs to understand 
what happened and what can be done to help with the recovery. The 
fragility of the recovering environment needs protection from 
unknowing humans who would walk, boat, fish, hunt or hike at the 
wrong time in the wrong place. Both the State of Alaska and Exxon 
Corporation spent monies promoting how clean and unspoiled the oil 
impacted areas were and are. The public needs to know the truth -
that some areas are recovering well, that some species may not 
recover, that some resources are damaged beyond restoration. 

Thank you fo~.your consideration of our comments. If I can provide 
additional information, please let me know. 

Sincerely I / 

; ;\ 1- -_, i_~ -
I I../ ..- . - //;~ ... ~ ;, -------

/ 
Mary Grisco 
Alaska Regional Director 
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Restoration 1e8m 
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645 G Street 
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P.O. Box 1185 Cordova. Alosko 99574 U.S.A. 0 A·92 WPWG 
0 8·93 WPWG 
~-RPWG 

Telephone (907) 424-7466 

Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative Director 
Restoration Team 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

June ·3, 1992 

I am writing· in response to the Restoration 
document. I appreciate the opportunity to 
Restoration Team's efforts ·to draft a framework 
making process over the next nine years. 

I- t5 0 D·PAG 
0 E·UISC. 

Framework Vol. I 
comment and the 
for the decision-

My feelings regarding restoration and clean-up activities are 
similar today to my reaction within weeks of the spill -- there is 
no way we can "restore" or fix those beaches and waters fouled·bY 
the oil to their "pre-spill condition. 11 (M.uch of the $2 billion plus 
spent on clean-up was wasted and may actually have done more harm 
than good. I do not want to see the same waste occur in the 
"restoration•• process :J 
I continue to~elieve the most beneficial use of settlement monies 
are for 1) hab1.tat protection and acquisition that will "replace or "Z. 
substituto for the injured, loct or dcGtroyed resourcea and 
affected services 11il 2) @ontinued research activities l.lusl will help 
us learn from tltls spill j] and 3) U. concerted environmental 
monitoring pr.ogram for the, region that will ensure we have the .4. 
baseline data necessary to better understand the ecosystems' 
interdependencies~ 

With specific regard to the Framework document, 

• ~ AO ftO~ a~ppor~ ~ftO hioro~oh.i.oo1 opprooQh ~hown in ri~~~Q ~ 
on· ~Cl~ll;: :;o u£ t.l!cJ.t. uo~urutmt.. Ha"blt~t acquisil:ion snou10. be 5 
t:Jiv•n C"!n'l'lt'!U'I"''I"'•n+. r:-ons.i.derat.i.on i.n th.;a ~- ..... L~.r:-<At:.lon prococc::J 

* [!he imminent threat protection process should be used; 
otherwise, critical forest lands will be logged before they '=
are considered for protection or acquisition. Negotiations 
should already be well underway J 

* [liabitat protection and acquisition, including purchase of 
land, conservation easements and timber rights in perpetuity 7 
are the most effective means of restoration and should receive 



. ' 

priority use of settlement funds.] 

* CA monitoring program should not be dominated by studies of 
commer~ially valuable opeciea. It should give equal 
consideration to all species in a comprehensive program that 
evaluates the lona,-term effect,:: n-F t-h"' oz-.;.11 oft ~ho oft~.:i.rc. 
coastal ecosystem~ 

;:. Uhe:re iG no di~cussion o£ t.he inability to measure or assess 
injury to some resources. It should be recognized that we will 
be unable to quantify the damage in some areas~ 

* ~estoration of archaelogical resources, especially in national 
parks, is important~ 

~ith respect to the proposed alternative~ A-~ li~tqd on pagoc i7-50 
of thP. Er;~~m,."Wnrk docoumont, :I ctrongl.~· :support D auU. :r: -- ha:D1t:a"': 
~.rot~ction and acguh:.i1"inn ~nd acoquiclition of equivalent re5ou~..,;e:l::i::J 
~ do not dismiss the options focusing on management of human uses 
and manipulation of resou~·ces, but suspect that their cost
effectiveness is less beneficial in the long-term than those 
focusing on habitat protection and ~cquisition~ 

[i would like to 'know why the .:January 1992 proposal made to the 
Trustee council by the Eyak and Sherstone corporations is not 
included in the optlons listed at the back of the Framework 
document. Those options given are rather gen~ric and do not respond 
to all of the issues and concerns listed on page 1~ 

B 

Jb 

•1-

I':> 

14 fi am pleased that the Restoration Team has drafted a section titled 
"Habitat P~·olection and AC,.SUisition Pro~ess" t~at is to become part 
of the Framework document~ I only rece1ved th1s when I attended a 
pub1ico mootinq Yit.h two mcmbera of the: R~l'it-.ol:dll.uu T~ctm ha1Q l.n 
cordova about two weeks ago.[} have only.had an opportunity to 
quickly review. this section. My quick perusal 1 P.aw~s me thinking 
some good questions il.re rai:sed regarding implementation of a 
habitil.t acqui:5ition process. Ho~ever, the tlow charts particularly 
are difficult to follow and it concerns me that a weighty 
bureaucracy is in the making~ 

15 

Respectfully, 

~~ 
Nancy B1.rd 

OocumeiiiiD Number 
9¢tJf4 &7~ tJ19 

0 A·92 WPWG 
0 8·93 WPWG 
lYC-RPWG 
0 D·PAG 
0 E·MISC. 
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June 4, 1992 

Exxon Valdez Trustee Council 
645 "G" street 
Anchorage AK 99501 

JUN lJ. D.H:·ll ._ -lieu 

rc..Jt:-~ cs ... L •. \ (...~ ... (> ~":> I - s~ 
Y-:1 

RE: Comments on the Restoration Framework 

Gentlemen: 

Document ID Number 
9dl IJ(,t)t-(0?9 

0 A·92 WPWG 
0 B·93 WPWG 
ErC·RPWG 
Q D·PAG 
Q E·UISC. 

The Sierra Club appreciates this opportunity to comment on 
the Restoration Framework. The Sierra Club is a private, non
profit environmental advocacy and education organization with 
approximately 580,000 members, of whom nearly 2,000 live in 
Alaska. Many of our members both in and outside Alaska use and 
enjoy Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska. 

r 

We appreciate the fact that the scientific research 
conducted by the federal and state governments is now open to the 
public, and that at least some of the documents have been made 
physically available a few days ago. [tlowever, as additional 
information becomes available over time, the restoration plan 
should not preclude future opportunities to restore or protect 
resources or services which may have suffered more damage than is 
currently understood;] flie continue to object to the state and 
federal government's failure to release the economic studies of ~ 
the damages;] 

General comments: 

Restoration and recovery: [!he draft Restoration Framework 3 
takes too narrow a view towards restoration and recovery~ 4 (gestoration of damaged resources and services must include 
prevention of future damage to those resource~ US should not 
end when those resources and services are judged to be restored 5 
to pre-spill conditions. Restoration includes maintaining the 
resources and services, rather than allowing them to be damaged 
again -- by logging, for example~~esources and services may be 
not only restored but also enhan~ed under the settlement, by such 
means as ~abitat acquisition~ It is not really possible to 

1 
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restore Alaska to pre-spill conditions. It will take many years 
for all the oil to degrade and for all species~?pulations to 
recover, and these years cannot be retrieved. @le services lost 
to people during the years of recovery can never be restored to 
those peopl~ The creatures that suffered and died can never be 
compensated. It is therefore appropriate for restoration actions 
to, in some cases, go beyond a gradual and ultimate recovery of a 
particular population. The people, animals and plants of Alaska 
suffered from th~ oil spill;(!he goal of restoration should ba 
permanent improvements in envl.ronmental protection for the sake 
of the people and the environmen~ 

Ecosystems: The options considered in the draft Restoration 
Framework indicate a narrow view of resources in terms of 
commercially valuable or charismatic species. In fact, the most 
valuable of the damaged resources were entire ecosystems. 
~estoration plans should be designed to restore and maintain the 
health of the ecosystems:J The full range of species and their 
interactions should be restored and protected, including species 
which are not commercially valuable. ~ome of the options listed 
under "Management of Human Uses" and "Manipulation of Resources" 
are designed to restore only a single species. These should not 
be undertaken if they damage other species in the ecosystem~ [!he 
Restoration Framework fails to recognize the importance of the 
coastal forest ecosystem, including old growth forest, to a 
number of damaged species;J , 

Habitat acquisition and protection: (!he Sierra Club 
supports habitat acquisition and protection as being, in general, 
the best method of restoratio~ It restores and maintains the 
broadest range of damaged resources and services it provides the 
most long lasting results. ~abitat acquisition and protection 
includes purchase of fee simple title, conservation easements, 
timber rights, or moratoria, from willing seller~ 

~abitat acquisition has been overwhelmingly supported in 
public testimony before the ~rustee Council. ~provides long 
term economic benefits to a broad range of sustainable Alaskan 
industries, including commercial fishing, sport fishing, sport 
hunting, recreation, tourism, Native corporations, and 
subsis~nce -- all of which provide for long term economic 
health. By contrast,ljobs which might be created.by logging 
would e short term and would damage the sustainable industries~ 

Unfortunately, it appears that federal and state agencies 
have already spent or committed nearly one third of the civil 
settlement on scientific studies and on reimbursing Exxon for 
clean-up costs, and they have not yet begun the restoration. [ihe 
Sierra Club supports the use of at least 80% of the restoration 
funds on habitat acquisition and protection~ 

.i ~ ~ ~ lj 

9~ c.. • ~ :a= e 
1!! <::') 

., a.. 
== C'-.1 en a:: 

ii~ 
0» • • • .c CD 

~ 
c:::l! 

.8~ c:l c::l 0 

2 

B 

9 

IO 

\'"2. 

·~ 

14-

g 
Si 
• 

LLI 

c:J 



) 

) 

Interim habitat acquisition: ~he Restoration Framework 11 
should provide a method for acquiring andjor protecting pabitat 
on a fast track, using the imminent threat protection proces~ 
Some areas will clearly be high priorities for acquisition, and a 
great deal of study before acquisition is not necessary. rAlso, \B 
it is essential that the Trustees demonstrate to the private 
owners that habitat acquisition is a viable option~ Owners need 
to be able to consider this possibility in their long term plans. 

Logging moratorium: [Ihere should be a moratorium on logging 
in the Prince William Sound P.Ortion of Chugach National Forest 
until the Sound has recovere~ Logging in the area would cause 
significant adverse impacts to numerous species damaged in the 
oil spill, as well as to recreation, tourism, subsistence, 
commercial fishing and sport fishing and hunting. The commercial 
value of timber in the Prince William Sound portion of Chugach 
National Forest is low, and logging requires continuous taxpayer 
subsidies. 

Area affected by the oil spill': There is no scientific or 
legal reason to limit restoration to the damaged marine and 
tidelands environment, nor to the general coastal area between 
Cordova and Kodiak. Some of the species which were damaged use 
upland habitat during at least part of their life cycles 
(including salmon, cutthroat trout, bald eagles, harlequin ducks, 
marbled murrelets, and river otters). Some (particularly loons) 
migrate great distances. LAll of the damaged species occur in 
other parts of Alaska, and restoration of their populations could 
occur by protecting them in these other area~ Alaskans 
throughout the state suffered lost services, which can be 
restored through protection of these services elsewhere in the 
State. Finally, the settlement specifically allows restoration 
even outside Alaska, so restoration is clearly legally justified 
in other parts of the state. 

Specific Comments: 

Chapter 1, p. 1~ "Proposed Action": The first sentence 
reads, 11 The Trustees propose to restore natural resources and 
natural resources services in the areas affected by the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill to their pre-spill condition." '[iilis should be 
changed to, "The Trustees propose to restore and protect natural 
resources and natural resources services affected by the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill.~ ~reas affected by the . . • spill" is a 
misleading term, because restoration is allowed and may be 
appropriate outside the immediate spill area:J Also, there is no 
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[~reason to stop restoration actions once a particular resource or 
.... service is judged to be returned to a pre-spill level:l 
) . 

) 

Chapter l, p. 2, "Background," 1st paragraph: Un the second 
to the last sentence, which lists areas tnat were oiled, add 
Kachemak Bay State Park and Kachemak Bay state Wilderness Par~ 

Chapter II, p. 13, "Public Advisory Group": [Each of the 
named interest groups 'should have a specific s~at on the Public 
Advisory Group; one person should not be designated to represent 
more than one of these interest group~ [!he representatives 
should be chosen by the org~izations 1n the interest group, 
rather than by the Trustees~t!f the Trustees reject a Public 
Advisory Group recommendation, they should justify their reasons 
with written findings of fact~ G:he Public Advisory Group should 
have at least one full time staff member, and its staff should be 
allowed to attend meetings the of the Restoration Team and the 
Restoration Planning Work Group:J 

Chapt~r.:_ IY.t_"Summary of Injury'": [!here should be some 
discuss1on of resources that might have been damaged but which 
were not studied~f!or example, some Alaskans who have spent many 
years in Prince William sound have testified that they see far 
fewer harbor porpoises and Dall porpoise~but these species were 
not studied. 

Ch_apter V, p. 41, "Recovery Concept," 2nd paragraph: "If it 
appears that recovery will be nearly complete before the benefits 
of a restoration study or project can be realized,then the 
Trustees may determine that spending restoration dollars is not 
justified." tihere is no justification for ignoring the damage to 
a resource or service, just because some people judge that it 
ultimately has or will recover to pre-spill condition or 
population size:? The time lost is irretrievable, and the 
suffering canno~be compensated. t!he Trustees should take steps 
to ensure that the resource is ma1ntained -- that is, protected 
from fu~~re damages. Protection of the ecosystems should be 
enhanced..:J 

Chapter VI, p. 43-44., "Evaluation of Restoration Options": 
~dd another "bullet" -- "Degree to which proposed action 
minimizes further impact on a damaged resource or service.:) 
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oil spill, no single approach is appropriate~ Under the list of 
options A to F, the deck is stacked in favor of F, the 
"Combination ~ternatives," which is so vague as to be 
meaningless. J.E.xcept for A ("no actionil), all the alternatives 
should be "combinations," but they should have different degrees 
of emphasis on the different restoration approaches~ 

Section D, tHabitat Protection and Acquisition," 3rd line: 
. add ••1:ind services-' to read "prevent further damage to resources 
and services injured •••• "r~dd additional ~ullets: "protect or 
acquire forests and watersheds (Option 25)~ andr!~ire 
'inholdings' within parks and refuges (Opt~on 24)~ 

Section E, t!Acquisition of Equivalent Resources": Add 
language to make it clear that the restoration actions outside 
the oil spill area are allowable and may be appropriat~ 

Chapter VII, p. 50-51, Figures 6 & 7, "Possible conceptual 
approach to the analys~s of restoration options": Figure 6 
presents a hierarchial approach to the options with habitat 
acquisition as the choice of last resort. Figure 7 presents a 
non-hierarchial approach, with various types of options 
considered on an equal level. [!here should be a Figure 8, which 
would. be a hieprchical approach wi. th habitat acquisition at the 
to~ In fact,~abitat acquisition and protection should be at 
the top of the hierarchy of options because it would restore and 
protect the largest number of resources and services and because 
it would provide for the most long lasting restoration and 
maintenance~ In addition, public testimony has overwhelmingly 
endorsed habitat acquisition and protection as the best use for 
most of the restoration funds. ~he approach in Figure 6 should 
not even be considered as there is no scientific, or legal 
justification for it and it is contrary to public testimon~ 

In both Figures 6 & 7, an "adequate" rate and degree of 
recovery would lead to "no further action." This is a mistake 
because it does nothing to ensure that the resources and services . 
are maintained. D[hile restoration priority might be given to 
resources and services which are slowest to recover, recovery 
should not preclude restoration and maintenance actions:J 

Appendix B: ~early all of the options may be appropriate in 
some particular cases or at some level; the question is when and 
how muc~ U[ome options which are particularly helpful and _'j 
appropr~ate are 4, 6, 17, and 20 - 25, especially 23, 24, and 25~ 

Some other options have associated dangers and problems. ~ 
is vitally important that restoration funds not be used to expand 

. or replace agency budgets for activities they otherwise would or 
should support through general funds~ Most of · s under 
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"Management of Human Uses" and "Manipulation of Resources" could 
easily be misused in this way. ~so, some of these options would 
restore certain species important to commercial or sport users, 
possib~ at the expense of other species (including O.Btions 11, 
15, 18l...:l Wild salmon, not hatchery salmon, were damaged by the 
spill. Qfestoration projects should not enhance hatchery salmon 
at the expense of wild salmo~ · . 

41 

tFestora~ion plans should consider the health of the entire 
ecosystem..:J For example, Option 12, "creation of new recreation49 facilities" auld be used only if it decre~es rather than 
increases negative impacts on the ecosystem~ lit should not be Sc 
used if it compromises wilderness or recreational valueiJ rQetion S\ 
32, the endowment, could prevent effective restoration by locking --. .. up necessary funds when the need and opportun1t1es for 
restoration are greatest.J \if there is to be any endowment, it 5'2. 
should be relatively smal~ E2Ption 34, the Marine environmental 
Institute could be extremely costly for relatively little 
benefit. It would be better for an independent board of 53 
scientists to distribute funds among existing institutions for 
specific purposes~ 

Qption 6, p. B-11, "Redesignate a Portion of the Chugach 
National Forest as a National Recreation Area or Wilderness 
Area": Wilderness is itself a s~rvice that was severely damaged 
by the oil spill. It is a service that is of benefit to 
recreationists, the tourism industry, and subsistence users. [!he S4. 
plan should address the protection and restoration of wilderness 
values, including, replacement of lost wilderness value~ 

9Ption25, p. B-30, "Protect or Acquire Upland Forests and 
Watersheds 11 : QJnder "Background and Justification," the species SS 
list should be expanded as follows -- "Populations of salmonids, 
harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets, cutthroat trout, river 
otters, and bald eaglesJ ~der "Action," the first bullet .c.., 
should be amended to remove 'adjacent to anadromous streams." ~\0 
Other kinds of upland areas provide valuable habitat to some 
injured species;] , 

Sincerely, 

r~~ 
Pamela Brodie 
Associate Alaska Representative 
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Dr. Dave Gibbons, Director 
Restoration Team 
645 G street 
Anchorage, AX 99501 

Dear Dave: 

June 4, 1992 

I'm sorry that I only have enough time to make a few brief 
comments on the Restoration Framework Vol. l document. 

ll_feel t~at the framework is much too inflexible~ To re
quire "evidence of injury" preE;lumes that the damage assess
ment program was comprehensive and that researchers had a 
uniform ability to detect injury. In contrast, the program 
only assessed a limited number of single species of which 
the detection of injury was limited to those which were the 
best to measure. 

[L recommend restructuring the conceptual approach and 
decision-making process to acknowledge the amount of uncer
tainty in the process (Figure 1)~ By all means,[the resto
ration phase should not be limie!d by the inability to 
d~tect impacts-:? Unless groups such as the Trustees recoq
nize and admi~o the incredible amount of imprecision and 
inaccuracy of the methods used for assessment, the same 
measurement limitations will exist during the next cata
strophe. Even more traqic is that research and development 
of new tools will be denied an opportunity to improve the 
process, and the present inefficiencies of management with 
low quality data will continue take an unknown toll. [! 
recommend that the Trustees point out the need for develop
ment and deployment of new technology to improve the abili
ty to measure model parameters and build testable model~ 
This position on measurement is collaborated in the Nation
al Science Foundations GLOBEC reports (1991). 

tfhe Trustee's recognition of current measurement and model 
limitations will establish precedent for addressing the 
"real" problem. There are few aquatic biologists that will 
say that they don't need better technology and training on 
how to improve measurement and incorporate the new informa
tion into improving prediction~ Even if the Trustees do 
not fund the research and development to improve measure
ment and predictive capabilities in the field of aquatic 

4 
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ecology, management and the protection of _natural resourc
es, their statements will be of great importance justifying 
proposals to other sources of funding. 

Many believe that the damage caused by impact of an envi
ronmental catastrophe, such as an oil spill, is convoluted 
by the compensatory mechanisms of the biological assem
blage. Thus, outside of those species that suffer direct 
mortality and can be directly counted, the rest of the 
impact is -spread out, and probably often below our present 
yility to detect injury on th.e species level. Personally, 
flsee a need to develop a better understanding of how much 
resiliency a biological assemblage can sustain and how 
internal biological structure (species diversity, relative 
abundance, age class structure, etc.) functions as a com
pensatory mechanism~~ also recognize that this is basic 
science and not a consideration of the Trustees, but again 
it would be nice to get an endorsement for supporting 
future research~ 

As to the options of restoring, 11 feel the most prudent 
approach will be to protect critical habitat~andlt9 avoid 
manipulations without detailed modified before-after, 
control, i.,!!Wact experimental designs and rigorous testing 
procedures.;_j ~s we previously discussed, the science Center 
held a workshop on salmon enhancement practices in Prince 
William sound last fall that should be considered before 
considering such option~ tthe Center will be holding a 
timber-fish and wildlife workshop this fall which may serve 
as a forum to develop a better understanding on identify
ing, locating, and developing the criteria for defining 
critical habitats in the Prince William Sound. The Center 
already has several agency and industry sponsors to help 
match a 70K challenge grant from the Pew Charitable Trust, 
but hopes for a JOK contribution from the Trustees to 
complete the matching obligation] 

I hope these perspectives are not too abrupt and help your 
efforts because you certainly face a task of incomprehensi
ble difficulty ••. the restoration of natural resources in 
the Greater Prince William Sound. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely,-

G.6ma?.::-
Director 
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Alaska Center for the Environment 
519 West 8th Ave. #201 • Anchorage, Alaska 99501 • (907) 274-3621 

c Q-.'-.;..u......:..~; su<c.,c;\-c.,.._-\...::....._. ~--..,..,\ ~ \ ' ., 6 
June 4, 1992 

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

Re: Restoration Framework 

Dear Trustee Council: 

~~-
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The Alaska Center for the Environment (ACE) welcomes the 
opportunity to comment on the above referenced document. ACE is 
a private, non-profit environmental advocacy and education 
organization with approximately 150.0 members, most of whom live 
in Southcentral Alaska. ACE has had a long-standing interest in 
the Gulf coast region of Southcentral Alaska, which our members 
use and enjoy. 

We offer the following general comments for your consideration~ 

1. ~e believe strongly that acquisition of upland fish and 
wildlife habitat and recreation sites, both in areas immediately 
adjacent to oiled shorelines and areas beyond oiled shorelines, 
is well within the letter and intent of the Settlement~ Per the 
MOA, "'restoration' means any action .•• which endeavors to restorH 
to their prespill condition any natural resource injured, lost, 
or~estroyed as a result of the Oil Spill and the services 
provided by that resource or which replaces or substitutes for 
the injured lost, or destroyed resource and affected services." 
"Natural resources" are defined as "land, fish, wildlife, biota, 
air, water, ground water, drinking water supplies, and other sucl1 
resources"; since these are all components of functioning natura:. 
coastal marine and forest ecosystems, any injury or damage to any 
single "resource" will also injure or damage other resources a1d 
the ecosystem, due to the interrelationship of all elements 
within an ecosystem and the interrelationship between ecosystems. 
Therefore, not only were the coastal forest and marine ecosystems 
impacted by the oil spill, but additional impacts to the forest 
ecosystem from activities such as logging will also impact the 
marine ecosystem and the fish, wildlife, and biota which utilize 
these ecosystems. [§ince all the components of the coastal forest. 
and marine ecosystems are considered as "natural resources" by 
the Settlement, these ecosystems should also be considered as ~ 
natural resources damaged by the Spill:J . . 

There are numerous studies which document. the neg-ative 
impacts of development activities such as logging on fish a!.'ld 
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wildlife habitat. l;cquisition of upland fish and wildlife ~ 
habitat, therefore, is an action which endeavors to restore 
injured, lost, or destroyed resources. Moreover, there is no 
language in the Settlement which limits restoration to the oile 
shorelines or the uplands immediately adjacent to the oiled 
shor~ines:J 

[J A· 92 YIPWG 
9'1·13 WPWG 
~-RPWG 

~ecause the ecosystem as a whole was damaged by the spill, 0 D·PAG 
it is important that restoration activities be considered at th 
ecosystem level, and not just focus on single speciesiJ · · 4 · 
~estoration activities should also not be limited to species of 
"commercial" importance, especially as wildlife viewing becomes 
increasingly important to the recreation and tourism industry27 5 

E· &usc~ . 

2. Given the immediate threats to the coastal marine and forest 
ecosystem from logging activities; the importance of pristine 
"undeveloped" areas for recreation, tourism, and subsistence; and 
the limited value of additional clean-up and many scientific 
studies to the actual purpose of restoration, ~% of the ~ 
restoration funds sho~ld be utilized for acqu1s1tion and 
protection of upland areas important for~fish and wildlife 
habitat.] [.ispersed?recreatioi!l andQ;ubsistence;] ffi.echanisms for 
acquisition include purchase of fee. simple title, conservation q 
easements, timber rights, or moratoria, from willing sellers~ 

~cquisition of fish and wildlife habitat and recreation I~ 
sites should ·begin immediately:J Certain areas are immediately 
threatened. ~nd while a certain amount of study may be necessary 
over time, there are certain areas which have consensus support ll 
for acquisition and should be pursued now~ In addition, this 
will show private landowners that there w1ll be money invested in 
acquisition. [!n other words, targeted areas should be . 
immediately acquired as a show of good faith by the Trustees to 
the public and the willing sellers. Otherwise, there will be 
little faith in the intentions of the Trustees to actually pursue 
restoration through acquisition of habitat:l 

\"2. 

13 

There are economic benefits to habitai:and recreation site 
acquisition as well. ~ince most private landowners are ANCSA 
corporations whose shareholders live in the local communities 
which were most impacted by ,the spill, investment in acquisitions 
will be an investment in the local econom~ Also,}Since local 
communities depend on functioning coastal forest ana marine 
ecosystems to sustain local jobs in commercial fishing, tourism, 
recreation, and subsistence, the protection of coastal forest 
habitat from the negative impacts of activities such as logging 
will have long term positive impacts on the economy;)Dthese jobs 
will be supported by the coastal forest and marine ecosystems in 
perpetuity, while logging jobs will be provided only on a very 
short term basis;J 

!.An additional benefit to acquisition of habitat and 
recreation sites is the potential for consolidation of management 
of areas which are currently being managed under a checkerboard 
pattern of state, federal, and private ownership~ 

3. fThe document fails to recognize the need to protect the 
coastal forest and marine ecosystems, and the impacted fish and 

\4 
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wildlife which rely on functioning ecosystems for their survival, Q A·92 WPW 
- from additional impacts in order to achieve the goals of rn-n WDY 
) restoration,:] Although certain species, or entire ecosystems, rna U D • 93 n 

be to some degree "recovering", this recovery over the long term ~C RPWG 
will depend on the continued existence of the ecosystem elements ~ ~· 
·needed for survival. For instance, as stated on page A~20, "mos Q D·PAG 
marbled murrelets nest in mature forests". Therefore, ~ny 

) 

recovery of this species will depend on the continuing presence. 1J E IIISC 
of mature forests. If these forests are threatened :Cy H:fggi-ng -- • -·· -~-
activities, acquisition of areas proposed for logging will be •B 
necessary to ensure restoration. Moreover, acquisition of 
habitat can enhance the viability of impacted species~ 

Services were also impacted. Prior to the spill, there was 
very little logging occurring, which was one reason why the 
economic activities of recreation, tourism, and subsistence were 
so successful. fjln order to ensure the recovery, and enhancement, 
of these activities, acquisition of areas threatened by logging 19 
will be necessary:J 

4.Iijabitat acquisition should be given concurrent consideration 
in the restoration process, not merely utilized as a last resort:J 
Moreover, lfhe imminent threat proteption process for acquisition 
should be used, in order to prevent lo~ging on lands prior to 
their consideration for acquisitioni]g_t is important that the 
restoration process. not be used as an excuse f~ not pursuing 
restoration actions that are needed immediate!~ 

5.~e o~pose locking up the settlement money into an endowment~ 
Given the immediate threats of logging and other development 
activities, these funds are needed now for habitat acquisition 
and other restoration activities. Putting large sums of money 
into an endowment fails to meet the intent of the Settlement to 
provide funds immediately for restoration. 

6. Wilderness qualities of the region were negatively impacted. 
These qualities are important to recreationists, the tourism 
industry, and subsistence users. ~e restoration plan should 
address the protection and ~estoration of wilderness values, '4 
including replacement of lost wilderness values~ 

7.1J£he Public Advisory Group format fails to adequately provide 
for public representation in the restoration process~ The Public 
Advisory Group as proposed does not provide for designated seats 
for designated interests; does not allow for selection of the 
Group members by the interests they represent; does not provide 
adequate funding or staffing; and does not provide for adequate 
interaction with the Trustee Council or the Restoration team. 
For instance, Jrt is essential that the Public Advisory Group have 
an independent staff person who works full time for the Group, 
and who has access to all RPWG and Restoration Team meetings in 
order to monitor the progress of the restoration effort and 
report to the Group:t This staff, however, is not provided in the 
current proposal. ~e incorporate herein by reference our letters 
to the Trustee Council dated December 3, 1991 and February 13, 
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1992. 

a. E?iven the ongoing nature of the restoration process, the 
changing needs of society, and the additional information which 
will become available over time, the restoration framework and 
subsequent restoration plan should not preclude at this time th 
future opportunity to restore or protec~ any values or uses not ·D·NG 
currently anticipated by this framework] 2.. "l ........... _ .f~·-lfiSC. 
9. Much of the area impacted by the spill is managed by federal~--------
agencies. Most notably, most of Prince William Sound is managed 
by the u.s. Forest Service. @ue to the impacts from the spill on 
the coastal forest and marine ecosystems of Chugach National 
Forest 1 the need to protect the area from additional impacts 1 the "2e 
economic and cultural value of recreation, tourism, and 
subsistence, and the very limited value of the timber, there 
should be a moratorium on logging in the Prince William Sound 
portion of Chugach National Forest until the Sound has recovered~ 

Management of Chugach National Forest will have major 
impacts on the restoration effort. B[e hereby incorporate by 
reference our letter to Chugach National Forest dated February L~ 
26, 1992 regarding the Chugach Laild,Management Plan Amendment] 

10.~hile we appreciate the fact that the scientific studies have 
been released to the public, we object to the state's failure to ~ 
release the economic damage studies, and urge the state to make 
this information available to the public:J 

11. }!he document fails to recognize that some resources may have ~\ 
been damaged but were not studied, such as harbor and Dall 
porpoises;] 

12. ~t is essential that restoration funds not be used to enlarge 
or replace agency budgets currently supported through general ~4l 
fundsJ 

We also offer the following ppecific comments. Please note that 
we consider the first full paragraph of each page as paragraph 1: 

Page l1 paragraph 3 - fwe object to the proposed limitation of 
restoration to "the a~as affected" by the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill:? We have found no language in the Settlement which creates 
this 1rimitation. Pthis language fails to recognize the potential 
need for restorat1on activities, such as habitat acquisition, in 
areas connected biologically, ecologically, culturally, socially, 
or economically to the "area affected by the spill";lit also 

IT.ails to recognize the potential need for replacemefit or 
substitution of injured, lost, or destroyed resources and 
services by acquisition or enhancement of, or other actions 
relating to, equivalent resources and services in areas not 
"affected". by the spiLl~ Moreover, it is important, (ind should 
be stressed in this document, that the area "affected" is not 
limited to oiled shorelines;] 
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31 
'Uie recommend, therefore, that the phrase "in the areas" be Q A·S21P1 

deleted;} · ~ 
~e also recommend the addition of the following sentence: ~ B·l31f 

"Due to the life histories of the fish and wildlife impacted by ere 
the spill, there is an intricate web of essential interactions ~B C·RPIG 
between marine, estuarine, intertidal, instream, ripa~iC:n, and. Q D·PAG 
upland habitats necessary to support the recovery of 1nJured f1sh 
and wildlife. Therefore, the impacts of the oil spill go beyond (J . E·IISC. 
the impacts tq the oiled shores, and restoration activiti-es will · ----
therefore also go beyond mere restoration of oiled shorelines.~ 

P. 2, para. 1 - lin the next to last sentence, please add Kachemal: 
Bay State Park and Kachemak Bay State Wilderness Park as specific 
areas which were oiled:J 

P. 18 - ~e support habitat protection, primarily through 
acquisition of habitat;:J as the best way to ensure recovery from 
the Spill. 

P. 19, para. 3 - We agree with the last sentence. However, it is 
also true that injuries to populations of any species may not be 
fully understood, appreciated, or apticipated at this time. t:f: 
sentence should be added that recognizes this limitation in our 
knowledge and understanding, and the possibility that the 
restoration framework and plan may need to change accordingly in 
the future based on additional information~ · 

Pg. 36-38 - We agree that the spill impacted archaeological, 
subsistence, recreation, wilderness, aesthetic,. and other uses. 
We~uggest the addition of tourism as an impacted use:J 

P. 38, para. f -n[ilderness uses also have economic value~ 

P. 39, para. 2 -~ervices" should also include wilderness values~ 
and uses] and ~esthetics.:;] 45 

P. 39, para. ~ -~e proposed criteria should be expanded with 
an additional "bullet" which states: "potential threat to 
recovery due to additional impacts"~ ~ 

P. 40, para. 3 -[Who's "bescrofessional judgment" will be used 
~o.make th1s determination? Many of~e value~ ~nd uses, and the 
1n]ury to these values and ses, ~ not quant1f1able by 
scientific studies, and those that are quantifiable and subject 
to "professional judgment" will undoubtedly be subject to 
disagreements between profesSionals.[ Therefore, public input and 41 
involvement will be essential, inclucring public expressions of 
values and "best public judgement_:j 

I'· 41. para. 2 - fue "particular concern" here should be expanded 
to Wilderness Study Areas and de facto wilderness which could 1~ 
provide "replacement" wildern~ss.:J 

P. 41, para. 4 -)!:~en if recovery is "nearly complete", it may be 
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necessary to pursue habitat acquisition in order to protect the 
opp.ortunity for full and ongoing recovery in the face of impact 
from development activities such as logging:J 

5:::> 
P. 43 - ~ the list of "objective criteria", add the following: 
"Prevention of additional negative impacts to the ecosystem:) 

Documeat ID Number 
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0 A·l2 WPWG 
~-93 WPWG 
ur C· RPWG 
Q D·PAG P. 44. bullet 1 - ~ disagree that restoration must comply with 

agency iidireciTves and policiesii. This is not a provisi-on of t ... E~MISC. 
settlem7nt,J It also fa~ls to recognize that.this is a unique5 \""-----
court-d1rected process 1n response to an env1ronmental 
catastrophe of unprecedented proportions. 

P. 45, para. 1 - [idd a "bullet" that states: "opportunities to 
maintain the rate of recovery by preventing additional negative 
impacts.~ 

p. 4 5, para. 4 - ht is critical t:1at the steps for acquisition of 
habitat and recre~ion sites takes into account the timing of the 
imminent threat being addressed-;? and action is taken to prevent 
the negative impact while the so:Eeps are being taken to protect 
the habitat and recreation sites; o~[ihat the acquisition occur 
in a timely manner prior to the initiation of the impact 
acti vi ty:l · 

Pp. 47-49 rdhe list of possible restoration alternatives seems 
to minimize~he option for acquisition of fish and wildlife 
habitat and recreation sites from willing sellers, as discussed 
for example at options 24 and 25. lh:lternative D should provide 
for and emphasize acquisition of habitat and recreation site~ 

· Also, @:.s currently worded, the opportunity for fee simple 
acquisition is not discussed. This should be added:J 

Moreover,~cquisition of habitat and rec~ation sites should 
be included as an example under Alternative ~ For instance, 
~cquisition of cutthroat trout habitat in Southeast Alaska could 
be considered as a mean~ of providing an equivalent resource and 
service for lost cutthroat habitat in the Prince William Sound 
area :I 

1Y_nder Alternative E, add a "bullet" which states: "acquire 
fish and wildlife habitats and recreation sites.~ 

P. 49 - A combination of alternatives as anticipated in 
Alternative F is a likely outcome of this process. ~ support 
the development of a combination alternative which provides for ~D 
80% of the funds being invested in acquisition of fish and 
wildlife habitat and recreation sites~ 

P. 50, Figure 6 -~ opE?se the use of the hierarchical analysis ~\ 
as depicted in-Figure 6~ This proposed approach inappropriately 
considers habitat acquisition as an option of last resort. 
Public comment, however, has overwhelmingly emphasized 
acquisition qf habitat and recreation sites as the primary means 
of restoration. Also, since many areas potentially available for 
acquisition are threatened by development activities such as 
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logging in the immediate future, use of this approach will render 
much of the process moot, since areas being considered may 
already be developed by the time the process is completed. ~e 
therefore, propose that acquisition of habitat and recreation 
sites be considered as the first alternative for action under ~~ 
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P. 51, Figure ~ -~e support the use of a concurrent process as 
depicted here O'J wi th~ertain c. hange. s. If recovery is assessed- and- -a- -f-·lfSC -
deemed "adequate", [!;here should also be the option (beyond the ' 
"no further action" option) of preventing additional negative G;;,+ 
impactsJ For instance, even if a species is recovering, that 
recovery may be dependent on the existence of upland habitat for 
breeding and rearing. This habitat may be threatened by logging 
or other development activity. lit would therefore be essential 
to pcquire the habitat in order to ensure the continued recovery ~S 
oft the specie~ 

P. B-7~0ption 2 -J!he main goal here should be to protect wild 
stocks. 

~., 

P. B-11, Option 6 -~e support this,optionGl Both designated and 
de facto wilderness were impacted by the sp1ll. ~onsideration 
for wilderness should include designation of wilderness to ~B 
provide for equivalent resources and services to replace 
wilderness values lost due to the spill and subsequent clean-up~ 

P. B-17, Option 12 -~reation of new recreation facilities is 
appropriate only if limited to very small scale dispersed 
recreation type facilities,.~nd should.not include floating 
lodges, new boat docks, etc~~cilities should also not be 
constructed in locations where wilderness values will be 
compromised "J 
Pp. B 28, B-29. options 23, d4, -~e especially support these 
options] 

"10 
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P. B-30, Option 25 -ffie also especially support this optioqJ ~~ 
However, the Action opportunities given are much too limited. 
For instance, ~abitat protection and acquisition should be 
considered for all uplands, not just where adjacent to anadromous ;4 
streams ::1' 
P. B-37, Option 12 -@e oppose the establishment of an endowment 15 
except possibly very small amounts of money for specific limited 
purposes such as environmental educatio~ ~he money available 
over the next ten years is needed immediate~y, primarily for the 
acquisition of fish and wildlife habitat and recreation sites, 1~ 
since these areas are threatened by imminent development 
activities such as logging and are essential to the recovery of 
the ecosystem.{Locking the money up in an endowment is contrary 
to the purposei of the settlement. 
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ACE appreciates your careful consideration of our comments. If 
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Phipps 
state Lands Specialist 
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R : Exxon Valdez 011 Spill "Restoration Framework~ a d •1992 Workplan" 
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I have had a .chance to review your reports, "Exx n Valdez Oil Spill: Restoration 
F amework" and "Exxon Valdez On..Ppill: 1992 Workpla , N and appreciate the hard work and 
th ught that underlie your pl!l. lLam, however, cone rned that an eight-year program Is too 
.s ort, given coastal life cycle A longer time Is needed for the restoration of the coastal areas 
a acted and In order to compete a comprehensive anal sis of the spills' lmpa:g 

The Trustee Council's and Restoration Team's de ication to early action focused on 
d maged species and habitats Is commendable. Such ac n mu.st be a major focus during the 
In tlal stages of recovery. Nevertheless,U[appears to e that the recovery time, ~st of 
r storation and monitoring need not be directly tied to d mage settlement payment§.:.~ Deriving a 
fr mework that matches restoration efforts with actual ecovery, and one which grows - In 

ntrast to temporarily hiring expertise Is 'a major chall nge and I suggest it receive greater 
nslderatlon In the Restoration Framework and the Wo k Plan. In order to lengthen the time 

a ailable for restoration and research, you might want t consider two suggestions: 

I 

• t§rst, provide for a portion of the settlement pay ents being placed Into an endowment 
tr st. The endowment need not be perpetual, but struct red so funds are available for at least ~ 
2 - 30 years. A sinking fund structure, using increasi g annual deposits during the period of 
E xon payments and taking advantage of fund earnings Is outlined in the first attachment to this 
I tter. 
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SecondfProvide for an institutional arrangement that ensures the availability of experts 
- arlne sclentBts. ecologists, oceanographe~ fisherl s experts - for the time it will take for 
th habitat to heal and analyses to be complete~ A poss ble approach is outlined In the second 
at achment. 

I, of course, would be pleased to discuss these su gestlons with you. 

J K:dfm 
E closures 



University of AlA ka . 
June 41 1992 

. • '[rhe University of Alaska ·proposes t the Trustee Council add 
Another Potmtinl Restarattnn Option to the storation Framsw01"k within ~ 
new approach category called ''Fiscal Manage ent of Restoration." Adoption 
of this option will en.hanc~ the e veness o e overa restora on 
program by allowing the Tru&te;s to matc:h the restoration process to the 
needs of damaged systems1 species and habitats beyond the period of 
settlement receipts. , · 

The University b~ieves maximal ma agement of the restarat1on . 
process requires that more attention be devote to planned rnanager:nent of 
the Trustee's flnanc:ial as$etl, and to long-term planning for restoration 
activities for at least 20.30 years. 

Fiscal Manaaernent of Restoration 

OPTION36: E4tablish and tndow a. sirud g fund and associated 
foundal:l.on for long-term r toration a~tivities, including 
research, monUorlng and c Ual projects. 

APPROA01 CATEGORY: Fiscal Manag t of Restoration · 

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES: H \lit.t& expected to exhibH 
chronic pre9encQ of hydrocarboN (u: in tl~al and subtidal), and 10%\S· 
lived organisms, including sea otters, ha or seals, killer whales, 
common and th1ck·billed mw:ree, bald. ea les .Qnd others . 

. BACKGROUND AND JUSTIFICATION: 

The Trustees to date have been unable tc devot signt£1cant atwntion to 
a.sJuring that the restoration process continues f r a sufficient period to match 
the actual reCOV{lty time of damaged redources. The restoration needs ol 
injW'ed resources will not be fully met unl~ss t intire restoration procees is 
explldtly planned to occur over a longer period than the payments from 
ElOI:on. In Addition, creation of a foundation· institution will establl&h 
continuity throughout the restoration process1 • d will enforce coordination 

· ~mNU~Wr 

'P 0 be:fi..J {) l 
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among agencies ~nd acac1emlc insrltutlons par 'cipoaling h\ the foundation. 
Properly structured, the foundati\ln would 1ar ly \incouple the long·term 
rtc:ovQry o£ natural processes from ehorter te political processe~, to the 
benefit of inJured resources. Finally, properly aged, a £oundation/ 
sinking fund, will provide significantly greater funds for rester a tion than 
would current spending of settlement prOCQQ 

ACTION~ 

• Establish a foundation with a ope · 1ed management structure 
(Omprlsed of 'Trusrees and repres tativM o£ academic and 
public-interest institutions. Deter and specify the method 
the foundation shall use to apply ettlement funds to reatoration 
options over Ume, the bylaws of e foundation/ and the 
m.ethodd the !oundation. shall use o cany out restoration. Th~ 
mission of the foundation ~ill· be mplgtQly ln~egrated with ~he 
restoraUC\n plan, and will be locus d upon ~ompletion of 
restoration re~earch. monltor1ng d cap1tal projects after 
.cessation of settlement payments. 

INPORMA'I'ION NEEDBD TO IMPLEMEN'I 0 TION: 

Completion of the pending reviews a critical sy theses cf the scientific 
literature on the recovery of marlt\e mammals, marine birds/ commercially 
important fish and shellfish, and invertebrates 11 provide the basic 
framework for deaigning this option. In addid ~ additional rQviews and 
critlc:al syntheses of scientific literature of affect naturalJvst~ms may be 
necessary, insofar as the pend.lng revieW'S are ln dequate in this regard. 

Attachment; Sample case d.eac:ribi.ng extQn&ion of restoration inve&tment 
over a 20-year period. 
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University of Ala!ika -- Silidng Fund Endowment l\lode&ISample Case 

1993 11}94 

inning Balattc6 $20,i00 
posit $20.000 $20,000 

Earnlngs $1,550 $3,170 

lnllalion Pt~f"'!i tSJOO $1,8.41 
Net An~~labl~ teso S1 ,329 

Foundttlion Opemlions $7 $1:3 
Foundllilion R66lltUch $644 t.S,49G 

$20000 $.38,561 

~30.6441 $35,496 
$50000 $50 000 

$50,000 - $5&,000 

Br~ tao,ooo $30,000 

Aa,fhua: Earnlngc 7.75% 
f"J' d turrd &lance) fnfl Proof. 4.50% 

JO~ I.VV7o 

Drawdawn 20'JL 

1995 119S 1997 

$38,561 $84,834 S12'3,934 
$50.000 $50,0CIO $50,000 

$6,883 . $10,450 $13,480 

$3,965 $6,088 $7,827 

$2,87! . $4,312 $5,653 
$29 S« S57 

$10.562 $21,305 $30,383 

$84,834 
$60,582 

$100 000 

150,000. $50,000 $50,000 

t W/Fgupd . J: wb FtJWI Errrt ,.._,.. 

$890,116 $700,000 . $3.870 
IIMII'II.Jtlrkw 

a 

F998 1999 

$156,975 $184-,.8~ 

$50,000 $50,000 

$16,041 $18,204 

U,314 $10,570 

$8,727 $7,634 

$67 $76 

$38,0511 $44,538 

$184 894 
$88,054 

$100 GOO 

$50 OtO $50 DOD 

200(1 

$208~85 

$50,000 
$20,033 

Si f .832 
SB,401 

$84 
$50,014 

~228,420 

1100,014 
100,000 

$50,000 

2iJOt 

$229,420 

$17',703 

$10,211 

f7,424 
$74 

$35,902 

'210c146 
$3!.,902 

$0 

f 
4 

•• 
I 

' I 
I 
I 

' 

~ 

~ 

c 
Funds AVGfllabte for Restoration With and Withoul Foundation. -.. 

$1110/)00 
$60,000 
$10,000 
$40,000 
$20,000 

$0 .. 
: - .. .. • : 

~ 
:~::g- .. ~ :t:: ~ 
CO G> Ill • 0 ~ 3 D C .. C> 'D - - .. ... .. ~ ~ -. "• ~ .. .. .. 

~ .. 
I• lfi'l Fcoodlfhm I$B!diJ 0 IMihout Fmtndalim {$700/ttJ ) 
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U•hnmhy of Alaska - Sinking Fund Endowmerrt Mndef/Sample Case 

2002 2003 2DO.f 20D5 2tJ(J6 2007 2008 lOOrJ 

$210,1-46 $191,050 1171.095 $150,2.(2 $128,450 $105,678 $81,881 $57,013 

$16,.286 $14,808 $13,2SO $.11,644 $9,955 $8.190 $6,348 $4,419 

S9,457 $8;597 S7,899 $6,761 $5,780 $4,756 $3,685 $2,586 
$5~30 $6.209 J$,561 $4.1183 $4,175 $3,435 $2,661 $1,853 

$68 $62 $56 $49 $42 $a4 $27 $19 
$35,;)14 $34,700 t3~,057 $33,387 $32,G85- $31,953 $31,187 $30,387 

$1111050 $171~095 $1S0&42 $128.450 $105,678 J81~!!81 $57,013 $31!026 
$35,314 $34,700 $34,057 $33,387 $32,635 $31,953 $31,187 $30,387 

$0 $0 so $0 '0 $0 $0 $0 

~2 

2010 Jl TutaJs 
$31.026 

" S340.000 
$2,405 $194,.8()3 

$1,396 j11~.111 

$1.009 881.99'2 
$10 $817 

$29,551 U30,118 

C . CJ ~~ \::ll 
~ c;:' ~\~ ~ ~ 
-=~::o- b 

~~:2;:~ e . c;,~~~· 
Q G') I' 
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Directors: 

University cf Ala ka 
June 4, 1992 

T.wo Federal Restoration Trustees or their designees. 

'on 

TWQ State of Alaska R.Qstora.tion !ustQes or their designees. 
The Pre&ident o£ the Univer!lty o Alaska or hls designee. 
The President of the University o Washington or his designee. 
A pubUc: membQf appointed by thf. President. 
A public member appointed by j Cov~rnor. . 
A publlc: member appointed by th National Academy of 

Sciences. 

of P a· f · Ex 

Two percent o£ foW'Idation .ba.lanc annually. 

Authorized Ueel> of Foundation Funde: 

Re5tricted to the uses authorized lb the Re~torAtion Trwtees, to 
. exclude habitat acquisition. 
Funds must be applied aceord!ng the rgstoration pliU\ in plAc:e 
when th; last settlement pAyment is r:eceived. 

Pu!\da to bt traniferred to founda on according to spedfled 
schedule determined by the Resto ation Tru.stees when the 
foundation ts created. 
Funds to be appll~d to restoration rojects on a sinking fund 
schedule similarly determined by he Trustees. 
Funds to be !%\vested In governme t se~urtties and inflation 
proofed according to rules aimil~tl determined by the Trustees 
and incorporated in the foundatio by-laws. 

Autbority oE FoJ,IDdation Dirtctort: 
Foundation Directors shall provid for continuity in the 
restoration process through: 

Annual revision of th.Q rM~raUon pl11n. 
Contracting wlth agen~ies , d institutions to accomplish 

restoration options, r search omd monitoring in e 
manner that insures ontinuity of individual and 
ln5titutlonal exp!lrtise · · , 

Doaa~&tmlilmber 

tf¢Ntd#/{) J 
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Working for the Nature of Tomorrow• 

~'~ • 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

~~- . 
® 

750 w. Second Ave., Suite 200, Anchorage, AK 99501 (907) 25 ~SO&!ent 10 Number 
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JUN 0 4. REC'D ~ A·92 WPWG June 3, 1992 

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

Dear Trustees: 

0 8·93 WPWG 
~- RPWG 
g/D·PAG 
0 E·M!SC. 

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) submits the following 
comments on VolumeR I and II of the 1992 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration and asks that they be made part of the public record. 
NWF incorporates by reference its comments on the 1989, 1990, and 
1991 damage assessment and restoration plans. 

Volume I: Restoration Framework 

Public Participation 

As a preliminary matter, ~F repeats its concern that meaningful 
public comment is impossible without unrestricted access to both · \ 
the scientific and economic . damage assessment studie8 The MOA 
between the state and federal governments specifically states that 
the Trustees shall permit the public to participate in the injury 
assessment and restoration processes. Memorandum of Agreement and 
Consent Decree at 11. Accordingly, one of the goals of the 1992 
restoration framework is to "provide the .public with information 
and resources to evaluate proposals and programs independently." 
Framework at~. Obviously, this objective cannot be achieved if 
tne-public has no access to economic data and only limited access 
to scientific data. As the Trustees themselves acknowledge, the 
proposals stated in Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration have been 
largely determined by the results of the undisclosed studies. [)!WF 
requests immediate release of all scientific and economic studies~ ~ 
(This would not preclude a formal presentation of information in 
a symposium as suggested by the Restoration Team.) 

~WF recommends that a seat be reserved for each of the interest 
groups participating on the public advisory committee, not just for ""L 

the representatives of local government and Native interests. All ~ 
group members should be accountable to a particular constituency~ 

Summary of Injury 

On page 35, you state: 

In 1991 relatively high concentrations of oil were found 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Trustee Council 
June 3, 1992 
Page 2 

in mussels and in the dense underlying mat (byssal sub
strate) of certain oiled mussel beds . These beds were 
not cleaned or removed after the spill and are potential 
sources of fresh oil for harlequin ducks, black oyster
catchers, river otters and juvenile sea otters--all of 
which feed on mussels and show signs of continuing 
biological injury. 

0 E·MISC. 

NWF understands that fresh oil is still found in certain mussel 
beds. ~hy has the Trustee Council not insisted that the Coast 
Guard and Exxon return to clean these areas? Tainted shellfish 4 
contribute to the decline of sea otter and waterfowl populations 
and pose a health hazard to subsistence users. We cannot simply 
ignore the problem~ 

Proposed Injury Criteria 

On page 40, theffrustees assert that consequential injury (injury 
for whicn restoration should be undertaken) will be determined at 
the population level. If injury manifests itself only at the egg 
or juvenile stage, it will not be considered consequential. The 
Trustee Council needs to define "population-3 In particular, [it 
should be clear that wild stocks of salmonids are distinct from 
populations of hatchery fish released in the iame area. Restor
ation of wild populations should rely primarily on protecting or 
acquiring essential freshwater and intertidal habitat, not on the 
introduction of hatchery stock~ Continued mixing of hatchery stock 
with wild stock will eventually result in the loss of genetic vigor 
that is characteristic of wild stock, creating a salmon population 
dependent on artificial enhancement for survival. 

The Trustees contend that they should "consider the effects of 
natural recovery before investing restoration dollars." ~amework 
at 41. Maximizing restoration dollars is certainly a worthwhile 
objective; however, NWF cautions against waiting too long for the 
environment to heal itself. ~ere are restoration projects that 
should be performed now. For 1nstance, we may lose opportunities 
for habitat acquisition if we do not act quickly~ 

Evaluation of Restoration Options 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned response or restor
ation actions: Are there actions, such as additional clean-up 
work, that bear on the recovery targeted by the restoration option? 

Yes, Dtxxon should be required to clean oiled mussel beds. These 
actions can proceed concurrently with Trustee Council restoration 
projects] 

2. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions 

5 

l 



Trustee Council 
June 3, 1992 
Page 3 

to the expected benefits: Do benefits equal or exceed cost~? 

\Although there is no direct relationship between costs and expec 
~nvironmental benefits, NWF believes that economic analyses can 

ugguaam IU NVmet 
'XJb~ td 

fiVA. 12 WPWG 
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~ E·UISC. 
useful. This criterion underscores the importance of releasing M~~9----"' economic studies~ 

3. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed 
actions, including long-term and indirect impacts: Will implemen
tation of the restoration option result in additional injury to 
target or nontarget resources or services? Is the project of net 
environmental benefit? 

[in attempting to restore adversely affected wildlife populations, 
the Trustees need to guard against injuring wildlife populations 
that were not affected the spill. For instance, the construction 10 
of fish ladders around waterfalls may help oil-impacted salmonids 
at the expense of native populatio~s of rainbow or lake trout~ 

4. Importance of starting the project within the year: Would 
delay in the project result in further injury to a resource or 
service or would we forego a restoration opportunity? 

rNWF considers this a critical criterion. It has been well over 
~hree years since the oil spill, and eight months since the settle- 11 ment, yet the Trustee Council has not accomplished any significant 
restoration! Clearly, opportunities for restoration are slipping 
away:J 

Scope of Potential Restoration Alternatives 

~WF supports the combined alternatives approach as a restoration 
strategy;] However, ~ecial emphasis should be given to immediate 
habitat acquisition~ The United States Congress, the Alaska State 
Legislature, and tne citizens of _Alaska have all expressed strong 
support for this form of restoration. [liwF believes that 80% of 
settlement funds should be used for habitat acquisition to prevent 
further damage to natural resource~andQo compensate for resources 
and services lost as a result of the oil spill] ~ince many forests 
are faced with t~ imminent threat of logging, acquisition efforts 
should begin now~~ttlement funds should not be hoarded in an en
dowment.:? 

JNWF strongly objects,to the hierarchical approach to restoration 
~epicted in Figure ~ That figure describes a sequential process 
for evaluating restoration alternatives. Short-term strategies 
such as management of human uses are given p~ference over long
term strategies such as habitat acquisition. ~e process outlined 
in Figure 7 is more consistent with public opinion and the Memo
randum of Agreement and consent Decree. 

14 
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Page 4 
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Volume II: 1992 Draft Work Plan IYD'·PAG 
NWF has attended most of the public meetings held by the Trus eE•MISC. 
Council since settlement in October 1991. We have frequently no 
a degree of hostility and resentment on the part of some Trustees 
toward ongoing research and its proposed costs. To some extent, 
this attitude is understandable; there is no :westion scientists 
will find a use for every cent they are given. Unfortunately, the 
public was not permitted to review the researc results in 1989, 19 
1990, or 1991, so we were unable to judge the merits or quality of 
the research.! The fact that Exxon reimbursed the governments for 
the $100 milrlon spent on research contributed to the problem of 
unsupervised research. Thus, NWF commends the Trustee Council for 
now taking a hard look at the science. Nevertheles~e fear that ~0 they may be rushing to close out important projects~-

~WF recommends that some studies be reduced to a monitoring status 
through the year 2002, instead of being terminat~d] For instance, 
~ubtidal studies 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, and 4 provide essential 
baseline information for continuing subtidal studies 5 and 8 and 
proposed restoration projects 71 and 103A - 103D~ l§ubtidal study 
3A would also yield important data on the movement and nature of 
oil re~idue in mussel beds, a problem noted in the study summaries. 
NWF urges the Trustees to continue these studies, at least on a 
limited basis:] 

Thank you for your consideration. 

ji7ryrr~ 
s. ~iller 
Director 

<..I 
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Mr. Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative Director, Restoration Team 
645 G. street 
Anchorage, Ak. 99501 

Dear Sir: 

rYf-RPWG 
a D· PAG . 
Q E ·MISC. 

This letter offers testimony for possible use for the Restoration 
Framework - Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan. 

I am a property owner on Shuyak Island where, oil from the spill 
did touch my property with minimal damage, if any. 

After a lifetime in the Kodiak Isla,nd group and activity on Shuyak 
!slar.d since 1928, it wasn't hard to observe the flight patterns of 
birds coming of the great arc of the Gulf of Alaska, stopping in 
Shuyak near my place, then at other times observed at Kiziuyak Bay 
or other areas on their way to the south end of Kodiak where they 

· cross the Shelikof Straits and find the pass to Becharoff Lake and 
beyond. 

~y concern is with the diminishing returns of these flights after 
the spill resulting in a smaller percentage available along the 
route for subsistence use~~and~he building of a program to scout 
and catalog and possibly propagate this chain of life for a ten 
yea:r:~eriod which would involve biologists, ornithologists and the 
lik~ The [esults of such a program should be aimed at recovery of 
the species affected by the spill along the route and continued 
good use for all Alaskans from the chain of lif~ 

QC consider the acquisition ' of land secondary unless it directly 
helps to advance the promotion of the species involved?J 

Uen~;.· -...., 
303 Wilson Street 
Kodiak, Alaska 99615 

CC: Alaska Federation of Natives 
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§ 303 Wil•on Street 
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Mr. Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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4, 1992 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 11 G" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 JUN 04 REC'D 
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The Oil Reform Alliance!/ would like to recommend that the 
Trustee council incorporate the following two issues. as part of 
the Restoration Framework. 

Issue .,1: "User Friendly" Synopsis of Oil Spill Data 

Iihe Oil Reform Alliance recommends that the Trustee Council 
develop a ''user friendly" synopsis of its oil spill datq, that is 
oriented towards, and widely distributed to, the public~ 

The Trustee Council released in April 1992 the latest and most 
informative of a series of restoration documents. ~ost of the 
information compiled by the ·Trustee Council starkly contrasts 
information released by Exxon during the last three years, yet 
the public may be unaware of the importance of these data because 
the presentation is not: oriented to th.e lay persop.:J The Trustee 
Council's report is geared more for scientists and technical 
persons. 

In cont:rast,[.Exxon 2 s~en7:i barrage·of "spill science 11 is 
attrac-t-ively laid out in s ort: glossy brochures wi-th color 
photographs and drawings· this ~sinformation~ampaign 
specifically targets the public2£j 

' 
Part of the goals and objectives of the public- participatjon plan 
of the Trustee Council is to: 

"* (provide the public with information and resources to J. 
evaluate proposals and programs independently; an~ 

1/The Oil Reform Alliance is a coalition of envirormental, 
recreational user and commercial fishing groups which formed 
after the Exxon Valdez oil spill to reform oil industry 
activities that can adversely impact communities on social, 
economic and environmental levels. 
2/For exaaple, refer to "Sea Otters Thrive in Prince William 
Sound, Alaska 11 (February 1991); "Water Quality In Prince William 
Sound and the Gulf of Alaska" (March 1991); "Two Years After 
Conditions in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska" 
(October 1991) . 

... _ ............ 
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* @.issem.inate info~m.ation to the publ~ concerning the 5 
restoration process in·a timely manner:J (pg. 11 Vol. I) 

Development of a "user friendly" synopsis of the Trustee's oil 
spill data on an annual basis is a justifiable expense of 
restoration funds to increase the public's independent 
comprehension of spill-related injuries and evaluation of 
restoration programs. 

Issue ~2: Long-Term Epidemiology Study of Clean Up Workers 

[!he Oil Reform Alliance recommends that the Tr-~stee Council 
develop and implement a ·long-tera epidemiology study to monitor Co 
health of workers involved with oil spill clean up, including 
those who worked with the bioremediation compound Inipol~ 

In April 1992, the Boston Globe reported that "a handful" of 
Alaska oil-spill •orkers have filed lawsuits claiming latent 
health problems fro:m. exposure to crude oi 1 vapor and Inipol 
(attached). Followup storie~ by the Boston Globe, the Anchorage 
Daily News and the Anchorage Times. (attached) and extensive 
interviews by KCBU radio Valdez have revealed one confirmed death 
from Inipol and possibly 11 hundreds" more victims of petroleUJl- or 
Inipol-related poisonings from the oil spill clean up. According 
to ~he articles and i~terviews, Veco and Exxon are denying that 
Inipol is toxic and downplaying the.importance of the pending 
toxic exposure lawsuits. 

The settlement documents. specify that the use of restoration 
trust funds must be linked to injuries resulting from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill. )A study of · latent health problems incurred by 
clean up workers reTating to over exposure to crude oil vapors 
and clean up chemicals is clearly a justifiable use of 
restoration funds~ 

.. ' 

~epidemiology study would . increase the public's understanding 
of spill-related injuries. specifically, the health risks 

in 

associatecl., with expo~e to crude oil vapors and clean up 
compounds~ Further, an epidemiology study could minimize such 
human health risks in uture spills by leading to improveaents 
protective clothing and safety training, and· t·o development: of 
bioremediation compounds which do not contain carcinogens like 
Inipol:J P-----------~ 

The Oil Reform Alliance appreciates the opportunity to 
participate in the restoration process. 

Sincerely, 

~~oo--
Riki Ot:'t, President 
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Illness tied to ExxOn cleanup 
is cited in spate of lawsuits 

By William P. COl.lllhlin 
OLOBt $1'1\l'"F' 

A h:.ltldful of volunteer AlaskA oil· 
!ipill workers and a tugboat captain, 
who ha\'e filed suits claiming they 
WQre poi110ned by ex"P¢!\urc to a com
bination of erode on \"apor and to:ode 
cl<:~tnup agents a!tllr the Exxon Vlll~ 
dez spill. m.ay constitUte tha tip Of II 
legal iceberg. 

·Three suita sci!king- millions oi 
doll!ll'li in dnm:~g~~ hnve been filed in · 
.Alat~ka and federlll court& Environ
ment:l.lill~ and pt¢ple involvud in tl:le 
c:!canup eay m:ny more r;uch suits 
may be liled as pOtential \ricUrns 
tl~ce illnesses ba<:k to Uae!r oU 5pffi · 
work. 

Rand<~ll Scarlett, a partner in 
Mclvin Balli's Sun Fr-.mcigco luw 
firm, is bringing one of the three 
~ui\.11. "and we are getting five calls a 
dllY on these types or C:lStlS. •.• We 
nlone evuld end up v.~th 200 to 300 of 
thr.se cn:-.cs." 
. Belli Paid his nnn aln.:sdy has UJ)
v:arda of 1,600 suits stemming from 
the epill, moat of them ag"lnst 
Exxon Corp. on behe.lf of fishermen, 
canneries, &!'ld other b~esses thot. 
h:~d lo~e&. 

Named as defendants in the 
thrae personal· ~njury suite are 
E)I;Xon Corp, and two tN.bsidimies, 
Exxon Shipping Co. and Exxon 
Pipeline C.o.i Veco Im:. of Anchor
a~;e, Exxon's hired supervisory . 
ck:nnup ~nn. and Arctic Tug ana 
P.:ltge Co., also of Anchor11ge. 

lvl ElQ\on spok~smW'\ In Houston 
declined eomm~nt, wy{ng he .WOn
de~ed "why tht to:..ie t:ocposure law
$Uit.( mAde new!." However, o!f~eers 
f<>r other firms e.Jq)lslned their post
tiona in interviews. 

Scarlett and GeQrre M.' Kapol· 
ehok, an Anchorage lav.oyer, have 
ti~cd one suit on behalf or nmothy 
Jon Bu-rt of Juneall and hi3 wife, 
t.aurie Anne. BIU't. ~·orked for Mar
t.ech Inc,, a firm emploYed by Exxon 
to as.~ist in tile cleanup, cleaning 
;ludse inside large "'enclot'led tanks 
\l:i!h high pressure Jet sp~·crs. 

The complaint suya Burt suffered 
''dev~tating permanent and tl.lt.ally 

· dl<~abllng inJuries" and "must rely on 
eomprl!~cd or concentrated oxygen 
to su~taln hia life." In aecusing 
Exxon of negligence in hiring an'"in
compc~nt finn," Burl'~ claim alao 
l'llYI!I th:~t . l\!s v:ife had to quit her job 
to cure for him. 

-- ""ln e. compl!Sint tilod agnimt Veco 
_ C~en Olsen of Fairbnnks says shJ 

· beewne &e\'erly iU while ~~ was 
. · working for Veco using chemical aol

vent6 to elea.n clothes used by wor-k
ers who lud used the e~mk&l In!J>al 
to help c!Wl up the on spill. She wd 
a~e ~ntinues "to this · day to surfer 
du:"lnl~~ed luntr cnpacity, div.iness, 
skin lesJOTlll, he&daehea and neuro
logical dit~oJ'tien." 

Veco'• prellident, Pett batha.rd 
~otnrnen!Jng on the :nJit, wd, "We'r~ 
111 the pn~~:es.~ of working to deter
mine if J)eQple reall,y got si~:k 16 a 
resul~ or lnipol." Luths.rd said the 
ch~mreal is a fertilizer used to PtO· 
mote bacteia grov.-th to break do~'ll 
the o!l. 

LMthard eoneeded that other 
suits ha\'e bcon tiled by people who 
describe similar symptom 11• "But 
whethor It was eau!led by the rettl1iz· 
er or some othn 1"\!n~oil, I don't 
know," I,utiurd said. He said V~co 
pruv.ided !1nfeguards, protoc:tlve 
~oUubg and brcathini aparatus !or 
lts workern, and ~our position II we 
don't ~ce how It could have caused 

· any problema." 
• In t.he third c:a.se, a federal auit 
. tiled agalnat Al"t'tie Tug and .Barge 

Co., Thomas Pickworth of A:Jchor
age, 1on of one of tba ownel"l! o! the 
eom~any, makes claims tlirnilar to 
Olsen's. Pfek,votth's suit any11 that 
after "expogurll to toxk compounds 
·- .. he ~came extremely ill ... &lid is 

We are getting five 
calls a day on these 
types of cases •..• 

Wi alone could end 
up with 200 to 300 

of ·these eases.' 
RA.l'IDAT.t. SCARLETT 

sQ.!, Frattd$CO lawyer 

completely disabled rro111 duty as 8 
~am111 In nny capacity.~ 

His tugbout and bnrge were 
leased by F.:c<Qn for the cle;mop. 

Jo Anne Pickworth, secrctl\ry 
tre:.sut@r of the linn and Thoma.s 
Pickworth's utepmother, s.aid he ))(. 
crunc.!ll'k a~r Exxon sprayed some 
c~nncal !rom a helicopter. 

"They thought it ~ flu., Jo 
Nine ~ickworth s.aid, and lat~r ar-
... '•4 u- , .. 

Jo Anne Pickv.·o.rth said 'Thom!L~ 
.eventually was ~arnlMd by a doctor 
who diagnosed his symptoms all 
those of chctnkal l'Cilction, and he 
was ~ent t.o a Dallas clinic where he 

. is under t:eatmenl 

. "Everyone who suat41Md. dllm· 
J-4nr-~ b\" tithQr a.s.pn-atlon 

&gt was ""'" ''" • t · , '1 i•Ml£- that ill. 'act.ually ~u ting 
O• 01 ""'" '- · nhalil.· · 1. 'd ;.,to th<iir lungs- or gy 1 
1qU1 ... • f · the 
tion of rumu ~wpo-r:-ot.ln( rum 
producl," Scarlett &a\d. . 

He an.id the victim& wer:e ~~· . 
d by a "synergistic" comblnalton 

~f"~x1na _ fumes, including bemlne, 
toluene, xvlene. and other cornpo-

u or ~e on. and 'oy ru~cs 
~~;m suppoeedlt h!U11\1ess e~c:~mn' 
agents the worktn were R'ven to 
sCOUT away the on itself. 

"Thore is no doubt som~. of the:---:e 
• divid\lal& arc going to d\~, ht !lwd. 
m He said onlt one tfe<'\tmcnt cc?· 
win the Nltion, headed by Dr. W1_1• 
liam Rca in Dall~s. &pi..'Cl~liz<ls tn 
\Mse c~. and they now are get
Wig ''inereuini number! of calls 
!rom people who wc~e e:<po~ up 
thl!re." Rea dao1ined to tt•mment. 

David Driver of Augut:t.a, GP.., 
aa!d he buenme lick al'tcr he mnn· 
aged a Veco Co. bargt that Mused 
o\1 spffi '\I>'Orker!, but hUll rCCOVCU'cd. 
He estimates that 12,000 people 

.. .._ ... ,.,. """"sed to tox· wert unneeet\a~U u; ~, .• 

m~ . 
The crudal part of the story. he 

'd "is that tbest people ~o!un:r'e<t and wer~ tr)ing to clc:~n up 
the envioonmttlt. and now theY a\·e 
getting vuy a\ de." 

DGei:li ID lltcie: 
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Oil-spill workers sue, claim chemicals made th~m sick 
Bv AOSAHftE PAGANO 
Jt.(l !\ssodaled Press 

A &roup of Exxon \'aldM 
~leanup uorke:-s is seet.io!l 
mllllom at C.olls~ !n com· 
(>fnta:ion tor illnesses they 
say ate linked to ~xponn! :o 
:r JC.e oil !um~s a:'li dea111ng 
lsenes. 

. .. &Fillt,. ' , ; 

-~tEE!LZJ 
say that :hrougbout the 
<lfanup - wt.l<h I! Enle:"log 
its fourth year - the corapa· 
ay 'be': lf:ved it and :t! con· 
4n.c1ors hacl .ccmp'.ifd wl:b 
!a!ely r!gulaticnr. 

Ge>rgE lit Kar:old1o~( said 
Wednesday bis cli~nl. r:::a .. iol 
Dr_v~r. h1:s llngerinJ sUn 
1=rt>b :ems cw•e:l by ex;>o
llure that ~pold\::Jk sayt 
violated Occu;>ati·::tnal Safe
ty a:.c Healt.ll Adll'llnl:!tra
Lo:t n:lu. 

mint !rom lht txxotn Valdu 
tanker lc~ld«tl. [t was tt.e 
vont. oil 'J:IL in U.S. ~llsto-
ry . • 

T'n~ ~ults liled In !edenl 
Uld state ~ourts name itxlt(ln 
·:!orp., Exxon Shl.p,llln! Cor:J. 
an4, Exxoo Pipeline C·>., as 
"Nel'l as !wo ltoeal ccntraeto7s 

-that supplied cleanup htlp 
tollowtnc th~ t t-m1lU·>n-sal
lc.n .s::~ill in 1989. 

Ari t:xx·>n spol:esman to 
Anchorage decU:ud eom· 
n:eql Wedne~dlol' on the · 
pendln:c lao.nul b, - e>eO!pt to 

:>ne of tho! Jawsdt:s Is s~t 
lot trial In stale courl tere 
ne;ct rr.onth. U asks unsplctf· 
lee <.amages br an AullJth., 
GA., maD oubo came north to · 
nsnaee a baqe du;.t housed 

Ddv.er's iull M:nes lhe 
local ollfleld service oompa· 
ny Veto fnte1'11.11&lonal ·. 

P~t .. Le1ltu rd, V ~cl ;>re:d· 
dent, said We:Jr,~d;ay U:e 
co;npan! te,ted Its worken 
and ?rovl:lfd pro~e~tl ve 
clothing md gt-a ~ to CUi rd 
ag1bsi tox'oc exp:>sute. 

..':'o my k~<:wledge, tv(J'l'· 
th:n1 ,..as. deen-.ed sde," 
LNthucl raid. 

ell-spill ,-orken. . 
Ancho,rage-b.t.se<! lawyer 

'I «:f:: 'NIS ExlCC·n s prl:ne 
c>nt ractc•r o;!s! I" th<! multlb II; 
lion doll~ cleJ.r_u!l stene' P:etM 111111 Plge B-J, SiollL 

SPI~L: Exxon. Valdez .Gieanup workers file lavt~su its, . allege chemicals make them sick 
• • •• • • • : '• . 0. 

.-1-- :( C:Kclnuf'd ,,_,,.. P~ge 9-l I' 'he 1<:1 sick twc. ~·-~rs ae<• 
w:Olle worklr_e at a cle~nur: 

O:i•e~ told '/~l<ie1 ~adlo sl:e l:1 S~l·icv'a, about t:lf. 
KCEU lie was caplaln of a mlh:; S•>uthwest of A.:'lchor· 
barge thai housed v.-o~ke" a~e on Kachernak Ba)'. 
dea.al11g oil~ bee.<hts with a ThE suit a~ks ~or co:n;~.on· 

tnJ e."llld. lie hu. sen,..; 
t.eadachn, he's (1!01 to dng 
arou:>c •n cx;rgeo ·.ant .tnd 
t.e's got a whole host of 
ctt.er prltlems, " Kapo.chok 
said. · 

chtmlcal knowr. as fnlpol . 5atlon f·)r pain aad s•lfCerlng 3urt. sa;ws h~ ·wu working 
A,;.ttlo'l8h the · cr-ew oo;,es . tor 3llt1 '!Dd hb wife, Laude · · t01· Anchorage. bawd Ma~· 

told It wa• sa~e. Driver saJ.:I · Ann. as ~~<ell a1 the :oots of . hch tr:c. b Ju~ JP8t 'Nhen 
he re~used to worlt any- ., :n.uUcal can and .ret.abU!a· he \'liS giver. cn;y a nin ~u:t 
Ythere ,.r.,ear Ul lnlpol dt_! !len. · and 1 ptpet Iiller ma!k as 
after h_ .O•Jnd out tt.e d:t!mt- "J ~eliew Tim is 'NoT"$e he was Hnt :n to dean crude 
cal o~casionally . ca~~~~ off t.t:an ·8. quadrir:teg:c," oil resid•Je colleo:OI!d in two 
bloocl to ~~low up II\ «~. k· K.apolehlk tald. tank!. 
ers' urine. 

Kapol~h-,k sdc he a:.S.O ·'We'w got a iUY who ;, The bwsutt says .>r.e ol. 
"·aa rl'pre!enllnr Tlll'loth)' p~m,anently ·ihobled at ~-2 the tanks wa• 1-4 le~t tall 
Burt o ! Jun~au, who ~hims sears •)ld. \l'ho's got a 1•ife and had a hatch h tt_e roof 

for vtnlLa~lon' Burt" says .lte 
spent ab:>LI thr!e h.o:.us In 
<>n<! lar.k .a.n.t .tbout 91) :n .n· 
u;es In tbe olt~t . Ho. 11s~d $ 

h:g:'l·r>tessllre stEall\ has<! 
tltar., Kapolchok clnin-.s, 
fc·r<-ecl :oKI~ vt.p•lr> into tnE 
air fer Burt tc· Inhale. 

Complaints about imprcp· 
er gea: and safety pro<e· 
dur!s date ~o lh-! earlint 
phasts 0 r cl u:n.p, when 
cre•;ts returr.ir.g lrt•n: oUy 
Pdn.:l! Will.am ~ouad 
beaciJes s1i:l :-rude O!l I~ 
W!!'~ makl~~.g th~n• 1ick. 

En:lt Piper, IA"h:> was ~&· 
;itned to mo.~ II or tho! c I~ an · 

··up u an aide to then-Go\' , 
St-.w Co,..per, iald Wednes.
da;r U:e first slK weEkt !<>~ · 
h•;~bll tt.e ! p:ll Wtl"!' "ll 
oonfus,nJ li.nt ." 

' 'l>ly ptrlontl be .lci li 
t!laf w ES ir.n ffldent l':lonl
t:>ring o! ·Nor:ters thtn but. 
r:ot t.no'JI:If!ly, .,r net!llJI!I'It· 
lr, '· P '.p>!r ut:l. 

"f! was j-A~ that oobcd7 
kn~"' w.~at tte:r w~r! dtal· 
hs with. :t was a oonf11s:n~ 
lint~ . ·· 

?i;~er, uho ~l!l'ltly re
sl~~d a Iter nearl!' t·No 
y-er.rs u the s :a:e s OD-!ceno! 
e>lorc:lna :or, said ll~ Cii aol 

c:J CJ 

"' c:;, • • 
!:::;! 
~.., 

k11ow s:>eclli~s ;;'! ~he .l•tesl 
lal•tmlti. 

Bul :~e sa.d •Jcrke:-s ts· 
dt....,d ~s Late as .:uly lollo...-
in~ the ~pi!. ln March m;ght 
ltill luwe !>.!en ~xpos~d to 
•!tude oil i:-r .h.n:~ .ru•h u 
'>auene. 

":',.e \Hen p:eat:t critical 
)( Euo:-~ lor a Jot of 
things," P iper tald, "but (or 
the mast put, giver. O.e 
hardships ct what was out 
there an.d runnir.g a ~a!ety 
pro~:nm, th-e:r did a pretty 
.(OOd lob . The-y ·Ne~ gll'n•J· 
.nel:r :areful." 

,. 
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Workers allege illnesses tied to Exxon Valdez cleanup 
By FlC-SANr.JE PAGANO 
~SSCoCKED PFESS 

an. 
Anch<•r.lge-based lawy~r 

Jillield service -:omp.any VECO 
rnrernational. 

A group o{ &uon ValdE>z 
cleanLp .,..orkers i:! seeking mil· 
lio:u Gf dlllla':'ll in cc;mpensalilltl 
f.>r illne:;.~ the-y" s-ay are linked to 

exposure Lo l'nlde oil :"umes Alld 
clee.ning agm:s. 

Ellxon Shipping C<·rp. and Exlcon 
Pipeline Q), as well as two local 
rorib'actors th; supplied cleam:p 
hel.p fo>Uovin.g the nearlt 11 mil
lim gaBon spr.l ir. :989. It was 
the llforst oil :1piU in U.S. his lory. 

·An E!o:oa spok.eM:~m in Anch· 
ura~ declir.ed ('.()(JJ(I)ent W ~ 
day ·on the pending law3t:it3, e:<
oept t:> say t1at throughout the 

dt<a:1up - \\'hic"n is en:ering its 
fowth y€9.J'. - the compar.y be
lieved i> . ar.d its conl.ract.ora had 
com?lied ·Nit.h ::arety rEg'..Wtio.:~. 

Cne of the ~a"Nsuits is set fo>r 
lr:al i11 stale cl)urt h~re ne:tt 
month. It uks llnspecified dun
llges to~ l.n ~ugusta, Ga., r:um 
'IVhC· earne north t•> manage a 
baz5e t.hat housed .oil spill work-

G~~e M. Knpolchok said Wed· 
::1esday bis cli~nl, Davi:i Driver, 
:us lingeri:lg skin protlerns 
·~ll·~sed b1 expJ{;ure that Kapol
chok. ~~Y$ ·fi.,>lated Oc:cupll:ional 
Safet;' and Heall.o:l Adm·.nist.ra
:ion rules 

\'E(X) '.Wa3 E!xlCKm's pinle a:on· 
:ract.cr for ll-.e multibillion-dollar 
deanup 1;temm:ng from tile 
8:.ocon Valdez tanker acc:dent. 
VECO fntemallonal iA :>wr.ed by 
Bill Allen. 

. Pe:e Leathsrd, '/ECO pre~i
See Cleanup. back page 

T:le suits iiled in federa : and 
sh:.t.e courts name Exxon Cort::," 

l 

Cleanup 
g.?~~~~~~~ pa~ ~f~~ 
dml, :mid Wl!d<lc~<J.Y lhe l.lllnt~· 
n) tested it3 .,.or:urs, Mod provid
ed p-6tecli ,e cbthing ar.d b'l!ar to 
guard ~uinst t:ncic e.~ts:~ure. 

"To MY kno""ledg~. e·r~)'thing 
'Vlls deemed ~afe," ;...:alhw st.id. 

D•·iver t•JI::I ValdEz radio 
I<CHU he 1vas ca~i<:,cf l barge 
Hut hou~ worke;-s cleanirgoily 
bea.c:h3s wi!.h il chemical kl<own 
as lnipol. 

Altllwgl·. thtl ~rn"' was ~J.:l it 
w~ safe, Criver said he re:Used 
In work a.1yw·here near ;lii ln:po>l 
siV. af-.e!' he foud DUt the chemi
cal roctasi:>nalh :amed biOJd lo 
sho'.W up in Wf!rkers' win~. 

two y~ a~> whi".e working at a 
deanup 3ite i:t Seldo\'ia, aboul 
lEO rr.il~ Sf)t:thwestof Areho:-age 
•>t: Kache:nal: Bay. 

Th~ suit a~ks fo<' co:npE:mati•>r. 
:o!' pain and sufferirg for Bun 
at·.d hi!! will!, laurie .A.nr1, 3!1 ~11 
as the coat-a Jf medical <..'are and 
re:tabi I it.ation. 

"ll.elieve ':'im is \YOI":le Jf thAJl 
a quadripl.~c," l"...ap<~lchllk sa.i:l. 

"W?:'ve got a guy who is pe~ma-
. nen:l! •.li~eb:ed al 3'2 years old, 
who's gilt a wife and child . He lu!! 
setl"en:· heacache~. :1t:'s ~>t to dra~ 
aNt.:.n:.l an o';y~n tat.k and he's 
got a wh•ll>. ho.st l)f other prol>· 
lems," l<apolchok said . . 

Burt says he was wc..•l'l:ing f.>r 
ATochon:.g<rbased Mutecl\ Inc. in 
~lune : 9S9 whe:t he was given O:l· 

ly a rah suit a11d a J:•aper filter 
mas·( as he 11.•as sent in to cle£.1\ 
crude oil :-e~idt:e oolleded in t'.WO 
tanks. 

Dr.v~r's suit nunes the bcal 

tm~ wc.s H-feet-t..all m.:f had r. 
hat.=h in the toof for ventilati<•n. 
Burt says h~ 9pe:tt E.b:mt three 
hGur~ in ant; tan!<. and about :~(< 
mir.ute~ "in the ubEr. He used f. 
hig;,-pressure st.Ea,t hose that. 
-Kapoicllok clai:n3, fm'Ced Coxic \"8· 

pors .nto the .:Ur for B~rt to in· 
bale. 

The Eo~ton Globt! reported 
S11r.d!ly lhal Melvin B;!lli'i S11.n 
Fra:tcisoo law linn was rtrei•ring 
:slh :laily from fGmlCr cleanup 
IVI)rkers :llld ha:J taken at l~ast 
·)l'.e of t.he lavrsui:.cJ. 

Comp~aints al:o·.Jt improp~r 
gear and safety p:'Ooedure6 date 
A> the Earlie..~ phasEs o{ cle9llup, 
"NhEn crews returning fr->n oily 
?rince William Sour.d beaches 
said c:-ude uil fumes Wt!ra :n!lking 
them sick. 

lowing tl:e spiD ·were ·~confusing ,. 
tl'Tie.' 

''l!t~y J:e~sonal belie:' is there 1 
was :nsufkient rr.on itGring of ' 
worken then, but nll.lmo\.-ingly, 
or negligent!.~: Pirer said . "'t was ~wt tlwt noiJody knew 
wb~t they were dellling with. h 
W3l: a c•Jnfusing lime." 

Piper, \ .. no •·eccnt!y I'!Signed 
after nenl.r ;\•o y~a.rs as tile 
state's •m-9Ct:n?: :oord~rHtor, ~ollie 
he did not know sped lies •>f tilt: 
late3t kwsuits. 

But be said workers I.ISsigned 
as late ~ ..'uly followi"lg thtl apill 
in Mad-: mig:1t 8till have l:een 
exposed t.> CfiJc.e oil initanu ~uch 
as benzene. 

Knpolch·>~: ~oid he al:io w11s 
representing l'imu:hy Hurt 111' 

The ~awsuil saY3 •>ne of' tJ.e 

Ernie Piper, who> 'NlS a."Signtd 
lA> n·.onit:o~ th~ dean up M an aide 
lo then-Go•. Stevt; Cowper. f.a·.d 
W~esday the first .!ix wreb fol-.rl-0-~:-o---~--~--cc ____ ft .... runeau who cll.liltl.ll he gt)t sick 

rn ~ c=- ~ CD~ fi -------------------------

"['ve been ?lenly crilieal l)f 
~JOCDtl li>r a lo: of things,• P:p--...r 
said. 1>nt f(•l' tl-.e most part, given 
the ha1dsl'.ips of what was out 
there n:td runni:11: a 3at€ty pm
gram, they d:d a pretty gooc.l joo. 
Tt.e:t .,,ere genuineiycartlful." 
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The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) appreciates this opportunity to comment on 
the Restoration Framework for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. This framework is set out in a 
document entitled Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration, Volume I: Restoration Framework 
dated April 1992. Comments have been requested by June 4 by the Trustee Council. 

NRDC has been carefully monitoring the damage assessment and restoration planning process 
for the Exxon Valdez oil spill for the last three years. '@'e believe that it is essential that this 
process be carried out with the utmost care since what happens with respect to this spill will 
li>erve Sl.S A. moo~] for oi] snills ~V~TVWh~rt".:I~l.~ fntl rnnoP. nf ;mn~r.f~ TP.~nlhno frnm thi~ .:.nill 
must conunue w oe exptorea so Ulat Ute tuu~nu, ~uotcutat cuecu;, as wcu as Ute umnooiCttt: -z. 
impacts of this massive oil spill are well documented] 

We are pleased that the scientific data from the studies carried out to date by the federal and 
state governments are finally to be made available so that the public will have full access to 
the findings so far. · However;lwe strenuously object to the state's failure to release t.lte 
economic studies that indicate lfie valuation of the natural resource damages of the spill. ~ 
Without this infom1ation, it is impossible to assess the fu11 ramifications of the spil!] 

At the same time thatlli_ is important that the assessment and restoration process be carried out 
carefully, the process should not be used as an excuse for foregoing key restoration options in 4 
the interim.] There are a number of proposed timber sales, for example, on lands which 
provide important habitat for species such as marbled murrelets and harlequin ducks which 
were adversely affected by the spill. Timber harvesting could subject these species to further 
environmental insult and could also hann other spill-impacted species, such as wij_d salmon 
and cu~ut which utilize streams adjacent to such lands. [!reventing this timber 
harvesting is crucial for the restoration of these important speciesl '[ather than alJow the 
opportunity to acquire such rights to slip by, the Trustees shouldidentify and immediately 
undertake interim actions to acquire such right!) fD\e frame~ork document is inadequate in 
that it fails to provide for such interim actions or to establish a process for carrying out such 
actions before the final restoration plan is finalized] 

Our comments on the specific sections of Volume I are set out below. 

COMMENTS ON CHAPTER II (PUBLIC PARTICIPATION) 

1 

For the public to participate meaningfully in the damage assessment and restoration planning 
process, it is essential that they have access to the scientific data (including summaries, 
reports, scientific interpretation and conclusions) showing the extent of injury to date, the 
continued availability of oil for uptake by marine and terrestrial organisms, etc. J!.o facilitate 
the public's access to that data, a notice should be issued to all interested parties (e.g., all B 
those who have commented on the damage assessment and/or restoration framework as new 
information is filed with the Oil Spill Information Center -- informing people of the title of 
the report(s), the form(s) the data are in, the period of time the study covers, etcl]This will 

1 
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alert people to the availability of this information in a timely way and in a way that will 
allow them to obtain the infonnation they most want in the fonn they can handle. 

~ believe that it is very important that the public advisory committee be given a substantial q 
role in the damage assessment and restoration planning procesS] The only way this will be 
accomplished isfg it has some real independence from the Trustee Council and has the 10 
capability to review and assess different restoration options] In the long run, a strong and 
independent advisory committee will stand the process and the Trustees in much better stead 
than a committee that merely rubber-stamps what the Trustees do or that has no clear role 
greater than the role provided the general public through participation in the restoration 
process. 

To make the public advisory corrunittee effective, we recommend: ~ independent staff and ll 
a separate budget for the advisory committee sufficient tn permit independent review and 
analysis of the damage assessment and of the restoration proposalsiJandl§t important and l""t. 
concrete role for the advisory committee, for example each year formulating a proposed set of 
restoration pro~ts . to the Trustee Council that the Council would have to consider and either 
accept or rejec,!j [.0 make the advisory committee· credible, the individual named to serve on 
the committee should be someone nominated by the interests he/she is selected to represent 1-::> 
and each of the identified interests should have a representative on the committee] 

CHAPTER Ill (RESTORATION PLANNING TO DATE) 

Reference is made to the fact that the rate and adequacy of natural recovery may be 
considered when evaluating restoration measures.(p. 17) ijowever, there is great uncertainty 14 
in most cases concerning the timing and completeness of natural recovery. Therefore we urge 
that such consideration not be used as a reason against undertaking restoration actions which 
will clearly benefit the affected speciefl }!he potential for n·atural recovery should not be used \ S 
as an excuse for no actio€1 

CHAPTER V (PROPOSED INJURY CRITERIA) 
. I~ 

1}he definition of injury to natural resources is too constraine4) ~loss which may be due to 1 7 
exposure to oil spilled by the TN Exxon Valdez should be considered a consequential injury] 

\ ~ ~ertainty should not be required] l!_articularly important, the words "significant" should be 1 ~ 
eliminated from the definition of loss] Declines in productivity or populations, for example, 
should be considered a loss whether they can be characterized as significant or not. The data 
may not be available as yet to detennine whether the injury is significant; or the data may be 
ambiguous about the significance of the injury. It would be counterproductive to require a 
showing of significance before restoration could be undertaken. 

Similarly,[ihe definition of natural resource services should not turn on a showing of "Z.O 
significance:J 

:s i ~ ~ ~ 
:e ~ ~ ~ 
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Because of our concerns about factoring natural recovery into the restoration planning 
process, ~e recommend that the document state in the last sentence of page 41 that: "it would z 1 
be worth considering" rather than "may be worth considering" restoratiOn optionS.] 

CHAPTER VII (SCOPE OF POTENTIAL RESTORATION ALTERNATNES) 

I}Jnder D (Habitat Protection and Acquisition), explicit emphasis should be given to the option 
of acquiring land conservation easement or timber rights upland or outside of the spill 
impacted area in order to protect the habitat of wildlife and fisheries harmed by the spil!J 

IWe strongly recommend that the conceptual approach to the analysis of restoration options be 
that set forth in F~ 7 rather than in Figure B \!!abitat protection and acquisition should 
not be the restoration option of last resoi4 but one considered simultaneously with other 
options. There is no reason that this optio~hould be treated last when in our view it will be 
the most valuable and effective option of al!J 

fure also believe that natural recovery should be considered simultaneously with other options 
rather than considered firsQ Natural recovery may not prove as rapid or effective as 
restoration and should be compared to other options rather than set on a different plane. 

0Ye are very concerned about one of the options proposed for consideration-Option 32, to 
establish a restoration endowment using all of the available proceeds from Exxon.(p. B-37.}] 
To put all the settlement money into an endowment would mean that very little would be 
available in the initial years for any significant acquisition of important habitat. This option 
would essentially be foreclosed--a terrible mistake, which would remove from the Trustees' 
restoration options one of the most valuable possible uses of the money. 
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Mi- Da·ve Gibbons 
Restoration Team 

Dea1- M;- Gibbor:s 
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Sarr, Booher 
iL:--587 Roswell Rd 
Augusta, Ga 30907 
22 May , 1992 

After watc~ing Wally Hinkle o n t he TV snow 60 Minutes. 
T an 

~ on~~~~ed as to how tne f u nds will ~e scent. 
illo clans call for the resto1ing and pr·ese·rving of the 

coasLal ecosystem or will it be spent to develop the area to 
f' ac i l i tate man's exploi tat. ion of the coastal ecosysterrJ ? 

i offe1 that l,Jally Hink1e has no comPunct ion as to hovJ 
he would use these funds to suPport h1s oui lding programs. 
l o+feY that his croposed uses are in conflict with the 
o~ 5 oinal inte nt in obtaining these f0nds. 

"•1V -f'YS-l- r··.Ofl·-·ern i~ t-he r;::·Y"ec:<=>"rV:::>r ion ,~J ..._I- ~·Ji 1a'l. ;-fe 
• ' I ' •"" ' .... '- '--' I • _.._ .,_,. •- • • L...!:::. l '--' ..._. • '-"- ·~ _.. • _.. ....._ -... , 

hab i tc::-:: that depend on Ancient Fo1ests. I:1 the .J...et;;re: 48 we 
r-i2\/(:;; destr-~\ii 1tually all of C)l}iS.. That ~~Jhi.cr~ is left 

n·,,,:~·~. ~ · :~ ~:~~:ci-SJ ·. n .-.,-, 1c- _..~ <:;.·")''•-- -.C V ,...;;-k "i'c:-' -n,J ' I 3 
: I; ·-""" '-un<..J co.,ce: ,, "·..:- U :•e .. ,c ~.:..L : : y ~J·: , ·,Ou .,d . . .:......,la.tu D) 

its OL.Jne;s ( i'-!ct.ive Am e ·(icans) fO"r Ce<JeloomeriJ [i_ offe1· that 4, 
any funds used ~o preserve this Isl and network and the 
l<odj_ak Bear is c1itical to the bears survivaj] 

r;;, ._, ., as+ C')nce" ~ ~rid I ~m sure ; ... ; o::' c:-L·-·ye...J 1 v ~""~ =t ~~y ............ ~.. ........... 1 1: o.. •:::t.:, , .... :...... _..._ • .._.l;c~ • . \....!~D .. l i :\.,...;.:;;;:.. 
5 

Americans is the prese1vation of Wilderness shorelines:JJI'"f 
this money is not used to fund the crot.ection of fo:est~ 
coastline habitat , Alaska's coastlin~ is going to resemble 
t~JC' t.irnber·ed a-reas c·f Oregon a nd l;jashi;;g t.()Ti stat:§- a 
disgra c e that wo must all share th e o l ame. 

Any thing you can do to support the above ideas will be 
apPr ec iated. 
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EXXON VALDEZ Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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4780 Cambridge Way 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
June 4, 1992 

JUN 04 REC'D .... 

Comments on the EXXON VALDEZ Oil Spill Restoration Framework and 1992 Draft Work 
Plan, Vols. I and II, date April 1992. 

Restoration activities funded from the joint trust fund are limited to: 

* Restoring * Replacing 

* Enhancing * Rehabilitating 

* Acquiring equivalent natural resources injured as a result of the spill and for reduced 
or lost services provided by such resources 

0vailable data (until recently) indicates baseline information of injured resources in the 
spill area are limited and in some cases, completely absent. To this extent, it is difficult to 
determine the naturally operating relationships of the ecosystems, within the areq] Further, it is 
suggested that the impacts of the oil spill have been identified for at least 500 miles away from 
Bligh Reef (pollack, p. 36 Vol 1). Conversely, song birds were not documented as being injured 
and bald eagles were not "measurably affected"-"in Prince William Sound" (p. 30 and 27 
respectively). lfhe impact to~ bald eagle populations was not discussed.:I . 

Recommendation 1: IThe area of concern, or impact area, attributable to the EXXON VALDEZ 
be identified for each resource or services impacted] 

Rationale: This will assist the public in understanding the importance of the various resources 
and their habitats and potential impacts from subsequent restoration plans and for proposed 
federal and state resource development, protection, or enhancement programs. For example, 
would a resource development program, such as timber harvest or a new resort, in an oiled area 

3 

add to already stressed conditions attributable to the Spill? Would the same resource 
development program in an unoiled area affect the rate of recovery of damaged resources in an 
oiled area? Would the same resource development program in either an oiled or unoiled area 
impact the biodiversity of the spill area as a whole or a significant part? ~tter public 
understanding of the impacted resources and its distribution is needed. This would facilitate 4 
public input to federal and state plans and for subsequent permits to use public resources in the 
Spill area.J 

1 
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Recommendation 2: @se consistent descriptors for describing resource impacts associated with 
the Spill.] 

Rationale: fihis will assist the public in understanding the degree of impact so that an 
independent assessment can be made of the proposed restoration activity or proposed federal or 
state land use authorization/plan] Most of Vol. I describes impacts between oiled and unoiled 
area in terms of percent change of a life stage. Cutthroat trout, however, discusses mortality 
in term of percent difference between oiled and unoiled streams (p. 32). Since the overall 
population of cutthroat trout is small, the rate of mortality can not be judged on the same basis 
as sea otters or Orcas. IThese descriptors should be used consistently by all resource planners 
in the Spill area to facilitate public understandin!J 

~p A compliance documents prepared before the Spill and those prepared before the 
complete damage studies are available need to be re-evaluated to determine whether the proposed 
action would cause an unexpected cumulative impact to resources or uses damaged by the Spig) 

Recommendation 3: @a.ch federal_ action agency should review its pending actions in the light 
of the recently released information. This can best be done through a professional review of the 
cumulative impacts analysis originally prepar~(see CEQ 40 CFR 1508.8 and 1502.14, 
1502.15, 1502.16, and 1508.9). 

Rationale: Public input to existing, approved plans for federal and state lands in the Spill area 
were without benefit of the knowledge just now becoming public. Prior NEPA compliance js, 
therefore, potentially incomplete since there may not have . been a rigorous discussion of the 
potential impacts of biodiversity or on the rate of recovery of impacted or stressed environmental 
components in the Spill area. 1Ihis Recommendation would include describing and evaluating 
cumulative impacts on resources and uses. in inter-relationships of oiled and unoiled areas 
associa~ed with the Spill for potential impacts to .the rate~~ recover[] Do unoiled areas act ~s 
reservmrs for natural recovery? Are there especially sensitive areas, such as sheltered bays, m 
the oiled and unoiled areas that act as basic genetic reservoirs for the ecosystems in the Spill 
area? 

Recommendation 4: r~ch state agency should develop a review process for pending actions 
similar to that sugges in Recommendation 3 for federal actionsJ 

Recommendation 5: J1. specific, coordinated public involvement process should be developed 
for Recommendations 4 and 5 J 

Acquisition of private lands creates polarized controversy. Restricting uses of public 
resources on state or federal lands also creates controversy. Unless condemnation authority 
exists, acquisitions of private lands takes funding and a willing seller and a willing buyer. 
Restriction of uses on public lands, except for limited emergency conditions, requires a length"y 
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public involvement process. Frequently federal or state enabling legislation is required. Courts 
are increasingly asked to intervene, further delaying the final decision and ultimate 
implementation. Resource development programs (timber harvest, hatchery operations, lodges, 
subdivisions, roads, airports, marinas, anchor buoys, etc.) create a variety of primary and 
secondary economic assets and liabilities. These economic changes extend throughout and well 
beyond the Spill area. 

Qbere is an opportunity to reduce, or eliminate controversy thtough about resource 
development/preservation/use in the Spill by prudent use of the Restoration funds] 

Recommendation . 6: l§xplore the option of acquiring timber rights for the period that it would 
take for a cut-over area to return naturally to its present existing conditio~!] 

Rationale: Lands are not removed from the tax roles and other uses, such as marinas and 
specified term lease subdivisions, could generate income. This also leaves to the future the 
decision on the proper role of timber resources in the natural ecosystem and in the state and 
local economy. 

Recommendation 7: tbcquisition of resources with Restoration funds should identify and 
compensate for net secondary economic gains that would have been realized if the resource were 
not purchased] 

Rationale: In addition to the in-place value of a resource (such as timber, hatchery site, or a 
commercial recreation use) there are secondary economic gains that are impacted when a 
proposed use is foregone. These include tax revenues from the operation of a local sawmill and 
local suppliers, taxes paid by workers, sales taxes generated by suppliers, etc. lihe Forest 
Service has developed economic models to display the economic impact to local communities 
from timber operations in Alaska. This methodology should be used in determining the extent 
of secondary impact to the local communitieQ These modeled secondary economic gains should 
be paid directly to the concerned local community to assure that there are no cumulative 
economic losses resulting from the Spill as a result of a Restoration action. ~yment for 
secondary economic losses to the local community should be on a "net" basis. This takes into 
account the fact that local utilities, schools, or other public services would not be stressed, 
upgraded, or expanded] 

Recommendation 8: '@estoration funds should be used as matching_ f~nds for state and federal 
grants in the Spill area. These sources should be identified immediateliJ 

Rationale: [he Restoration fund has been created from a non-public source. Therefore, these 
monies may be used for matching existing progra;.~ ®tential sources of federal matching 
monies include the Land and Water Conservation un for state programs to acquire private 
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7.:~ 
lands and resources for public outdoor recreation purpose~ ®.ttman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson funds also may apply to state wildlife and fishery programs associated with the SpitO 
IThe Land and Water Conservation Fund also is available for federal land and resource inholding 
acquisitiolfl The National Science Foundation supports good science. 

Desires for research and monitoring funding expands to exceed the amount of funding 
available. Examples of research programs and monitoring programs in Alaska that lacked good 
planning and follow through are studies for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS), and 
NPRA. Scientists and state and federal land managers in both cases insisted there were 
important and substantial gaps in the knowledge needed to make good land use decisions. 
Numerous studies were generated and initiated. When the special funding for research or 
monitoring dried-up there was little . effort to obtain regular state or federal or scientific 
institutional funding from within an agencies' or researcher's normal budget. This was very 
apparent when Alyeska, after the pipeline was in operation, started asking why a particular 
research program designed to answer construction issues was still underway. Similarly, studies 
on NPRA largely stopped when special Congressional funding ended. Sometimes there is an 
attitude "if not mine, data are not useable". This leads to duplication of effort. Often, 
publication takes years to become available and has only limited distribution. In the meantime, 
land management decisions continue without benefit of the data. One example was the discovery 
of dinosaur fossils in NPRA and federal oil and gas leasing decisions. 

Recommendation 9: \].esearch and monitoring programs should be within the framework of 
pending management decisions associated with expenditure of the Restoration fund for 
restorationJ 

. Rationale: (Each research and monitoring proposal should be within an approved scientific 
design that clearly shows--

* how the proposed expenditure suP,plies missing data; 
* how that missing data would be used in restoring, enhancing, replacing, rehabilit

ation, or acquisition of natural resources or services reduced or lost as a result 
of the Spill; 

* other missing d2.ta that must be collected or evaluated before the proposal can be used 
in decision making; 

* why the proposed research or monitoring proposal can not be funded from existing 
fund sources and programs; and 

* when and where data and results will be available] 

Recommendation 10: ffi,.esearch and monitoring programs should generally be funded from 
existing federal, state, and private sources rather than from the Restoration funding] 

Recommendation 11: @esearch and monitoring programs requiring several phases over a period 
of time should not be approved for subsequent funding without data and progress reports being 
subject to peer review and available to the general publ~ 
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Rationale: There is a perception that research and monitoring are used by state and federal 
agencies and researchers as a means to meet shortfalls in their normal operating budgets or by 
researchers for collection of esoteric data that has no value for land management decisions. 
Recommendations 9, 10, and 11 will help provide better public input and understanding of 
research and monitoring programs paid for by the Restoration fund. 

( ~rely, 
\ .· · . / 
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Depar.;tmer1t or· Anthropolc•g; ·: -
Arizona Stat~ : Un{ve~sity 

E:=<>=:on V <::: l dt.:·z 
f.tj . .S ''G·'·' ::>t.r·eet 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Council 

Attn: Restoration Framework 

\/ 1 =~~- l ~-- .!. j i ::.:_! 
.:. ; ____ _ 

University (ASU) the other 
·-·· . .,. ,. ·- -.-· ..... 
i :....-;;;:;=;;;,.,-

I haopened upon Volumes 

to to make some comments on them. I am a MA student ~, 

Bioarchaeology at ASU and am somewhat familiar with cultural 

l-! ~ ,,, =· ,-, .:.:: ~~ .:::, ·i + ;--, === ·,-. .-! ·! T· ~.: .- + 1 -._ .: ,-, T- :i. ·i-i ::1 :i r· e c t.· J. -~/ ti -. .,.. t.. f'; s:.• E: ::< ::-:: c1 i-, :::.:-?=~ 1 ~;;!_§-~ z o :i. l 
~~~;·:i '':;'·}J- ~ .. ~:·i,,ll :;~~,]: ,_ ~~'~c ·;· f icc;, 1 J·/ on those issues f i r·s t, then get 
1nto more qeneral issues as I close this letter . 

.... .,.. ; ___ ;;,, ,, :_.);...,. , •··· · -- · ··.; j ,;,;···; ; __ _ 
.. --·.--.··,-·r-· ... -·. r. ·-:· 

-.. c. . ., __ , ; = •. ...: ;··=.: ~--, ; .L tJ i\! 

OPTION 1: Creation of a Site Steward Prooram to watch over 
t.F: r-;:,;;_•2 te·nf::7:j i::i-r· c r·~a~·C! I C!:.J i c C.t 1 ~~ i. t.E:S ( P: 1 SC! 1v1C! l Urtte I I ~ ·'·' F:E·S t.CIT'a t. i C!ri 

Procedures n in this particular case). 

While a Site Steward Program would be helpful in educatina 
the public about archaeology and the existing Legislation 
that protects these unrenewab1e resources, it also has many 

First, if the function of Site Stewards is to 
wat ch over threatened archaeological sites, then the result 
may be more headaches to land managers than it is worth to 
staT·t. the a pT·og·~~c:.,rn. The·!"·e ITj potential fop sor:-1e of the :::;i te 
Stewards or their associates to loot the archaeological sites 
they claim to watch over, and it is nearly impossible to 
scPeFn out or' catch such individuc=tl~-slJ 

1 

Second, in Arizona, Site Stew~rds mainly function to let the 
land managing agency know of vandalism that has already 
occurred rather than prevent vandalism. Site Stewards cannot 
be expected to turn in vandals, especi~lly if Alaska is like 
Arizona which ha~ gun-touting looters who are serious about 
tht=!iT· looting. Qo deal with such in~v iduals is too 
dangerous and should be handled only by experienced law 
-,,- -f - l~ ~ - -· - l- .J. r - ·~ <=- ,.., . .., -, Jl t-_,f, !_J \..t:.'lllt=' I L· 1_1t-::l _,_,,,: ,\:::',...:_.:1 

Third, notifying the land managing agency about previous 
vandalism creates headaches for the agency archaeologist who 
has deadlines and has to push projects through her/his 
office. Such an individual usually does not have the time to 
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·~~ ~~~e=""'a~e~ s~~~f~t:~ · :.~~=~"t:P!~~~J~.~~~~!~iitJ':#~~~~~~~ '~'Ft~f~ 1·]i . 
~oo~ed s1tes, a full-tlme spec1al1s~ 1s needed to carry out 
+ f-,.::: ::::.E: Z::.C t :i. \,/ :i. t if.:.::;:] . . 

Fourth, it is important to cut off the vandalism at · the 
source. As mentioned above , Site Stewards cannot be expected 
to interfere directly with vandals; especially if their lives 
are threatened. Even if they are able turn a vandal in· and 
the vandal goes to court, it does not necessarily mean that 
the vandal will be prosecuted and that the site will be saved 
from future 0andalism Current ARPA legislation makes it 

damaged context are worth monetarily and scientificially. 
I have heard of instances here in Arizona where individuals 
were caught looting sites ured handedu but were determined 
not qu i lty and never served time . It is also possible that 
t he vandal could go back 
c ont i n u e to loot archaeologica l s1~es. 

ti!-:e cr1 J. ... / \.• .. 1 .:::-:. ···l 1 ·n i.,!)!·~J i c f-i 1 ::)c' t. i ·n Cl c c~ -:-1 t:! 2 i=' r· s•\/ e·n t e ,j is t. c1 !-:a\/ e 
readily available Special Agents and Level IV law enforcement 
f~! ::::.· r· -~:~ c: ·n r·: ::.::.= : \ :,.; :·--: c: s r.~; f~ ' c: j_ .::::. I i :::~ t.=.:: :i. r: ?'~ F: F' ?£] I t. ri': ~='· \' t~: ::::: t'~.· ::< r.::! t? ·n s i -....,.: e 2.. ·n :::1 
~1~e r c nsum1nq, but~~ is much more effective . Here 1n 
L:;, ., ... ·i -;r,-,.,-. =· 
'I I ·1 ,L .. ' .. 'O , , .,, .. 

been looted at one time br another, and is really 
disheartening to come upon a site that has been looted to 
such an extent that very little integrity left. 

training in the subject and 
concepts and language . 

r • ., ' ' ' ' ,. Tal! ~o unoersLano some OT 
"1' ..!. 
.L : ... can also be frustratinq when 

Site Stewards report recent vandalism which turns out to old 
and insignificant. 

Sixth, another problem with Site Stewards has to do with 
injuries. If a site steward gets injured while inspecting a 
s1~e, who pays for it? What happens if a Site Steward has a 
he<:tl~t. attack or gets shot by ·a loote·:~? If(J.he :::;ite St.ewal'd 
program is the option chosen, it is important to de~l 
dir·ect.ly wit.h this ~oblerr1 so no stxr·prises such C:'\S a lawsuit 
or two come up late~ -

To sur::, lthe best. thing to do is to educate the public, 
on specialized law enforcement personnel and toughen up 
Though Site Stewards are useful in their function, they 
canno~ prevent more looting. 
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OPTION 10: · E:i<cavat.i~c.n and -· dc•cumer":t.a·t'iol1·of ··: dari,a·ged ,:·:< :-·:~:. 

archaeolog ical sites . 
. . ' 

First, the terms, niniured 'artifacts•n are not too 
appealing. Artifacts do not ~ave value in themselves; it is 
the data/information that they provide archaeologi~ts that 1s 
valuable .. CThat is, after all, wh~t some people say makes . 
archaeologists different from looters). Also, what about 
damaoed features or ecofacts? Does .. uartifacts" mean nisolated 

,:. ~ , ·,~,,~~~' ... :, T-;c~·l ,:O • ' s:;;r::··;~C · ,;:: ~·::; ·Q=• J ~·-?.;SE• Ll~,f~ a ] E•SS p3 i nfu l q 

is che2-per because once 
r1z :::: ·,-, :::: ,-"'j L"':.:;-(:L.::.: ... -, ·1· 
I I I ~ .• •, I I'-. ,,=~'\.- t I I~-- I I '.,• .' l2-nd managers do not 

J . : :::- •- · .r. . . ·- -- -· ·- .!. 
'... - ' I I 1,,.: i • ~., ::.::• j j j ::::: j j '-• 

;:::-, J. .:::•. ~; k i"c. .. , .. , <::-; ·,-. ·::: h i":l f::·: C• ::_ C •;:) ·y.- , ti2 L-i t. . '' · .... ; l/. 
the damaged sites can by dated, then I 

i ; ::::' '·.·'·.-' 

-·- ~- .: .- -- .! . .!. ·- .: !,.._ 
-:-.:'. '··· L- j • .!. L= :...-i T- f:.: :::. 

,--. '. :· · ·; ~ -·; ; ' : '···' . 
,--·: ::...: ,.,., ::, ,··; :.:::,,·-1 
._ .. ~-'.', ........ . ;:j '-•· ..... 

that which has net been damaged by the oil. P:nothe·r-
ticn wculd be to excavate both areas of the site and cross-

'--~ ·:··· . Features that are damaged by the oil 
sp111 may have to be written off unless there are other 
dating methods that can be used, but 
better than allowing the sites to be 

some data recovery 
' . ' 
1oo~eo even more. 

OPTION 35: Replacement of archaeological artifacts by 
purchasing uspecific pieces for public institutionsn . 

lS 

JO 

I 1 

The£f:u ·:"·cha.St:7 of a·:"·tifacts fr·om pr·iva,te individuals absu·1·d 1-z. 
and • .... ,i ll do nothing· but encour·age r11ore lootinSJ To the best 
of my knowledge, it is not the role of the land managing 
agency to go around and purch~se artifacts which may have 
been stolen from the very land it manages. This option 
reminds me of a little museum where I did some volunteer work 
as an undergraduate. The museum purchased some artifacts 
from a private individual for quite a sum of money only to 
find out that many of them had been stolen from the very same 
museum some years prior to their purchase. Another analogy 
would be to find artifacts at an antique dealer that were 
supposed to be r·epi~tr·iated . If an·/thin•2· ~-i···.'ate collE·ctoT·s 13 
should be educated and e~couraoed to either donate or lban 



1;:: ;::~ .,?}·::-.;~f · -.~. ·- · ··:.:·I;_~~{;}"r;~.;_.~~~~r. Jtl{!~:_:_:·;;,~~~·:· :~ ~~~~;~ @: 
. -- .., __ ..., __________ .., .. ':' <t· 

I ,. - · r theip :·~rYi_fa_~\s·.' and/t~~t1~1;te-~·fto.· t·ub li e: :~- -inst i tut-ip1-1_s~~·ci,:':bt;.b~Y:?<·i~;~f'~ -~ <--::;:~
can be st:6diedfl .-As'1 fbt·:f'ai:lt~ivel'y tl~ack\ng' down i~,_le-gal;l_y,~(~"''".·~:E:;_i~;,;(): '• :,;/::~~: 
collected artifacts, I do, and always will, support such an · 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS/QUESTIONS ABOUT ARCHAEOLOGY 

When I reviewed Volume II of the Draft Work Plan, I got the 
impression that archaeoloqical survev s were not conducted until 
two years after the occur;enie of th~ oil ~pill. I hope that my 
impressions are wrong . 

..!. ·~ 

and knowledge about the danger the damaged sites could have 
helped reduce looting. Some stabilization could also have been 
done to help reduce erosi on . 

I was disturbed by the fa ct that Volume 1 only brief ly me ntions 
damage done to Native sacred and I-Ii ,-,-. -i ::. 'i 

... _ . .._,, I .L .._,~ ... 

o nly briefly mentions workinq with Native Corpora tions. 
legislation (i .e . NAGPRA) requires ·that Federal land manager s 

:~~· :::;: ~2 ~.;, ,~,s~ !~~a ?.'-~:,!h ~' ;'~~ L· ~ ~ :o ~r~·; : ~-~~1 ~-~~a·~~. c ~· u :;~: ~i-~ ~i :,:. :. 2 7 
ct;:n i ·~ T i ~,::~~~:~~~ant 

'o size cooperation especially when it comes to restorinq 
-;:,. r-, ~-'·'' ci ""· fi; " ' :_:;_l ~~-'· ::::! ·c=. '"' c. r· ,:_:_. ::::1 -'- :;:,_ n ci ~:;:. '"'--.--, ci t:: ;__,: ·.-- i <::t ·'- •;i ·,-. c_, ;__.:-.--, c'9 

Ef=• rnt.=;·,-,t.ion is made about potential date:'~ recover ·:;- or r· t:·l ocation of 
the damaged burials ] Perhaps this oversight is on purpose, since 
the subject of managin g aboriginal sacred lands and burial 

•,;:: r· o L: n C::·::; is <:; ss:·r--:s i. t. i ·v'e ~T"'S:.·' u,:.::-_',t.:.·u:,:.·t:~- L~ .=_~,, .... !.:, ... ' ~:,~-'d:. ,_ :_ s £

1 
,~.r_-_,_'.: __ · _1·.'-,c,~1-; '~'c .. ~, then •.o.;h·/ 

was it even mentioned? ~T _ _ _ - ~ • ~~ =-~ --= it should 
be conducted in the most sensitive manner . It shou ld also o e as 
complete as possible and by an experienced and qualified 
p.:::t 1 ~''·C:p_::,_ t.hc• 1 >::<•_:;_! :i. '"' t.. <::t n d/o -r· bi c:.o: •. ·,-. c has:•o :Log i ~, tJ 
Since most archaeologists f r om ASU are anti-contractor 
academicans and it has worn off on me somewhat , especially when 1 

do thesis research . I have bec ome wary about any kind of 
con t ractor, whether it be environmental or archaeological , 
because very few standards have been d~veloped where direct 
compari sons c an be made Cit can be very expensive tracking down 
and re-analyzing materials from c6ntract reports--if they can be 
f6undl. Contractors are businessmen first and foremost, meaning 
that profit replaces caring. As a result many contractors seem 
to have become insensitive to the issues at hand. Instead of 
relying heavily on contracts, Q would like to see more schools 
get involved and I would like to see grants given to graduate 
students who studv the effects of the oil soil! on cultural 
r·es:,our·ces and thE~, ecosyst.er::J . 

ThoU•_;jh I am no e::-:: pel~ t, (L f e~' l that t.he est. i ma t.ed budget f o .r 
cultural resources (and general env ironmental recovery) is lower 
t h<::1n wh<:;t. the actu<:tl cost will bt::Q :=::i.nct::· such an e::-::tensive and 
damaging 01 1 spill has never happened before in U.S. history, it 

14-
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

Nature seems to have a way of healing herself in terms of natural 
disaster. Mount St . Helens and even Yellowstone National Park 
- '~e Cl~; r·- . -· ·-r·r' -~ hJ··.- t -l~r·c: -f +.._- E· ·· · ·-l""' \l-l -1-~ r; 1 c:r·J· 11 ci1 .' .a.Ut:' t= .:·:.c.ur.J.lC::;:). \:!:...!' .c= ,Ji_, Ll ... -lit: .:· ... :·:,1_,, vd.;.l...ot::.a:. _, ... _;r--· ... ! 

ho•JJe \iET , ·,-·,a action i.s. not the answ:::;f) Because <:.-;ctior1s to clean 
tAr) i"..f-i(7: C> i J. =~i='}.]. J. Ci j_ Ci ·nc:t f-1C~f.::!=:E.:;·n 2~::7, (=iLJ. i C: k}. }' 2::;:. ~ -~- ·::::.~-,C,Lll. CJ_. -r c:.;;; 

- ..;, - -- . ..... ;,. __ --. . : 
..... L : .. .:·=:;. ·y· ':::: i . . t:::'ili '.,;._: .L J .. i. 

pre-existing condition. ~ also think that ~xxon got away with 
Ecological Murder and should be paying a larger fine than $1 
billion over the next ten years. 
comments on the two volumes. 

reviewino the options 

Listed below are some general 

:L -r 
not aLL, listed for the injured plant and animal 11fe will ha~- to 
be enforced to some extent, especially the manipulation of the 
various resources and the protection and acquisition of habitats. 

idea ot reolac1no the harvest ~- animals injured by 

~::;Z:; J r: :,-, -.·· 

:~:~~~ .. _·;,;;~:;· ;_,;~:-~~ i ::~d ;, :;.i: ~::;~~~-:~:.~c~·;, i .~:~~ E~~': ;~; .... l~:::~e-~;~.Q d' 2:~·s:;l=·:~l~;~,,~,r- t 
t..f-;Z:tt . .:~. t.t.:E::'r:-:;.:t.. ·3 ~~iJ.l t!E.~ H:~~cJt:: .. i·n r·e--E~~:.t..=::.t:;li~::.t-·:i ·ng j_t-:.ju·r·e!j ct·nirl":~ .. ,Js i·n Z""Z. 
sit.L! ;-·ot~-;e·r· tt-;a-:-J iH;j::crrt.i·ng c!t.t-:er· s"t.c:c~=J I 1.4-'~~~s- su·r·r-)·r·isE:cl, 
however, to find that only a minor amount of data recovery on 
coastal habitats 
obtained prior to 
recovery, perhaps 

- - ·- .; -· _J 
~.-U L!t::' L ..:::~ i' .!. !;;:;:;,,,; 

. ' ' .-. . ' ' .... , . .-. . . ' 1n ~ne ~r1nce W1111am ~ouno area nave oeen 
t.t-:£7 () i J s~::; 1 .l. 1. . Pis C!. ·r·t.:·~:.u J. t., Th::-::i: .. t:.,·ns i \--·!.::-.: 

more than that addressed in Volume II, 
,-·,; .+1 ._ .... ,.~ 

2) Though the Restoration - .: , 
f_l .1. J. 

through the food chain will affect wildlif~. it does not 
emphasize the effects as much as it should. I doubt that 
scientists have yet to fully understand how the minutest 
livi~g organism consumed by a gastropo~ - or any other creature 
r- -· ·- - -f f- c· t - ·-.; r·- 1 c: - . ., - .._ i -!- - ·~ t ·~- r 1- 1. C 1 - ' 1 - 1 lTTt- uc:: r· - l~ -·- c:ti i ci. t::'- 'V cti I .L .Ild. _, J_!i. d. f io&o 'dl It= I .: .'-tt-,t, I .l. t:'. t:' · . L..l.': _,I jfJ_I 1.::;1 

emphasis should be made on the effects of the oil on different 
trophic levels and more studies should be carried out on this 
subject than is pl~escribec[J 

::::) JI;Le know that the oil spill has definitely affected mal~ine 
plantlife, but will it affect terrestrial plant life? If so, 
how? Will the oil act like fertilizer, or will it kill? This 

~:~;·:,~.:~ ~-~- ~~·~;? ~:·~·:;n~d·r:·;:·3~:=•;i;, :=:.5 e ~ .. ;:~-,.~:·e~ol ~~;:~w }~{'a1·/·,:;·~·::'~ !.:,e the 

rest of the environment? How will it. affect the wildlife and 

~:~:~:~ i: :::·:~:-~,=~ ~~~··~· l 'J.' ;: -~:~e~-~~: ~:~ .. ~ O:•~~:.f :c ~:r.!:;:~ E·~:,0 ~ ~ 1 t;,·:s~~~:t-!',~ei] 
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4) It. is sad '' to:,~ee · i..hat.'-::?iriti~o,:Jw;ed fox:es ,,,ri,ay ,_need : t~· be. . . : .,. 
el ir11i nat.ed fl:..c,r(,. islan;:!s 'that · are ir:,pol~t.ant. , tCJ · nesting ri1a1~ine _, 
birds, especially when humans placed them on the isl~nds in the 

·:.!r·~::;e~-'!·~, ~~. }Ft. :;.,~,:·~i-~:~';:ot:~::t;'~';;;~ :~'~u~~-~::Jt ~;:;·nr· ~;~:~::.;:~·~:~ i'~,~~ 
introduced into their original habitat or be taken elsewhere? 

5) I noticed in Vol u me II that the majority of the project 
personnel are male. What happened to equal opportunity 
emp l uyrt,ent.? 

:_:; i many other subjects, 
r· ~)_ ~~ - ::::: ::=-

should be left to l-; ; f:::.' 

and wildlife harvests 

t:i.m'.'"·'·' 

delicate balance even more should be halted in and surrounding 
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The Wilderness Society is pleased to provide scoping comments on the proposed 
Restoration Plan for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. National interests are truly at stake. 
Most oiled shorelines were within the boundaries of conservation units designated by the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Act. 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. As well, 

'ffile federal Trustees must represent the public trust of all Americans in their decisions 
concerning natural resources and services that were damaged by the oil spi!!] 

"2... fue priority of the Restoration Plan should be an ecosystem approach that 
protects threatened fish and wildlife habitat within coastal forests, rivers, and shorelines 
by acquiring land, development or timber rights, or conservation easements on a willing 
seller bas~ ~e recommend that 80% of the Spill Settlement funds be used to acquire 
habitaiJ 3 

Old-growth forests provide nesting sites for some of the birds most harmed by the 
spill, including bald eagles, harlequin ducks, and marbled murrelets--tree-nesting seabirds 
proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act in the lower 48 (and 
recommended for Alaska by many scientists). Pristine riparian and upland old-growth 
forests provide crucial habitats for other species injured by the spill such as mink, river 
otter, salmon and other anadromous fish. Such forests protect the quality of streams, 
rivers, and watersheds.[!ntact forests provide for permanent jobs and strong, sustainable 
economies--not the ''boom and bust" of logging--from commercial and sport fishing, 
tourism, recreation, and subsistenc:] 4 

ALASKA REGION 

430 WEST 7TH AVENUE, ANCHORAGE, AK 99501 

TEL. (907) 272-9453 FAX (907) 274-4145 



The Wilderness Society 2 

J Since the 1990 Public Symposium held by the Restoration Planning Work Group, 
5 [lh~ Wilde!_Iless Society has advocated that acquisition of equivalent resources be a high 

priority of restoratio!D ~ this time, we believe that habitat acquisition--by preventing 
further damage to the coastal forests and shorelines of the Prince William Sound and the 

(.=. Gulf of Alaska ecosystems--is the most meaningful form of restoration that can be 
undertake!8 [would be impractical, . and more damaging to remove the remaining oil, 1 

and thus httle money should be allocated for this purpose except in Chenega B~ lYfe 
are concerned that the restoration plan benefit an array of species more broad than the 8 
commercially important on~SJ While we recognize that management actions may be 
necessary to rectify the damages to certain species, riLe believe that habitat acquisition ~ 
can provide the most benefit for restoration of the entire ecosystem and its services, and 
therefore, that spending most of the Settlement funds for acquisition is justifiei} 

l§'e recommend that habitat acquisition be given priority--or at least concurrent-
consideration in the plan using an imminent threat process for Native Corporation and 
other private lands including areas within Chugach National Forest, Kenai Fjords 
National Park, Cape Suckling, Afognak Island, Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska 
Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, and Kachemak Bay State Pat!] 

lO 

4-

We are disappointed that the Trustee Council has already approved more than 
three times the funding for restoration management action than for habitat protection 
planning. Ironically, the habitat acquisition projects could provide restoration for species 
in which serious injury is well documented, whereas most of the fisheries management 
action projects and the Red Lake sockeye restoration manipulation project are justified 
using only speculative damages. Yet, the Trustee Council approved restoration 
manipulation/enhancement and management action projects in this year's planning but 
funded NO actual habitat protection or acquisition projects despite the fact that the 
public had expressed acquisition as a high priority and the Trustee Council had received 
specific proposals for imminently threatened lands. We caution that this may contravene 
NEP A regulations which state that "agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing 
selection of alternatives before making a final decision" {CEQ Regulations, July 1, 1986, 
40 CFR Section 1502.5(f)l] 

These following additional major issues should be addressed in the Restoration 
Plan. 

Chapter II. Public Participation 
n_ 

ll 

Public Adviso:ry group. [§eats should be designated for each interes!J \!he Public 
Advisory Group should make consensus decisions where possible, but majority 1 ~ 
recommendations with minority views should also be put forward to the Trustee Council] 

[!f the Trustee Council acts contrary to the recommendations of the Public Advisory 
Group, it should justify its reasons with written findings of facf."t.lt2!;rieri~M!:!"'Tt'm~~~-... 
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member (chosen by the Public Advisory Group) should be placed on the Trustee 
Council, ~-was done by the Trustees of the ShelLoil spill settlement in Californi~ This 15 
is th~ only way to ensure that input from the Public Advisory Gro1zy is a meaningful part 
of the Trustees decision-making process as mandated by the Cour_!j 

[!he Group must have access to . the restoration team and other staff to have as 
complete of information as possible for making recommendations. A dedicated staff 
member should work with the Public Group and regularly report to them about meetings 16 
of the restoration team and work group and habitat acquisition team that they attended. 
In addition to the Public Advisory Group, we believe that the public deserves the 
opportunity for continued direct contact with the Trustees] 

Chapter IV. Summary of Injury 

Inadequate time to review damage assessment studies. @nee volumes of 
information from the Natural Resource Damage Assessment studies were only released 
to the public on June 1 and scoping comments are due June 4, we believe that there may 11 

be additional significant issues pertaining to injury or restoration that may need to be 
raised at a later datfJ Furthermore, [!be economic studies that determined a contingent I e:> 
valuation of damages to resources and services still have not been release[] Because the 
Federal Register notice of April 10, 1992 stressed the importance of raising issues early 
in the process, we caution that other concerns may emerge after we have adequate time 
to review the relevant studies. 

As the Framework document points out, some injuries may not be manifested for 
some time, yet the Federal Register notice states this EIS will guide restoration for the 
next 10 years. furhne we believe that our framework of restoration priorities is based on 
a long-term vision, we caution that the process must be able to respond to new 
information that will o-nly be available in the futur~ 

"2.0 

[pefinition of injury must encompass m-ore than population level effectil We 
believe that the definition of inju:rx should not focus on detected effects to populations, 
butfuwuld als<fi!lclude degradation of habitats and sub-lethal effects including changes '-I 
in physiological or biochemical changes or productivity changeiJ This is crucial since, as 
the Trustees acknowledge, pre-spill population data is lacking for many species. So far, 
we have been un~ble to compare the summaries with the detailed investigations to 
discern the extent to which the population-level effect focus may have resulted in some 
effects of the spill (such as elevated hydrocarbon levels in tissues, etc.) not being 
described in this section. 

'~ 
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effects must be made explici~or example, the heavy direct mortality of yellow-billed 
loons was of great concern smce this species has low population numbers. Situations 
with such siep.ificance, even though no population effects could be measured, should be 
describei}~he "Summary of Injury" should more fully describe the more subtle effects; 
for example, the increased significance of rockfish mort~tt_or physiological changes for 
such a long-growing species that may live 100 years (p.31}jllbe si~cance of 
petroleum metabolites in the bile of fish should be explained (p.34lJ 

Bald eagle injmy downplayed. In particular, the section on bald eagles (p.27) 
appears to downplay the injury. Although bald eagles in Prince William Sound were 
most intensively studied, what about the effects to eagle productivity, health, and nesting 
populations in other oil spill areas? Are there still lasting effects from the lost 
productivity in 1989 and nest occupancy in 1989 and 1990? rfpe carefully-worded 
conclusion that population indices suggest that the Prince William Sound eagle 
population is not measurably affected downplays effects there may be outside the Souns!J 
o(lhat there may be other lasting effects, such as to their nest occupancy, or 
contaminant uptake from degraded habitat_s '2.<c. 

Better information about rn·u to Archeolo ical Resources neede We 
recognize that specific information about archeological resources needs to be kept "'2. 1 
confidential, but if possible, maps or description of which ANILCA conservation units 
had injured resources would be usefujJ It is hard for the public to appreciate the 
magnitude of damage without better information. 

[!njury to ecosystem needs to be described. The summaries of injury to habitats 
are a good start at describing the injury to the entire ecosystem, but further synthesis of 
effects on coastalt;riverine, and upland habitats and the a~ray of species they support is 
needed] As well,lf9od web relationships need gr~ter attentiori] For example, the 
ecological significance of uptake of petroleum hydrocarbons by deer from eating kelp 
was downplayed with the statement "it was determined that the deer were safe to eat," 
(p.25) especially since the intertidal habitat section failed to mention the kelp-deer 
interaction (p.35). (!nitial and potential long-term human health effects from the spill to 
residents and oil sp1ll workers should be included in the summary since humans are part 
of the ecosyste~ 

Chapter V. Proposed Injury Criteria 

&atural resources" should include the ecosystem (p.39)] 

Definition of injury to resources needs to be more inclusive. fue are troubled by 

31 

the definition of "consequential injury" that may give more priority to significant 
population declines than to habitat degradation or contamination (p.39-4QlJ lilhabitat or 
sublethal or chronic effects to adults or any other life stages are ccf!~tm1~, mrt-ft~~~--.. 

~~~ 
c:=~~~ 
~~~~~ 
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yet been manifested or inferred at the population level, there may still be a problem for ~ ~ 
which restoration is warranted] Otherwise,fure are supportive of the definition of injury ~+ 
to resourcef] 

~ ~5 
t.Kecovecy concept must include protection of habitat that contributes to natural 

recovecyJ ~e believe that enhancement of ecosystem protection is justified under the ac..:. 
terms of the settlement and the recovery concept as written is too narrowJ 
For example, the apparent "recovery" of bald eagles in Prince William Sound is 
dependent on maintaining abundant old-growth forest habitat where they nest and that 
supports the salmon they fed upon, and areas that provide significant feeding or 
migratory habitats such as tape Suckling. Therefore, &en if bald eagles are found by 
the Trustees to have recovered (so far, we have not yet been given adequate evidence :, 1 
that this has indeed occurred), it is justified to use restoration funds to protect their 
habitats in order to sustain the recove~ 

Chapter VI. Evaluation of Restoration Options 

l£ost-benefit analysis cannot fully be evaluated by the public unless the State's :,B 
economic damage studies are released to the publi£:) Furthermore, it may be difficult to 
calculate the financial benefits from preventing future damages to injured resources or 
services from habitat protection. '1JEe cost-benefit analysis should take into account the ~~ 
experiences in places such as Redwood National Park, Golden Gate National Park, San 
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, etc. where waiting until logging or other 
development pressures occur mean that degraded lands may end up being purchased and 
the price has skyrocketed] 

UJiis criteria should be added to the list (p.44): "Th.e degree to which the proposed 40 
action minimizes further impact on an injured resource or service?] 

fvve believe that the work of The Nature Conservancy for the Trustees has 
provid~ adequate information to properly evaluate habitat and protection options, 4l 
contrary to the statement made in the Framework (p.45U 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition Process (Additional Handouts distributed after 
Framework Released). 'N/e support use of the "Imminent thre<!!...P,rotection process" 4<. 
described in Fig. 2, not the "Evaluation Process" shown in Fig.J.J lfutsed on the A.~ 
information we have at this time, we prefer Threshold Criteria Set A.] We believe that 4-
habitat protection and acquisition should be at the top of a hierarchy of restoration 4 

optiong Considering the options given in the Restoration Framework, ~e strongly prefer 4-E> 
concurrent analysis (Fig. 7--we prefer revised Fig. 7 from handout that shows habitat 
acquisition on same level as management and manipulation) and are opposed to the 
hierarchical analysis (Fig. 6) where habitat acquisition may only be onsidered as a last 
resor9 ~ both Figs. 6&7, the "adequate" rate and degree of reco i t t~a~to "no 

e~tt~C!'g 
'1!1~ ~ &18: ~:iii 

J~~~~~~ C.:J 
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further action" should be changed to reflect that monitoring will continue to assure that 
further injury wasn't detected or arise later as a result of latent injury or complex 4C::. 
ecological interactionsj 

41 
(Long-term recovety monitoring should comprehensively approach the entire 

ecosystemJ Especially in this year's proposed work plan, monitoring and restoration work 
focuses on commercially-harvested and sport fish species. IBirds, marine mammals, 48 
invertebrates, and other "non-game" species need to be monitored as a significant part of 
the entire ecosystem:J Furthermore,rfelatively little attention has been given to the 4c;, 
effects on National Park resource5.1'[5ye believe long-term monitoring of the ecological Sc:::> 
effects of the oil spill is crucial ana' are supportive of an integrated-ecosystem approaclQ 

I}y e prefer that on-going research efforts be directed by a board of independent scientists 
in consultation with the National Science Foundation so that research projects are 51 

conducted by the agency or research center most qualified to do s<i] 

Chapter VII. Restoration Alternatives and Opti~ns 

A New Alternative is Needed. From this year's work plan, it is already obvious 
that each alternative, not just #6(F), will be a combination. Therefore, lite recommend 5 2. 
that alternatives be developed which stress the different priorities yet includes all 
categories]~ believe that the preferred alternative should give priority to habitat 
acquisition to prevent further damage to injured resources and services, as well as to ~~ 
compensate for loss of equivalent resources and services (using 80% of the restoration 
funds for this purpose)] Your proposed Alternative #4(D), Habitat Protection and 
Acquisition, fails to include fee simple acquisition in addition to purchase of timber or 
other development rights and conservation easements. ffi'e recommend that the Alt. D 5 4 
also include "prevent further dama_~ to resourc.es or services," and "Protect or acquire 
forests and watersheds" (_Option 2?.2J ffi_cquire 'inholdings' within parks and refuges" !)5 
(<?ption .24] and0cq~ire ti?elan.dt:_ (O~ti.o? 212JAs written, Alternative #4, describe.s a 
hierarchical approach m which ariY acqulSltiOn would be a last resort, whereas we beheve 
it should be the priority, or at least given concurrent consideration. [Language should be 
added to make it clear that restoration actions outside the spill area are allowable and 5 1 
may be appropriate. This is especially the case for areas such as Cape Suckling that are 
within the spill-affected ecosystengbuf1Eeas used by ~atory bird populations outside 5B 
the spill area may need to be considered at some poin!:J . . 

In all alternatives,@anges in management practices on public lands should be 5~ 
done concurrently but not as a major component of the plan so long as agencies 
managing public lands in the spill affected ecosystem do not take actions that 
compromise the natural resource values there noi} While[agency management planning 
is related to the restoration plan, we do not believe that it Should be the primary focus '-0 

of the Trustee Council's efforts] jt ~ 

' 

t-. (!) -= 
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The Wilderness Society 7 

fror all alternatives, manipulation of resources should emphasize management that Col 
protects wild fish stocks and natural wildlife diversity and should avoid focusing on only 
single speciei] @nhancements should not compromise wilderness and recreational valueQ ""2. 

t;-;,\W.e are opposed to construction of intrusive, new recreational facilities including roads, 
ports, hotels, or otherjJ[~'e are opposed to an endowment alternative should one be 
suggeste~ <c.4-

T»mployment of local residents should be a priority. The Federal government 
should make full use of local-hire provisions. Monitoring and long-term research 
programs, site stewardship ofarcheological and other cultural resources, and restoration 
projects should hire rural resident9 

Appendix B 

As stated above,~e support options that maintain or restore the natural diversity c.:.<.::. 
and populations of fish, wildlife, and habitats and the scenic beauty of the wilderness 
environmeni]TIYe are especially concerned that 'restoration projects for fisheries may be 
dominated by projects to develop artificial populations whereas the emphasis should be "1 
on protecting the genetic diversity of wild salmon stock.i) 

Qve believe that options 1, 4, 6, 20-27, 31 are most appropriate, and we have the 
most enthusiasm for options #22, 23, 24, 25, and 2f] [Options 9, 10, 17, 29, 30, and 33 
are also useful but at a lower~rioriti} lQption 6 should be divided into separate options 
for each type of designation] ption 25 should be expanded under "background and 
justification" to include populatiOns of salmonids, harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets, 

70 ,, 
cutthroat trout, river otters, and bald eaglef] !Inder ''action" in this option, the words 
"adjacent to anadromous streams" should be o~tted because other types of upland 
habitats are valuable to some injured speciei111! is surprising to see Option 31, since it 
seems to be included already for the "no action" as well as other alternativeiJ 

-n ... 

[!he magnitude, siti~, and other factors will be needed to assess the suitability of "14-
some optiori\ In ~neral, ~ oppose option # 18 and many projects that may fall under 15 
#j] For example, ~e are opposed to the Red Lake sockeye salmon project #113 
proposed this year as it is similar to the one at Tustemena Lake, Kenai National Wildlife 1 b 

Refuge where restocking a wild lake with hatchery fish created new problems.] 
[F..estoration projects should not sacrifice wild salmon in order to enhance hatchery fish] 11 
(We are generally opposed to Option 12 (creation of new recreation facilities) unless it 7 e 
will decrease negative impacts of human use on the ecosyste@anc(grongly oppose 
creation of new facilities that will degrade or compromise wilderness value§] 1 ~ 

fu'e are opposed to option# 23, the endowment, as we believe that habitat 80 

acquisition needs to begin immediateli;l fu_ any endowment is · · ust comprize 
a small proportion of the funds and support long-term scienti t t~ e oppo 

~\ 9~~9:~ • 
1!!~ ~i\:0~ 
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~~~t~t;; 



The Wilderness Society 8 
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0ption #34 because we believe that such an institute would needlessly duplicate the 
__ .functions of_ _!llany existing agencies and research institutioll§] If anything,~ new .Qrivate 

foundation with a board of independent scientists might be useful to coordmate research e3-
efforts done various existing bodi:D 

The Wilderness Society is a national environmental organization with 350,000 
members nationwide, nearly 1,500 of whom live in Alaska and many who reside along or 
use the shorelines of areas affected by the spill. The Wilderness Society has had a 
longstanding commitment to protection of the natural values and integrity of Alaska's 
parks, refuges, forests, and other public lands and was influential in passage of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. We appreciate this opportunity to 
comment and look forward to continued involvement in the Restoration Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela A. Miller 
Asst. Regional Director 



I 

B. T!AG members should be provided reasonable advance notice and an 4 
opportunity to attend Restoration Team and working group meetlngsJ 
Reasonable participation in Restoration Team and working group 
meetings by PAG members will help to foster a positive and effective 
working relationship between the parties. 
C. fihe public should be provided agendas and reasonable access to 
meeting materials at least seven days in advance of scheduled Trustee 
Council meetingB 

5 

3. Chapter IV. General Comments. Overall, the injury criteria provided in 
Chapter IV provides an excellent basis for decision making. However, an 
ambiguity in linkage to the "recovery concept" creates what is probably an 
unintended potential to delay restoration actions indefinitely. Specifically, 

Eestoration options may be worth considering "if it appears that time to (p 

recovery is prolonged (emphasis added)J6Ye suggest that a reasonable time 1 
frame be established within which recovery is desire~ 

4. Chapter VI. General Comments. We suggest the addition of the following 
criteria: 

A. t_Degree to which the proposed action provides an opportunity for 
public/private partnership efforts." A public/private partnership proposal 8 
will result in leveraged public dollars. North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan projects are an excellent example of this concept at 
work] 

B. 't_oegree to which the proposed action negatively impacts non-public 
natural resources and services." Unintended damage to private natural ~ 
resources and services could be avoided by this additio~ 

Regarding "Evaluations of Options for Identifying and Protecting Marine and 
Upland Habitats," we intend to provide comments after being provided an 
opportunity to review the supplemental framework document announced at the 
April 27, 1992 Trustee Council meeting. 

5. Chapter VII. Based upon the Conservancy's ecosystem conservation 
experiences elsewhere, a complex process such as EVOS restoration is best 
served by a variety of tools and approac~. Therefore, ~e strongly support 
Alternative F, "Combination Alternatives. :J 
§:e also recommend the concurrent approach to the analysis of restoration 
options. Our recommendation is based upon the Conservancy's institutional 
commitment to cost-effective conservation actions. The concurrent approach 
enables restoration planners to consider Qll alternatives when evaluating cost 

I'D 



effectiveness] For example, if the hierarchical approach is used the resource 
managers might be forced to refuse a donation of · an interest in private land 
until such time that it is concluded that a more expensive management action 
is determined to be ineffective. 

Once again, thank you for providing the Conservancy with an opportunity to 
comment on the Restoration Framework. 

Sincerely, 

~..r--- -L.. 2~ 
Susan l. Ruddy ~ 
Vice President/State ~· · 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Trustee Council Members: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Restoration Framework. 
Many of the natural resources and services addressed by the Framework are of vital 
concern to The Nature Conservancy. Therefore,fue strongly support the development 
of a process and structure to guide effective and cost efficient restoration effort8 

We commend the Trustee Council, Restoration Team and other working groups 
for the countless hours expended trying to establish a solid foundation for future 
restoration activities. Based upon our experience elsewhere, as well as our limited 
involvement in Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) restoration efforts, we offer the following 
specific comments for your consideration: 

1. Chapter I. Proposed Action. The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), dated 
August 28, 1991, specifically provides for meaningful public involvement in the 
restoration process. The Trustee Council has affirmed its commitment to public 
involvement continually since damage assessment and restoration efforts 
commenced. Accordingly .l!fis appropriate that the proposed action statement -z_ 
incorporate ·a strong reference to public involvemeniJ 

2. Chapter II. General Comments. As a supporter of effective public 
involvement, we recommend that: 

A . [fhe Public Advisory Group (PAG) support staff should be directly 3 
accountable to the PAG, to the extent legally permissibi~A direct 
relationship between the PAG and its support staff will promote trust 
between the PAG and the Trustee Council and credibility in t he public 
eye. 

601 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 550 · Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2226 
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