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Step 1
IDENTIFY ISSUES
SOURCES OF ISSUES

e |ssues, concerns, and opportunities
identified in Forest Plans.

RESTRATION &
¢ [ssues identified for similar projects
(past actions).

e [ssues identified in plan to practices
stage.

e |[ssues generated from compliance with
faws or regulations.

e Current management (internal) concerns.

. Changes in public uses, attitudes, values,
or perceptions.

e |ssues raised by the public during
scoping.

e Comments from other government
agencies.

¢ Others

UNIT 7 - lssue Management 12/91 Handout 7.6



Step 2:
~ ORGANIZE/GROUP ISSUES

|
| Organize and group issues:

|« COMMON RESOURCE - water quality,
’ visual quality, soil productivity, and
wildlife habitat.

. o 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.

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

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

UNIT 7 - issue Management 12/91 . Handout 7.7



ORGANIZE/GROUP ISSUES

ISSUES ISSUE GROUP

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

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

-"Sediment from proposed,\aétivities may
increase costs of producing drinking
water above what the county can afford.

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

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

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

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

- Proposed Activities will contribute to
Global Warming. '-

UNIT 7 - luis‘e'Muugonenl 12701 A Handout 7.8
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Step 3:
CLARIFY ISSUES

Issue statements should be written:
e without bias

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

e as specific as possible

e keep asking “why”
Go back to the source for clarification

" Involve the Line Officer
TeeeTtes CooNncaill

UNIT 7 - lssue ‘Hunag’omont Handout 7.9
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‘ Step 4:
- IDENTIFY
SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

of the issue.

issue is likely to be of interest.

o INTENSITY - the level of interest

Factors for identifying Significant Issues

e EXTENT - the geographic distribution

e DURATION - the length of time the

or conflict generated by the issues.

UNIT 7 « lssue Management

Handout 7.10
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ISSUES

» |ssue is outside the scope of the
proposed action

o |ssue already decided (by law or

Ferest-Plan, etc.)

H

e [ssue is irrelevant to the decision

 [ssue is not supported by scientific
evidence

s |[ssue is limited in extent, duration, and
intensity

Points to Remember

e Document reasons for dismissal

W\uw ]
o Get line—officer concurrence on final

~list of issues

¢ [nform the public of final list of issues

Reasons for Not Considering

UNIT 7 - lssue Manasgement

Handout 7.11



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 above what the county can afford.

- Increase in water yield caused by timber

harvesting may disrupt channel stability. Water Quantity

- Creating openings with timber harvest may
allow earlier meit-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 ~ issue Management Handout 7.12
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Step 6:

IDENTIFY
UNITS OF MEASURE

Select units of measure that are:
e Quantitative, where possible

e e Measurable

* Predictable
* Responsive to the issue

e Linked to ca.use-effect relationships

( """ UNIT 7 - {ssus Management Handout 7.13
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SUMMARY

Five Steps for Issue Development:
¢ |dentify preliminary issues
e Organize/group issues
e Clarify issues
e |dentify significant issues
e |dentify units of measure

Issue Statements Should be Written:
e Without bias
e To show conflicts
e As specifically as possible

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

UNIT 7 - issue Management Handout 7.18
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Ruth D. Wood
P.0O. 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 0il Spill Restoration pl
Vol. 1: Restoration Framework

Document ID Number
920609220

O A9 wws
0 B-93 WPKG
BT-RPWG
Q 0-m6
Q E-NsC.

11, .

Like so many others, I was devastated when I learned of the
tragic o0il 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,[i_have |
a sense not only of what was lost, but also of the good that can
be done there by protecting the area from further loss through
acquisition of habitgz]or rotection of habitat through purchase =,

of timber or other extractive right§Z]

Indeed, as we reach the point where there is little benefit to

continued clean up efforts,| protecting the ecosystem from

>

additional impacts should be our top priority. The arguments
supporting spending the settlement monies on"Current af?uisition

are more compelling than arguments for other options.

There are 4.

lands and rights available for acquisition now. If they are not
acquired in a timely manner, the habitat values will be lost

foreve;E]

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 the

lower 48 have similar views.

Héﬁééifically, I would like to see:

rocess and as the priority use of settlement funds ]

begun immediate%i]

for each interest groué.[ Use me as an example. I am an

. ,,[ggbitat acquisition as top priority in the restoration 5

) The imminent threat protection process used and negotiations

VFinally,[Ehe public advisory group should have a seat designated

environmentalist. I am not a fisherman, I have no interest in
fishing, and I often have very different views than fishermen.



Mr. Dave Gibbons - Page 2
June 3, 1992

Théfefore, I[@p not feel that a person who represented both

- Théﬁkiyou for the opportunity to comment.
@ffect on this unique and wondrous area will be as great as the

- fishermen and environmentalists could adequately represent nfE] Iy
. feel the public will be served best if no individual seat
represents more than one interest. .

The Restoration Team's

Spill's effect. Please do youlwork with the utmost care and

respect for Prince William Sound.

Sincerely,

| /2225%?%?(,ZJU71 ;

Ruth D. Wood

Document (D Number
920609220

0 A-52 WPWG
[ B-93 WPHG
B¢ ARG
0 0-PAG
0 E-MSC.
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- P.0.Box 324 ‘
Princeton, Ma. 01541 Document 1D Number

' o M 29, 1992 : Q2000209@
e O A52 WPHG

. .. Dave Gibbons _ N obele o Lo 1=,
' Acting Administrative Director cond oot CMM‘W WB-M WPWG
Restoration Team

645 G St. | | @ C-RPWG

Anchorage, AK 99501 G ﬁ PAG

Dear Mr. Gibbons, D E-ulsc

This lettter contains my thoughts and comments on the Exxon
Valdez 0il Spill Restoration Plan, Vol. I: Restoration Framework.
I had been studying the production of o0il 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 o0il 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 WilliamSound in May of 1989 to
assess 0il damage and the efficacy of cleanup efforts under way. I drove
the length of the Trans Alaska Pipelipe 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.

e l.EBoney available undey the Spill Settlement should be used primarily
for land preservation inithe form of outright acqu1s1t10€ﬂﬁ&u@hase of

. development rights and[; tablishment of conservation restrictions. 2

The devastation of ancient forests omAdmiralty Island in Southeast

Alaska is an egregious example of what will 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
birthright. They also wreak havoc od@he environment.

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 Settlemefn]/ money to bolster a narrowly defjned ,
spectrumpf species and activities deemed commercially valuable.tﬁrotection
of the entire ecosystem makes faﬂpore senié:)

3. [ibe group that advises on use of the1§p111 §ett1ement money must include

E;representatlves of non-government bodies to speak for wildlife, for
wilderness and for people who appreciate the enjoyment of an undeveloped
area ..Egs opposed to reps of official agencies charged with balancing
conflicting interesté] G

4.[ihe clear public interest in using Spill Settlement money to protect
~, and preserve the entire Prince William Sound ecosystem in as pristine
.¥ a state as possible should not be compromised by the powerful but
narrowly focused influence of special c¢ommercial interestgl]

) imserely urs,

‘U—

RogeryLeo
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Dave Gibbons

Acting Adwministrative Director
Restoration Team

645 G St.

Anchorage, AK
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« ~United States Forest Cordova Ranger Copper River Delta Institute

Department of Service District 612 2nd Street

Agriculture P.O. Box 280 P.0. Box 1460 Documant 10 Number
Cordova, Alaska Cordova, Alaska 99574 9200 3 079
907/424-7661 907/424-7212 -

o CD'\&mms Qubslmi«.uo. uw 1 =59 FAX 907/424-7214 u A-92 wpwe
—~- & 563 WPHG

Reply to: 1500 Date: 2 June 1992 E!//
C-RPWG
Subject: Restoration Framework D
D-PAG
To: Bruce Van Zee, Forest Supervisor, Chugach National Forest U E msc

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 o0il 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 0il
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. .

it

In addition, neither CRD or CRDI received copies éf 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 0il spill when they were being held in Cordova. This[igck of
coordination and communication should be remedied if both CRD and CRDI are ‘
going to be effective, active participants in the restoration procesgi]

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.



‘_\“ﬂ/.

~

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 0il 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 0il 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.

keep both CRD and CRDI informed and updated on current activities pertaining to
the oil spill.| We also wouldlggcourage you_to raise the profile of the Forest
Serice in the proposed Restoration Framework& And finally,[?e would urge you

to support both CRD and CRDI’s restorationfrestitution proposalg:knd assist usF,{‘¥:“

in pursuing funding for them.

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.

s

/sl /sl
Mary Anne Bishop, Acting Manager Cal Baker, District Ranger
Copper River Delta Institute . Cordova Ranger District
Enc.

cc: Ken Holbrook, 0il Spill Liaison

‘ Document 1D Number

o 980628079
’ Q A-52 WPHG

", _ O 8-93 wpwe
Q C-rrHG
Q 0-Ag
Q. E-Mise.




, = 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

\\‘—“‘/"

GENERAL COMMENTS ON PROPOSED OPTIONS

Lack of incorporating the Chugach National Forest into proposed optiomns.

The Restoration Framework fails to mention the Chugach National Forest
throughout the options as a land manager except for Option 6. There is alneed 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,),
At the same time, many of the options do reflect recreational development in
Prince William Sound. There is a‘ééed to examine these proposed recreational
development options as they relate to the Chugach National Forest management

directionE]

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.

) ( | —‘5Q>eLeu:>
ENeed to incorporate issues_and-concerns—of-pege—lé—inte proposed options.]

We noted the following issues and concerns were not adequately addressed in any
of the potential restoration options:

1. [Ese of restoration monies for the prevention ¢f future spills;J '-7

7

2. [Eyrther clean-up activities:] &

3. \how much reliance should be;place on natural processes to insure tecoveri] 3
of injured natural resources and services.

4. [E?e effect of restoration activities on the local economy of the spill:] 1o
area.

5. Izﬁea of removing other (non Exxon Valdez oil) sources of contamination from
the affected area as a means of aiding restoration. W

v

g g
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) IWe recommend an additional action to include archaeological site inventof

1z

. COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC RESTORATION OPTIONS AND ADDITIONAL SUGGESTED OPTIORp VVv&ieW W raiisi

3306030 74

Comments on Restoration Options for Manasgement of Human Uses. f]
A-$2 WPHG
Option 1. Archaeological resource protection. ‘ U B 9 WG

T
up to_the 150’contour line along all shorelines and beaches in Prince Wi ‘@.las ‘LRFWG
Sound.| The Forest Service would assist in the monitoring and site prote EFOD‘FKG
program in Prince William Sound.

Option 2. Intensify management of fish and shellfish.

1=
The proposed optionzbhould be expanded to include the intensified management
of fisheries abitat;jiﬁabitat management of fish and shellfisé]is an essential
component in managing populations.

Option 3. [ihcrease management for fish and shellfish that previously did not £
require intensive management.

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

Option 4. [geduce disturbance at marine bird colonies and marine mammal 4
haul-out sites and rubbing beac ef:] o

The proposed actions should be expandedY:o include the whole spectrum of boat l’
operators and public users including photographers, recreational boaters, and
flshermeg:]

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

Any redirected sportfishing effort for cutthroat trout will primarily occur on
the Chugach National Forest. Thé[fprest Service should be an integral partner 11
in the development of any management plan that recommends changes in
recreational use on the Chugach National Foresé:][iéformation required to 18
implement this option should include the evaluatién of habitat capability in
order to properly assess stock status in non-oilea systemé] Additionally,

[Elternative port fishing locations need to be inventoried and assessed for

19

their recreational potentiai]and[:Pssible adverse impacts on the fisherieg:)
.0
Option 6. Redesignate a portion of the Chugach National Forest as a National
Recreation Area or Wilderness Area.

We agree that the possibility ofl:édesignating portions of the Chugach National 21
Forest be—comnsideredr This should be addressed in the Chugach National Forest
Plan Revisioq:] As this plan is developed, the general public and other state

and federal agencies including the 0il 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

tion and proposed actions should include the Chugach National Foresﬂ 22
Currently the suggested actions include hiring and training additional staff,
and providing interpretive services to educate the public about the spill. [ We
recommend that actions also include providing additional facilities and
equipment for-increased staff requirementﬁii

D



. -Option 8. Restrict or eliminate legal harvest of marine and terrestrial qw&&&& 7? ;_

mammals and sea ducks.
24 Q A-52 WPHG

The U.S. [Eorest Service should be involved in any subsistence issues or @?j es

in subsistence regulations because it is the agency that administers gB 43 WPWG
subsistence on Forest Service landé:]lﬁéder ANILCA, Section 801 subsisteq

has precedence over commercial or spoif]use, and should be therefore be tj 1f‘RFWG
considered in any reduction of harvest. 25 u 0 PAG

Option 9. [Einimiz?e'%ntidental take of marine birds by commercial fishe ﬁE}E MISC

We agree that minimizing incidental take of marine birds is important.

Suggested Additional Restoration Options for Management of Human Resources
Option 33. Develop integrated public information and education program.

This[éption should be included under the Management of Human Resources Options, 27
not the "Other Options" categorzZ] The Cordova Ranger District is very

supportive of developing interpretative and ~ducational programs. We would,
however,IEecommend that the City of Valdez be targeted for a large-scale publlc
information program because of its central location in Prince William Sound, 2B
and its importance to recreation and industryi]

Currently, an 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. 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 coordinated, 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[aevelop a
prevention and response program "for both Prince William Sound and the Copper [2)
River Delté:]

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 intimately linked to the ecosystem through subsistence

and commercial harvests of fish and mammals.f§é§eline data on local community 20
residents needs to be collected for understanding social, economic, and
cultural impacts of o0il spill disasters spill communitiqéZ] Furthermore,
emergency response systems in these communities should be identified and
evaluatedi]

3\



UOTSTICR (U NUmBe!
- Comments on Restoration Options for Manipulation of Resources
o Q20602.079

Option 10. Preservation of archaeological sites and artifacts.
22 [Q AS2WPHG

We) recommend an additional action to inventory archaeological sites up g hg 3wpwe
1507contour line along all shorelines and beaches in Prince William Sou ﬁg

Forest Service would assist in the monitoring and site protection progr nc'RPWG
Prince William Sound.
| D-PAG

Option 11. Improve or supplement stream and lake habitats for spawning T i
rearing of wild salmonids. u E msc

EE;storation of wild salmonid spawning and rearing habitat is important and
should receive high prioriti:] 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.

[§;tion 12 should be eupanded to include interpretive and educational facilities]§4
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. L

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

Ee support fox eradicéation under these circumstances:) 25

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

Eiie Chugach National Forest would not support any stocking or fish culture
techniques that have the potential to impact existing wild salmon stock%Z]
i

Comments on Restoration Options for Habitat Profeétion and Acquisition

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

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. [Eiior to initiating
additional field surveys, existing information should be compiled and future =7

. needs assessed.
Option 20. Establish and Exxon Valdez o0il spill "special management area".

Weigisagree with this option because Alaska’s Coastal Management Zone Act =g
Regulations nullify the need for a special management areézj

Option 21. Acquire tidelands.

We |support tideland acquisitioé:] The Chugach National Forest would be the
logical land manager for tidelands acquired in Prince William Sound. 3

I3



. - Option 22. Designate protected marine areas. mﬂmm
40 9206 03-0 79

We |support the identification and potential designation of protected magjine
areas.\ The @ugach National Forest should participate in the identificﬂﬁo‘-sz "m
and designation of any protected marine area, especially when it related_to

\A] unique wild fish stock habitats Eecreational Oﬁort%i{ies_? and] whenev¢ d tBe 43 WG

/ designated habitats adjoin Forest Service lands.
FES Q C-RPWG
Option 23. Acquire additional marine bird habitats. D D PAG
We E\:pport marine bird habitat protection and acquisitiorg 44 u E msc

Option 24. Acquire "inholdings" within parks and refuges.

We Ysupport this option and would expand this option to include acquisition of A5
inholdings on Chugach National Forest landf:l

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, theE_cquisition

of upland forests and watersheds adjoining the Chugach National Forest should 4G
be considered as a viable, and timely option to achieve restoratioxﬂ

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

A7 S
We[s—trongly support designation of "benchmark" monitoring sites, including
ciled and unoiled siteﬁ:) Whenever appropriate, theselbenchmark sites should be 4&
included in any monitoring study be it species specific or otherwisg We also
tﬁrge that any long-term monitoring be adequately fundedg
45
) Option 29. Establish or extend buffer zones for nesting birds.

We |[support 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. [Ee would like to play g role evaluating the pertinent studi@in
Prince William Sound éxd making ecisiozxgto act én this option. 5|

Comments on Restoration Options,Listed as "Other Options
Option 31. Develop a comprehensive monitoring program.
52

WeEtrongly support a comprehensive monitoring program and list it as a top

priority for restoratiop:l In addition to continued monitoring of species and

habitats where damage has already been proven, monitoring should include the
S collection of baseline data o pecies that could be impacted in a future

spi].l;l Examples of such Epegg: would be staging shorebirds and waterfowl

during spring and fall migration both in Prince William Sound and on the Copper

River Deltaj [Monitoring projects should also include the "benchmark" sites,

and should be adequately funded over several yearsﬂ 54-

Option 32. Endow a fund to support restoration activities.

. We Elpport the establishment of an endowment to support restoration activities
) with a portion (not all) of the restoration settlement monies.’ This [é:xdcwment
should be administered to include the following restoration activities:

’



“Option 32 (continued). 5

habitat acquisition and protection, long-term monitoring and research, and
clean-up activities. Within the framework of any endowment, items should be

prioritized for funding based on public inpu§:1

Option 34. Establish a marine environmental institute.

58

We]do not support this option_because it potentially supports a duplication of
research effort and facilitigg] Currently there are 4 research institutes in
Prince William Sound that either have the ability the potential to address
marine environmental issues. These include: Copper River Delta Institute
(U.S. Forest Service), the Prince William So Science Center and the
associated 0il Spill Recovery Insitute, andUniversity of Alaska’s Seward
Marine Center. Welstrongly urge that thesé institutes better coordinate their
efforts both with each other and in cooperation with other federal and state
research divisions,|including the Alaska Fish and Wildlife Research Center (US

Fish and Wildlife Service).
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Exxon Valdez 0il Splll Trustee Council | June 3,1992
€45 C Strect
Anchoraga, Alaska 99501

RE: Comments on Volume l: Restoration Framework and Volume 2: 1892 Draft
work Plan. ‘ :

Greatings,
BACKGROUND ;

Established in 1988 and incorporated in 1989 as a non=-profit (501c3)
membership and public ddvocacy group, the Prince William Sound Conserva-
tion Alliance (PWSCA) promotes sound enviraonmental policies for the
Prince William Sound region of Alaska; advocaling conservalion of Pr.
Wm. Sound’s natural resources and engaging in educational activities
concerning the Sound’s natural history, environmental problems, and
legislative issues.

Following the 1989 kExxon vValdez oil spill, PWSCA was the primary non-
government organization monitoring annual cleanup efforts. PWSCA served
as the Volunteer Coordinating Center under a contract from the Alasgka
Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC), represented environmen-
talists on the Inter-Agency Shoreline Cleanup Committee, a decision
making advisory group to the Federzl On-Scene Coordinator and operated
under contract from the-City of Valdez and ADEC the Valdez Local Re-
sponse Program from January 1290 through completion in September 1991.

Our membership is wide and varied having the’ common interest and concern
being Prince William Sound.

COMMENTS : !

* [E}e impacted resources need to recover NOW and need to have pro-
lecliovn frum furthezr-damage. Thisis—nrotpossibkbie—if destructive activi-
ties such ae clearcut loggiqél”}?sort/aubdivisioﬁ]or[@}neral developmqu]
are allowed to take place.l o L=

The fish and wildlife as well as the people impacted and in turn
the habitat they mutually depend on is diverse and interwaven. Recause
of this interrelationship of such things as waler quality, nesting habi-
tat, tidal influences, migration, éeaesonal usage and food sourccs the
habitat ranges from the subtidal to the mountain tops.

[Eherefore Prince William Sound Conservation Alliance recommends
that habltat protection be the priority of the Restoration Eramewor@]

4 ,



.

.\‘w/“‘

[Ehe 1992 Work Plan as vell as tuture work plané] this should be accom-

plished Lhrough acquisitions including purchases of land, conservation
eacements, development rights and timber rights [ land classifications

(- (Wilderness, [igational Recreation AreE} Wl_ildlire a1}z'ezu<_:e_:{ etc.) and E;mgi

1

trades could also be utilized T

o [Eé recommend that no less than 80% of the settlement funds be used

for habitat acquisitiogjto prevent the further destruction to the natu-

ral resources damaged by thefspill[@} well as replacement. and acquisi-
tion of equivalent resourcgf] 1

The wilderness qualities of the impacted areas are being turther damaged

as this process crawls along. This is allowing further damage to take

place to the fish and wildlife and the long term economic interests of
commeraial and_sport fishing, tourism, subsistence and recreation.
Therefore Lhe[éonservation Alliance stresses that habitat protection not 1<
only take a financial priority but a time priority as wel We ask that

[@egotiations begin immediately, that acEiisitions be given concurrent
s

consideration in the restoration proces &nd[ég imminent threat protec:
tion process be initiated] | .

bt Much of the wildlife and many of the impacted beaches need to be
just left alone. To put further stress onto them would only continue the
damage and postpone recovery. Wé[igcommend that any further studies, 15
research or monitoring programs be of a nonintrusive/ocbservational na-
ture.] To continue running down otters or ducks for capture to have teeth
extracted, radio transmitters implanted, blood sampled, or out right '
killed for thc sakc of final dectailing of damage or even worse to posai-
bly assist an individual or agenay to acquire better funding, ar to have
a better looking thesls 1s morally wrong and financially irresponsible.

= until the[inform tion and data ftrom ALL research and studies is

put into a final fO{ji ev#luated and cross reIE£enc§§]iL is next to 4
impossible for ‘anyorié to know what is in need of further study, what is
duplicated, inappropriaté, _or wastefui.[@pney'and effort needs to be I
‘allocated to meet this need!but new or costly continuation of research
and studies is of questiorible merit. ' .

!

o The remaining oil would be difficult and impractical to remove. We

{zecommend that very little effort or money be allocated for this pur-4°
pose.]The exception is togczntinue some Support to the Chenega Bay Local
Respense Program to allow the’people of Chenega Bay to actively work on 18
their beaches,] which have some of the worst remailning oil left on them.

A very few offhier locatlons may need some direct work as well but in
gencral little more can be done

* If the representation on the public advisory group is not[held A
accountable to the interest she/he is representing,) the group is not 19
effactive. [We recommend that the public advisory group consist of desig-&
nalted seals fur the identifled interest group{ﬂ

* );&on-commercial” species need’to be on an equal fanting when heing

considered for a research or moniloring proyram. 20
* [}oads, docks, airstrips, lodges; ferries, hatcheries, etc. are a
completely inappropriste use of these moniesi] 2\
&S
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. The public needs to understand what happened, what can be done to

~help recovery and how not to make things worse after the nations worst
oll spill. Commercial and sport fishing interests, charter boat and
cruisc ehip operators, recreationists, subsistence users, float plane
and halicopter operators and the general public need to be madc aware of
nut only the fragile nature of the recovering environment hut of the
coastal ecosystem in general. We all have the potential te do further
damage by the way we live and work and by walking, boating, flying,
fishing or whatever at the wrong place at the wrong time. We therefore
[féel that it would be appropriate to put some money and effort into -
education to help address Lhese ilssues. ~

Thank you. ,_no_a want b ‘&‘NL”W Srenn odsoa
. , . | . .

Sincercly,
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Nancy Lethcoe
President
Alaskan Wilderness
Sailing Safaris

Carol Kasza
Vice President
Arctic Treks

Todd Miner
Secretary
Alaska Wilderness Studics
U of A Anchorage

Don Ford

Treasurer
National Outdoor
Leardership School

Bob Dittrick
Wilderness Birding

Eruk Williamson
Eruk's Wilderness
Float Trips

Tom Garrett
Alaska Discovery

Dennis Eagan

Recreation

Kirk Hoessle
Alaska Wildlands
Adventures

Bob Jacobs
St. Elias Alpine Guides

Karla Hart
Rainforest Treks & Tours

Marcie Baker
Alaska Mountaineering &
Hiking

Gayle Ranney
Fishing & Flying
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Restoration Team

645 G Street , E?”C-RFWG
Anchorage, AK 99501 u 0-PAG

U E-MSC.

May 30, 1992

Dear Mr. Gibbnns,

The Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism Associa-
tion (AWRTA), formerly the Alaska Wilderness Guides
Association, represents 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 large group of individual members who
use Alaska’s back-country resources for recreation.

1.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 natcural 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, etc.) were 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 Assessment and
Restoration Plan for the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill, Vol.

P.O. Box 1353, Valdez, AK 99686. Phonc: 907-835-5175. Fax: 907-835-5395
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Restoration Plan for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill, Vol. II: Respo Eh Exﬂmc.
Public Comment, Appendix D, p. D-152, response to first comment Dy T —

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 Iramework
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. st

T:éWRTA requests that additional damage-assessment studies be undertaken
to evaluate the economic damage done-to wilderness-based tourism, (in-

~, cluding tour and charter boat operators, hunters, sports-fishermen, out-

.h/)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, the land acquisition process
considers only “habitat 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 “Nominations that do not contain
essential habitat components will be dropped from this process.”[EWRTA
certainly supports the requirement that land acquisition should be for
habitat which supports watchable wildlife, sports fish, and hunting
opportunitie§ZIHowever, the definition of Step 12 seems to imply that
habitat acquisition is the only reason 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 acquisition

on the basis of some non-habitat criteria.
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{E@ request that this definition be expanded to include these ot
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of lands
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needs. Perhaps the addition of the phrase “or 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 “or 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 the nature 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). )é?tion 12 is an excellent example of the type of restoration
or enhancement project opposed by AWRTA because its effect is to further 4
damage recreational users, outdoor education schools, and tourism busi-
nesses already hurt by the spil%z] More acceptable options would be: 1)
Iécquisition of comparable lands from private landowners to be managed in
an undeveloped mannegﬂ Z)Yégvelopment,of a clean beaches program for (

~ removing garbage from beaches used by recreational boaters and the tour-

. Jism industry|(most of this garbage drifts ashore and is not left by

recreational users and tourism companies); and 3)[pption é:] 7

4. It is unclear to us how the monitoring of the effects o. an action on
other resources will be done. We are[épncerned that planning for the
restoration of one resource may be done by gésource experts in that
field without adequate analysis of the effects of the proposed project
on other resource%] We are also[éoncerned about how a project once it is
undertaken will be monitored to determine the effects on other re-
sources.] 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 lead 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?

{ZWRTA requests that an analysis of the effects of any proposed action on
‘,fgnother resource or resource user be included in the decision-making Te)
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;}procesé]and[;e an integral part of a required monitoring element of any
project undertakeQZ]It is possible that this could be achieved through H
the NEPA process, at least for the planning aspect.

5 .@WRTA prefers concurrent consideration of the habitat and land acqui- 2

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.

E.EEWRTA prefers “Proposed Threshold Criteria Set A (04/20/92) version A

with the following changes:
>

(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 concerned about the meaning of the
phrase “substantially similar service."{éﬁere needs to be_some criteria |4
for determining what is a “substantially similar service.”| As noted
above, AWRTA's members 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 platforms or cabins
a “substantially similar service.”

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. f
' Document D Number

920603-0¢%
Respectfully submitted,
/ 27 ’ O A2 WPWG
A , - _
%*’”7 A SR B-93 WPHG
Nancy R. Lethcoe, President B/C'RPWG
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cc: Connell Murray, Division of Tourism D

Karen Cowart, Alaska Visitors Association D E- MiSC.
Marilyn Hoeddel, Prince William Sound Tourism Coalition
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May 18,1991 (e

Dear Dave,

Following are comments on the 0il Spill Restoration
Framework (Vol. 1.)

The practical options presented that would result in the
greatest benefiﬁ]to the o0il impacted region in general and
many of the impacted specieslwould involve acguisition

I "inholdings", upland forests and watershedg][énd buffer

Z strips near anadromous streams (#25,25,26)] [Fully 70% or =

I have great concern that[ﬁany of the options are simply
methods for putting more money in agency hands, creating
more bureaucracy while doing little to benefit the

ecosystem or injured species. | Prime examples are
Efincreasing management in parks and refuges" (#7),"increase
management of fish and shellfish" (#2,#3).. . e~ Morcen buw&uﬂj&%&] o

We are not in a position to force recovery of any species,
anymore than we can clean up the 0il that still bleeds into
the system.[ﬁeducing additional damages to the system by ¢
preventing further habitat degradatioé](as upland timber
buybacks would accomplish),[honitoring recovery of

7 particular key injured species;|[and making sure there is a &
baseline of information on these specieglin the event of
future perturbations should be gozals of the Trustee Council.

91:%uture studies and monitoring should be conducted on a
competitive bkid basisgﬂﬁonies should not automatically be
allocated to agencies for monitoring or other activities] !©
We are no longer in an emergency situation.[fhe processes
need to be opened up. The public advisory committee is very
important at this time and should represent a variety of H
perspectives;]



\2. |The settlement monies should not be locked away in an
endowmenﬁ]or[ﬁsed for development projects in the spill I3
area. | |Private development of uses compatible with recovery

will be best fostered by the assurance of ecosystem
protection and recovery of which upland and timber buyback 4

should be the cornerstone.

Sincerely, /| .. //
Lo ////L L

\

Craig O. Matkln f
Document 1D Number
920526057

0 A9 WPHg
0 B-93 wewg
B¢ AP
0 0-Pg
0 E-use,




- atrar ORI

Mr.'Craig 0. Matkin
Box 1524

Homer, AK 99603-6244

i

2

Lo

8 gy i et B e Lard < r:/,,,:

hraunne
T, RN

Documant (D Kumber

22052602
0 A-52 WPWG

Q B-93 WPWG
@ C- APHG
Q 0-Pg




e j"f'The Alaska Coalition of Maryland is a statewide alliance {see appended -
" listing) representing more than-100,000 Marylanders ‘who are’concerned

. contained Within the boundaries of Alaska.’ ‘Quite’a significant number, of
" those represented have been to Alaska and a smaller but substanttal number

B ‘primary-and-principal victims of the spill were the ecosystems,: -

about the fate of natural resources m the federal domam and which are

-+ “have Tived there @ of us want the maximum’ protectton for lands waters
" .flora, and fauna wmch belong to all Amerlcan] We therefore feel compelled
~_to comiment on the £xxon t/a/dez 01/ Sp/// ﬁestoraz‘/on P/an V0/ / P .

: .v/?esz‘aratmn Framewark o

- It has been adequately documented that there is lnle more that can be done
~ to clean up the remains of the o011 fom the Va/a’ez 'On the other hand the '

" ~communities, and organisms.of Prince William Sounb and-its: environs g
~ThereforeJimmediately; restoration should begin by acquisition of habitat™
~-through outright purchasé]leasgments ]or[Eimber/mineral rights acqu131tlorﬂ 4-
- -Mmoreover @7 of the settlemént funds sholld go to habitat acquisition.]:s Sl
- This move and.this alone is the only action that can be taken to benefit the “ qu&,_.g -
o prmcrpal victtms of thlS disaster, and ftmust be given QLQr_ty_a_ [ :
o onsig [der no con 1t ions should thesé funds be used 7
-~ for construction and/or development) We believe that this would be a-
. misuse of the restoratton funds. - This should not be an chance for '
o opportumsts topursue their personal.agenda to degrade further the L
-ecosystems.of the-region.” Along the same lines, [v%en a momtormg program
is designed, it should not just include commerCIaHy valuable speciés, but -
_ indicator species from-a sufficient number of guilds should be chosen to -
- allow determmatlon of. the spm s effects on aH ecosystems over tlmej

4We want to remmd the Truetees that federat wnderness lands were dlrectly
harmed by this crlmmal act, that creatures belongmg to all Amerlcans were

e






AR ;'.,_'Audubon Councn of Maryland

T 32%29&7'{;}
o e D e |
" Central Maryland Audubon Soctety TR I S (1 N 1 WPWG'_.;_-:'.‘

- .;"_,Chesapeake Audubon SOCIEIY ‘ L RS . m/c HPWG

o }:_“;»;‘.}“.‘;};C]ean Water Action

N f"“_f_f‘;Conservatmn Federatlon of'r‘laryland ' - ' . U D PAG
. - . Féderated-Garden Clubs. of. Maryland - j e S U E HISO

A - Garden Club of America. (Maryland region)

'"6rassroots Coalition for Economic and Envn‘onmental Justlce
. . League of Women Voters of Maryland c T
, _’Maryland Conservatlon Council o '
 S.A.V.E. (Students Agamst Vlolatwn of the Env1ronment)

- ~':'_?{J_'_.Student Envwonmental Action Coalition

.- Students United for the Earth

e - of Westerh 'Haryland College o
Slerra Club (Potomac Chapter) , ' o

- . Southern Maryland Audubon Socxéty e
L Washington b.C. Area Chapter Appalachlan Mountam Club .
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Alagka State Legislature

SENATOR

Senate

JUN U RECT

3111 C STREET, SUITE 550
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
(907) 561-7615

While in Juneau
STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-1182
(907) 465-3818

June 3, 1992 ;;cuazzegglﬂltlsun;ber
Steve Pennoyer @792 WPWG
Director 1
National Marine Fisheries Service L B-93 WPG
P.O. Box 21668 B7C- RPWG
Juneau, Alaska 99802- 1668 O D-pAG

<_

Dear Mr. P}%gt%r: Q e-Msc.

Re: Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Restoration - Restoration Framework

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 Bestoration 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
programs and objectives, as shaped by experts and the public. As -that
vision coalesces over the next year, | 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



Steve. Rennoyer
June 3, 1992
Page 2

marine systems and resources. The more we know about those
ecosystems, the better equipped we are to both restore and protect them.

| 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 Plan:

« 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 future work plans before the 1992
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. | 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. | believe that while a share of the Exxon Valdez
setttement may reasonably be spent on habitat acquisition and
individual restoration projects, these should not be. 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, | am submitting a proposal for the



Steve. Pennioyer
June 3, 1992
Page 3

Restoration Framework. As you know, some of my colleagues have been
involved in this proposal and | 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 long-
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 sugyestion for the
1993 Work Plan. It is my hope that over the next few months, | 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.

Sincerely,

wlos= §('“’(T”JWSL/L

Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Senator

Enclosure
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PROPOSED RESTORATION OPTION
FOR RESTORATION FRAMEWORK

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Marine Svciences Endowment

Submitted by: S

State Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
State Capitol, Room 427

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182
465-3818

June 3, 1992

Purpose

The Exxon Valdez Marine Sciences Endowment would be created by
diverting a portion of civil settltement 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 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.



Restoration Option
State 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 Foundation
and two public members.

Operations: Operations costs will be held to a minimum (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 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

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;
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Restoration '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.

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 all 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. :



EVOS Marine Sciences Endowment
Contributions Totalling $75 Million
(Thousands of Dollars)

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

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 97,182 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
2007 122,967 0 11,067 4,919 6,148 127,885
2008 127,885 0 11,510 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 14,0083 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




EVOS Marine Sciences Endowment
Contributions Totalling $100 Million
(Thousands of Dollars)

Beginning Inflation Ending
(ear Baiance Deposit Earnings Proofing Granis Bailance
1992 0 35,000 3,150 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
1999 105,855 5,000 9,977 4,434 5,543 115,290
2000 115,290 5,000 10,826 4,812 6,014 125,101
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 13,171 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
2007 164,620 0 14,816 6,585 8,231 171,204
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 7,407 9,259 192,582
2011 192,582 0 17,332 7,703 9,629 200,285
2012 200,285 0 18,026 8,011 10,014 208,296
2013 208,296 0 18,747 8,332 10,415 216,628
2014 216,628 0 19,497 8,665 10,831 225,293
2015 225,293 0 20,276 9,012 11,265 234,305
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 12,671 263,561
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 100,000 416,403 185,068 231,335

Assumes annual earnings of 9% and inflation of 4%.
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Alaska Htate Legislature

3111 C STREET, SUITE $50
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
(907) 561.7615

SENATOR While in Juneau
ARLISS STURGULEWSKI JUNEALL ALASKA SB0L1E2
(507) 465-3818
Dosument 1D Number
220603074 §
| June 3, 1992 @A 82 WPUG
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council B-43 WPHG
645 G Street g , , B7C-RPWG
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 o temr s Subelaoie comen Ley I-te
g » O o-m6
Gentlemen: | ' Q E-MSC.
Re: Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Restoration - Restoration Framework

—

During the three years since the grounding 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 Restoration
Eramework 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 B.mmm__ﬁmmé_mm will map the work of
the trustees through the culmination of the chiarge established the court
settiement. As such,)j must make manifest the trustees’ vision of future
programs and objectives, as shaped by experts and the publig__.j As that
vision coalesces over the next year, | hope thatm will place strong =z
amphasis 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. Er_otection can best become 4
reality through acquiring and using more and better knowledge of Alaska's
marine systems and resources.] The more we know about those things, the
better equipped we are t0 both restore and protect them.

!
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Trustee Council Documec 10 b
s 403094,
6/3/92 | 220603077
Page 2 Qa9 WPWG .
| want to make some more specific comments on the procéss to date Q@ -9 WPWG i
in the future. These cover both the Restoration Framework process M RPWG |
those for the 1992 Work Plan and 1993 Work Plan: 0 D-PAG !
« The compressed and overlapping timelines for these three efforts g} E- l.usc

not result in the best final products. The frustees and staff musy
simultaneously consider three separate works, each significant in its
own right. That must certainly strain resources. | The public is likely 5
to suffer some confusion between projects, at the least, and have
insufficient time to develop reasoned and comprehensive comments at
worsﬂ .

«[Comments are due on the 1993 and future work plans before the 1992
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] | 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
objectiveg.:[ it(should be a living document, adaptable over time as &
goals are achieved, conditions change, and knowledge expandgz]

« Spending $900 million in public funds is a heavy responsibility under
any circumstances. | believe that »whilefa,share of the Exxon Valdez 9
settlement may reasonably be spent on habitat acquisition and
individual restoration projects, these should not be the exclusive
focus of restoration effortg.’_] @e long-term health of injured ©
ecosystems and ongeing management of their systems and resources
should be accorded an equal priority. |

In keeping with these comments and| my broad concern that the trustees i\
look to the future in a fashion that makes explicit how each facet of its
program contributes to the overall go‘aI[ | am submitting a proposal for the
Restoration Framework. As you kndw, some of my colleagues have been
involved in this proposal and | am confident of their support as well. E’he
proposal outlines the creation, mission, and administration of an Exxon
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Document 1D Numbs
Trustee Council Gr003094
6/3/92 )
Page 3 @A 92 WPWG -
D W B-93 WPWG
Valdez Oil Spill Marine Sciences Endowment] This[endowment wp,

consist of portions of annual civil settlement payments set aside i
trust generating annuai incomg.] ThatThicome would be used to fund | &; D-PAG
term baseling research into ecosystem status, resource recovery |z
enhancemeng and [g_quwalent resource - enhancement and acquisiti n.
Additionally, the Entity established tc administer the endowment would®
serve as a research coordinating mechanisn_ﬂ lo

This proposal is a draft document. It is my intention to submit
essentially the same proposal, with some refinements, as a suggestion for
the 1293 Work Plan. It is my hope that over the next few months, | 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.

i look forward to working with the trustee council. ~We have the
opportunity for significant achievéments 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.

Sincerely,

e h

Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Senator

Enclosure
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Documamle‘uasze?
92040309
PROPOSED RESTORATION OPTION | B2 52 WPHG
'FOR RESTORATION FRAMEWORK &-8-93 WG
@C-RFWG
Exxon Valdez Oll Splll Marine Sciences Endowmengu 0-PAG
xe ' Optcoa R , DEHlSC

Submitted by:

State Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
State Capitol, Room 427

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182
465-3818

June 3, 1992

Purpose

The £xxon 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
andowment 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 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 orgamzatnons
active in Alaska's marine envnronment

Endowment Charter and Operations

Eﬂgimm‘m__ﬁdmgi&m The trustee council will create a foundation

directed y a board distinct from the council. The charter of the
foundaticn will be based on principles established by the trustees.
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. . Reéstoration Option 42060307 4L
State Senator Arliss Sturgulewski . B A-$2 WPWG
June 3, 1992

o G893 WPKG
Endowment Life: The endowment will be established as either a l% j I Rews
duration sinking fund which will spend itself out of existence by g time
certain or as a trust with a perpetual existence. Q D-pAg

Board Composition: University of Alaska, University of Washington, Hloc.m
Department of Fish and Game, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration {Alaska Region), Alaska Science and Technology Foundation

and two public members.

QOperationg: Operations costs will be held to a minimum (target - 3% or
less of funds available annually}] by ulilizing existing agency resources as
much as possible. A small staff will screen proposals and administer
grants. The board will make ali 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 tc the endowment trust fund
an 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
psrpetual 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.

i

Research Grant Program

Proposal igibility: 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 resocurces or systems;
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. Restoration Option ' 05-0403054)

State Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

June 3, 1992 BA-52 wpwa
878- 03 Wpwe

« A reasonable link between the civil settlement requirements |t
restore, replaca, enhance, rehabilitate, or acquire natural resourca/ C- RFWG
injured by the spill or their equivalents and the outcome of B 0-pAG
proposal must be established.
Q E-msc,

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 grdination:  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 ali 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 compsetent to ensure
coordination and ccoperation. '
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Earnings = 9%

Inflation = 4%

420403094 |
WPWG
878-93 wewe
876 Bew
EVOS Marine Sclences Endowment C- RFWG
(Thousands of Dallars) Q D-PAG
o Qf E"’ ISC.
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
1986 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 97,182 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
2007 122,967 o} 11,067 4,919 6,148 127,885
2008 127,885 0 11,510 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
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, B c{Rrwa
EVOS Marine Sciences Endowment
(Thousands of Dollars) Q Dipg
| U E {MI5C.
Beginning infiation Ending
Year Balance Deposit Earnings Proofing Grants Balance
1992 0 35,000 3,150 1,400 1,750 36,400
1963 36,400 25,000 5,526 2,456 3,07¢C 63,856
1994 63,856 5,000 8,197 2,754 3.443 71,610
1995 71,610 5,000 6,895 3,064 3,831 79,675
1996 79,875 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

1999 108,855 5,000 9,977 4,434 5,543 115,230
2000 115,290 5,000 10,826 4,812 €,014 125,101
2001 125,101 5,000 11,709 5,204 6,505 135,305

2002 135,308 0 12,177 5,412 6,765 140,718
2003 140,718 0 12,665 5,628 7,036 146,346
2004 146,346 0 13,171 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
2007 164,620 0 14,816 6,585 8,231 171,204
2008 171,204 0 15,408 6,848 8,560 178,053
2009 178,063 0 16,025 7,122 8,903 185,175
2010 185,175 0 16,666 7,407 9,259 192,582
2011 192,582 0 17,332 7.703 9,628 200,285
2012 200,285 0 18,026 8,011 10,014 208,296
2013 208,296 0 18,747 8,332 10,415 216,628
2014 216,628 0 - 19,497 8,665 10,831 225,293
2015 225,293 0 20,276 9,012 11,265 234,305
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 12,671 263,561
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 100,000 416,403 185,068 281,325

Earnings = 9% Intlation = 4%
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" GERALD R. BROOKMAN | Document 1D Number |

715 MUIR AVENUE | 420601074} -
KENAI, ALASKA 99611 0 A0 WG |

May 29, 1992

B-93 WPWG
(- RPWG

| B 0-me
Dave Gibbons, Acting Administrative Director
Restoration Team U E-mSO.
645 G .Street )
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Gibbons:

I an writing concerning the decisions that will be made on the 0il
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.[i_believe that habitat acquisition should be given concurrent con- !
sideration in the restoration procengl Acquisition of habitat and protection
from development can do a great deal to ameliorate damages to wildlife pop-
ulations which would otherwise be damaged.
- [M%

N >
2. Habitat protectioé]aggjééquisition, including purchase of laqég con-
servation easementé; nd‘gigho righ;éXare the most effective means of
restoration and should be the PRIORITY USE of settlement funds. believe
thati&é%, at least, of the settlement funds should be used for habitat
acquisition to prevent further damage to natural resourceé]and[égrvices on 7
an equivalent resource basis.]

3. I believe that|the imminent threat protéction process should be used,és
otherwise critical forest lands may be logged béfore they could be considered
for acquisitiogZ] Negotiations should begin immediatel

4.[ipe restoratio£e$rocess must begin AS SOON AS POSSIBLé:][Epnds must not (o
be locked away in an'endowmengj'[Qonstruction projects are NOT an appropriate
use of restoration funds. ) ’

5. [WILDERNESS QUALITIES OF THE REGION MUST BE PROTECTED.| |Z

6.E§gstoration and protection of archeological resources, especially in I3
national parks,lis very important. N

7. |[The monitoring program should not be dominated by studies of commercially
valuable Species, but should give equal consideration to all species in a comp- |4
rehensive program that evaluates the.long-term effects of the spill on the
entire coastal ecosystqu]

8.[§he public advisory group should have a seat designated for each 15
interest group [(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.

YW 3 ——
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Dave Gibbons

CQA’\LC’“;-M oY \JYL““L 'C.\! &-\._»\L, C v 8y \(q> | -2
W7

Box 42, Terrey Hill Road,
Turner, ME c4282
May 29. 1992

Document ID Number
9206010%F2.

O A-92 WPHG
2B- 83 WPHG
& C- RPWG
0 0-PiG

0 E-MSC.

Acting Administrative Director

S

Restoration Team

&45 6 Street

Anchorage, Alasks

Dear Mr. Gibbons:

Regarding the Exxon Valdezr 011 Spill Restoration Plan,

Vol. 1:

Restoratien Framework:

[i'believe a good proportiont*of the $1 billion Exxon

settiement furd

habitat areas rather
roads. etc. i1in Prince

Hickel.

I worked on

the 1989 Valdez oil spi1ll and was deeply

moved by the environmental destruction that I sew. To all

this money to be

and habitat restoration makes no sense at all‘

Thank you for your consideration of these ideas.

1

Sipcerely,

J/Ek Biscoe

should be spent for acquisition of endangered l
than set aside for tourist development,
William Sound as favored by Governor

ow 2

=pent for any thing other than land preservation




Jack Biscoe

Box 42 - Torrey Hill Road

Turner, ME
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Dave Gibbons

Acting Administrative Director
Restoration Team

A45 G Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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Dave. Gibbons, Acting Administrative Director
Restoration ’],?eam u E-NISG.
645 G .Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Gibbons:

I am writing concerning the decisions that will be made on the 0il
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.

l.ti_believe that habitat acquiéifion should be given'concurrent con- |
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 would otherwise be damaged.
& IM*

Z.EEgbitat-%}otectioé]agéié;quisition, including purchase of laqé? :gg;
servation easement§Z]§Pd\si£Lo righ;éXare the most effective means of
restoration and should be the PRIORITY USE of settlement funds. believe
thatiﬁéz, at least, of the settlement funds should be used for habitat
acquisition to prevent further damage to mnatural resourceé]and[éervices on 77
an equivalent resource basis.]

3. I believe that|the imminent threat protéction process should be used,éB
otherwise critical forest lands may be logged bgfore they could be considered
for acquisitiogz] Negotiations should begin immediatel

4.[ihe restoratio£?$rocess must begin AS SOON AS POSSIBLé:][ipnds must not {¢
be locked away in an'endowmengj'[@onstruction projects are NOT ‘an appropriate
use of restoration funds_ ) ’

5.[WILDERNESS QUALITIES OF THE REGION MUST BE PROTECTEI_)Z Iz

6.1Restoration and protection of archeological resources, especially in I3
national parkéZlis very important. N

7. [The monitoring program should not be dominated by studies of commercially
valuable Species, but should give equal consideration to all species in a comp- [4
rehensive program that evaluates the,long-term effects of the spill on the
entire coastal ecosystem.

S.EEhe public advisory group should have a seat designated for each 15
interest group [(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.

YIRS —
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Documsnt 1D Number

Laurel Toussaint 9206010(,9
Rt 3 Box 219 0
Carbondale, IL 62901 A-82 WPHG
O B-93wwe
C-RFWG
Dave Gibbons, Acting Adminustrator Director 10 b-pag
Restoration Team
U E-HisC.

045 G Streed

Anchorage. AK 99501

Comments regarding Exzon Valdez scoping document, Volume 1:
Restoration Framework

E{abitat protection and acquisition is key to protecting Prince William !
Sound.] Ele forests in the area must be protected from logging and
developmenﬂ The area has been damaged so extensively by the spill that
remaining habitat must be protected. éxnds ‘should be used for habitat 3
acquisition to prevent further damage natural resourceﬂand[t:o compensate 4

for lost resources and services on an equivalent resource basis] Ele
imminent threat protection process should be used, otherwise critical forest 5

lands may logged before they are considered for acquisitiox_gNegotiations

should begin immediately.
I have vet 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
activities that destroy forests and seas.

Please include my comments on the public record.

Thank vou.

INEWC U U SRV o

Laurel Toussaint
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Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Trustee Council
645 G Street | Q E- WISC.

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Dear Sirs:

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 spent. 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 conv,’eys 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 l
new ideas that might significantly advance an understanding of hydrocarbons and
their environmental interactions. However, such research is a separate issue and

" is not pertinent to the state of recovery and the need for restoration.] 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, theEontinued emphasis on 1989 mortalities is not meaningful in
terms of recovery and restoration needs.] 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 and 1991, 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 harveftﬁ\qi Shese two important species, subtle effects on early
lifestages of herring oﬁsalmon at isolated locations are not important to an
assessment of the health and vitality of these fish stocks.]

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 returns 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. E\lthough

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 restoratiorg

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. @e few exceptions at low energy( ,\....Aj.q_)
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] o

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. j_ﬁw abundance of birds in the

- colonies illustrates the resilience of these populations and provides assurance that

natural recovery is occurring and will not require augmentationf_j

Seabird populations numbering over 60 million in the Gulf of Alaska area are
traditionally subject to wide fluctuations depending on 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.

Eome of the claims in the Restoration Document are unsuggortable_]. 7

Claims of 0|I SQI“ impacts on&nller%vhalejor of[olloc]cﬂ@mwo—mﬂes
from the ip, Likewise, claims
of population impacts onE_nnk salmoﬂand&tte@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. Finally{@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 19390 and subsequent reports) and the FDA, which conciuded 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 of age classes is always changing due to severe weather
impacts, variations in food supply, and predator abundance, among other factors.
Hence,ﬁequiring a specific age distribution {n determining recovery to the "but for
the spill” condition is an unrealistic and virtually meaningless go?zl 12
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 ek
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 yogirs,

0. LY

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. Carl L. Rosier - Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Mr. John A. Sandor - Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
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General Counsel n
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Trustee Council 0 E' UISC

645 G Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Sirs:

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 0il 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 the petroleum industry, including exploration,
production, marketing, 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. [[API therefore
endorses the comments which have been submitted to the Trustee !
Council by Exxon Company, U.S.A.]

In particular, API would stress that Egalid "restoration"
projects should be undertaken for the purpose of restoring service Z
levels which natural resources provide to the public,] Thus,
complex studies of the minute, subtle,' and/or highly localized

2 effects of hydrocarbons on natural resources is disconnected from
the object of restoration.] Additionally, the purpose of continuing
to study t ortalities ich occurred immediately after the spill
in 1989 is unclear\ given the extensive recovery of fish, bird, and
other affected wildlife populations in Prince William Sound. The

[utility of such information, in terms of advancing restoration4
objectives today and in the immediate future, is dubious. In
short, EPI'S member companies would expect that trustees would view
"restoration" in a practical sense, with a particular view to
achieving species diversity, abundance, and reproductiorﬂ =

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

4 L) oSt

An equal opportunity employer
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Cor '\M

Mr. Dave Gibbons -‘gf @ < %

Acting Administrative Director = Q = & © .

Restoration Team £ 9 z - g &2 &

645 G Street ES|S ST TS =

Anchorage, AK 99501 § Sél = =2\ = wy
Yo s

Dear Mr. Gibbons: = (= =

These are my comments on the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Restoration
plan, Vol. 1: Restoration Framework.

I came to Alaska 21 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 was/is 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
Trustees can take steps to compensate for 'the damagefz This can
“best be done through habitat protectiqj]ahd{écquisitioﬁ]andIEhis 3
is how the bulk of the settlement funds should be spe@ﬁ} You may
not be able to restore a beach 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,[ipu can prevent 4.
logging by acquiring timber rightéZ] This would not only protect
wildlife habitat, but would also help promote stable local
commercial and sport fishing, recreation, tourism and subsistence
economies. :

[i:woufé like to see the wilderness character of the Sound remain
intact.] This has been severely shaken, but there is still hope.
The acquisition and protection of habitat should begin
immediately, before any more damage (e.g., logging, construction
- projects, etc.) occurfz] '

o



N

Page 2

And just as a side note,|your public advisory committee (or
whatever it's called) should be representative of the various
interested parties.| In other words, one member of the committee

‘should be an envi¥onmentalist, another a fisherman, another a

recreation guide, and soon.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

e

John Strasenburgh
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DEDICATEDL 1O IME S IUDY AND CONSERVATIUN OF PALIHC SEABIRDS AND THEIR ENV!RONMENT

Craig S. Harrison
Viee Chairman for Conscrvetion

4001 Noab % Street 180!
Adlingtan, Virginia 22203

Junea 3, 1992

BY FAX (hard copy to follow) (g\\O;N&QMQDAH:KU;Ac@ﬁwﬂeﬁg | —ag,

o]
Dr. David R. Gibbons *

Exxon Valdeg 0il Truetee Council
645 G Street
Anchorage, Alaska 929501

Re: Comments on Use of Restoration Trust Funds

Dear Dr. Gibbons:

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 suggestione for the 1993 Work Plan.

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

Ae PSG enters its third decade, it draws its 500 members
tfrom the entire Pacific Basin, including Russia, Canada, Japan,
China, Mexico, Australia, and Now 2caland. A substantial portion
of PSC's membership residas in Alaska. Among PSG's members are
biologists who have research interests in Pacific seabirds, state
and federal officials who manage ceabird refuges, and individuals

with interests in marine aonservation. We believe that no other

organization has comparable expertise concerning the bkiology of
the seabirds in the North Pacifiic Ocean. We enclose a summary of
PSG's annual meetings since 1973 that highlights our scieatiflc
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 dated
brochure that summarizes P5G's activities. .

I. Restoration Framework (April 1992)
}

[gpc generally supports the Trustees' approach to restori
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the natural resonrces that the Exxon Valdez oil spill injured | .

We note that while $1 billion in restoration trust funds is an
enormous amount of money, it must be spent wiscly if the immense
job of restoration is to be accomplished. We[grge 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[irge the Trustees to ensure that the 3
organizations and agencies that implement the restoration work deo
8o at the least possible cosf] For example,1once the Trustees ,
declde to support a project or group of projecls, other
organigations beceides government agencies ehould have an
opportunity to bid competitively on the worK.] Such an approach
will enable the greatest restoration of natural resources.

2

[E§G agrees with the Trustees that seabirds are particularly 5

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: 1loons, cormorants, Pigcon Cuillemots, Bald
Fagles, grebes, Harlequin Ducks, goldeneyes, scoters, Marbled
Murrelets, Kitilitz' Murrelets, Northern Pintails, 0ld Sguaw,
Bufflehead, Black Oystercatchers, Bonaparte's Gulls, Arctic
Terns, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Tufted ruffins.

Injury Criteria. libc agrees with the Trusctees! first ©
criterion that evidence of injury to a natural resource 1s an
important factor to be used in allocating the restoration trust

funds.} In principle,[EFG endorses the Trustees' second criterioﬁj

(the adequacy and rate of natural recovery). However,lihe mere
immigration of seabirds from elsewhere cannot be deemed to be
“natural recovery.' ] Seabird biolegists have long noted that most
seabird species 1ive relatively long lives and reproduce slowly.
SG would object to any determination that scabirds 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 oircumetance,)the Trustees should enhance
seabird populations in._ather 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 optiong:. |The Trustees should use technical \
feasibility, potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery,
and an analysis of benefit/cost to m dcoicione concerning the
use of the restoration trust funq§:] PSG welcomes evaluating

Ve
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restoration options from the perspective of whether they benefit Er/s 33
more than a eingle recource.][PSG'e preferred options generally E}’c.afwa
would benefit an entire community of seabirds (and sometimes
other organisms), not just a single speciesﬂ s G e.%G

Potential Restoration Alternatives.
s tion Al atives. [PsG strongly agrees + 10 E.msc,

that fedecral and ctatc management authorities chould use their !¢ j@ & Ll

requlatory powvers to modify human uses of resources or habitats

that the Bpill injured.] We note that such efforts would not

cxhaust any of the reestoration trust fund but would merely

require that the state and federal natural resource agencies‘5

enforce the laws oi redirect their programs:] For example, [we

agreae that aut?:iities should curtail the hunting seasons for sea
8)

3

ducks (Option and{ipat authorities should manage commercial 1
fisheries to reduce the incidental mortality of Marbled Murrclcts
in drift gillnets (Option 9J.] We note that taking Marbled
Murrelets without a permit violates the Migratory Bird Treaty

Act. Although not mentioned, PsG[suggests that logging, both on o
government and private lands, be curtailed in uplands that are
prime habitat for Marbled Murrelets or Harlequin Duck_s] .s.

Foreet Service lands that contain Marbled Murrelets should not be ‘4
logged for at least a decade.] . .

Egp also agrees that habitat acquisition could be a useful .o
means Of restoring the actual or equivalent resources]that the
spill injured. PSG|strongly endorses Option 23 (aoquisition of 2!
additional marine bi¥d habitat). | -Because land acquisition can be
extremely expensive, the Trustees Eﬁould ensure that any lands 22
purchased are valuablc to scabirde and that the purchase passes
muster under a cost/benefit analysis.] PSG[urges the Trustees to .
purchase the besl seabird islands, not just “"what's for ealeiﬂ]
Morcover, lthe Trustees should consider the use of conservation
easeménts rather than outright purchase. Often,[Trestrictions on
use and development will provide adequate protection at less <5
cost, allowing more colonies to be protected.

PSG wishes to highlight several potential restoration
options that seem to be especially promising. Eincreasing Te
wildiife management in parks and refuges (Option 7) would be very
useful for marine birdéE] e U.S. Figh & Wildlifc service (Fws), &3
the National Park Service, and state agencies should hire or
redirect their star o manage parks and refuges to improve
marine bird habitat;ﬁ The USA-USSR (197€6) and USA-Japan (1972) 2w
migratory bird treaties provide ample incentive for agencies to
manage seabird colonies Lo remove alien predators such as foxes.]
Article VI(c) of thec 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 TV(1) of the
Soviet treaty regquires this nation to abate detrinental
alteration of the environment of migratory birds.
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support attempting to enhance murra productivity by using decoys Ef/c.ﬂpwe
or recorded calls at colonies (Option 16[3 PSG doubts that any
success this technique might have (which is questionable), will D o'PAG
do much to improve murre populations in alaska.

3 \:_ES,G 'atr,ong,ly agrees that alien fowvesz chould be eliminataed . DE'"JSG. ,,,,, I
from seabird colonies (Option 17) E Ehis activity would help the ’

entire seabird community to recover | including island-nesting sea
ducke, dabbling ducks and oystercatChers besidas aleids and
larids. Moreover, the techniques are proven and have an
extromely high benefit/cost. FWS biologists G. Vernon Byrd and
Edgar P. Bailey reported to the Alaska Bird conference in
Rovember 1991 that dramatic increases in bird populaticons took
place at Nizki-Alaid Island in the western Aleutians after foxes
were removed. They found particularly impressive increases for
loonsa, Pelagic Cormorants, Aleutian Green-winged Teal, Common
Eiders, Glaucous~winged Gulls, and Tufted Puffins. E@ would a2
expand- this activity to include removing alien rats and other
oreaturee that harm seabirde.] 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
ramoved. -
Eﬁth respect to habitat protection, PSG endorses Options 22- >

2i3 [Option 22 (designate protected marine areas) could provide ;&

long-term, protection to seabirds by protecting areas where
TN seabirds feed and loaf on the water. {3 marince eanctuary in the a5

) Pribiloff Islands or Bristol Bay would be aspecially welcomgg

“““ YEﬁG has prevliously endorsed acquiring additional marine bir

habitate (Option 23) such as Afognak, East Amatuli and Gull

islands.] PSG incorporates by reference its list of appropriate -

acquisitions (Table_]) that it sent to each Trustee by letter 31 "© e Lo

dated March 2, 1992.] JPSG also endorses acquiring inholdingsag

within parks and refuges (Option 24).) [FSG,endorses the

acquisition of uplands to protect Marbled Murrelets and Harlequin 29

Ducks 1f there is sufficient information available to ensure that

appropriate tracks of land are purchased:]

, Finally,{§§c dorses developing a comprehensive monitaring 44
program (Option 3%?3

II. 1992 Draft Work Plan

PSG's ‘opportunity to comment on the 1992 draft Werk Plan has
come €o late in the year that the Trustees have funded the
projects already. PS5G recognizes the administrative and
logistical problems that the Trustees have faced in establishing
the restoration program and accepts this situation for 1992.
ﬂowever,[if the public involvement called for in the settlement
documenta is to be meaningful, the draft work plan for 1993 e
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should be available for public comment by December 1992_% PSG 9/8-93 WPWGi
obscrves that the Trustoes have not committed €18.2 million in G-RPWG i
restoration trust funds that could ba spent in 1992.

4.

PSG supports all of the damage assessment projects that the D D-PAG
Trustees have funded this year|— boat surveys to deternine the D
distribution and abundance of migratory birda in Prince William |! E-MISC
Sound (Bird Study No. 2); surveys of murre colonies in gpill are
(Bird Study No. 3); assessment of Marbled Murrelets sites, Forke-
tailed Storme-petrels, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Pigeon
Guillemots (Bird Studies No. 6-9); assessment of injury to sea
ducks by hydrecarbon uptake (Bird Study No. 31); and assessment
of shorebird injuries (Bird Study No. 12). [ésc believes that A3
understanding the magnitude of harm is important to decide the
types and extent of restoration activities that may be necessafzz]

The Trustees have asked for comment on several restoration
projecte 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
5425 K); and impacts of contaminated mussels on Harlequin Ducks
and Black Oystercatchers (No. 103C, funded at $176 K). PSG
generally supportg each of these projects. In particular, the
studies on Marbled Murrelet and Harleqguin Duck habitat
requirements chould prove to bc very uscful in asscecing
potential land acquisitions for these spacies. 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.

[Eéc is disappointed that the Trustees have not funded Option 44
17 (removal or foxes and other allen 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, [Iit suggests that in future a5
years the Trustees apply the cost/benefit critcrion discusscd
above to these projects.] PSG would have difficulty justifying
any of these projects as a priority above the unfunded Option 17
(removal of alien predators from scabird colonies). As we have
discussed above and in previous letters to the Trustees, [predator
removal has the higyhiest yield of any action that the Trustees or

thc ageneiee might take to increage the populations of the marine

birds that the oil spill killeq.) ?.'S.p_tmn_u_can_b_e_mp_lgmnx_e_q 47
mmediatel even during t season using some of the
18,2 unobliagated trust funds. .

PSG alsolurges the Trustees to persuade FWS (and, wherc 49
appropriate, other federal and state agencies), to fund predator
removal through the agencies' normal budygelary processe&f] FWS,
for example, had budgcted $50,000 for ficcal year 1992 to remove
foxes from islande in the Alaska Maritime National Wildlirfe
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Refuge. FWS essenltially reprogrammed those funds to start a n i
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to choot pative foxes in C°HFWG |

attempt to improve waterfowl production. Such priorities are
questionable. u D‘PAG
III. 1993 Work Plan Q E-mst.

PEG suggests that the 1923 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 prcsent and former seabird colonies (Option
17). As noted ahove, PSG has already provided the Trustees with
a list of colonies. Second, PSG suggests that the Trustees fund
a projcct to cvaluate PSC's 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 acgquisition
candidates for seabird colonies. Thank you for this opportunity
to lend our expertise and views on these important issues.

Sincerely,
(;Axalgs S Home—
Craig S. Harrison

Enclosures
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DEDICATED TO THE STUDY AND CONSERVATION OF PACIFIC SEABIRDS AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT -~

Craig S. Harrison
Vice Chairman for Conservation

4001 North 9th Street #1801
Arlington, Virginia 22203 BV' 'mm m k u!ﬁ&ef
June 3, 1992 | Q22,0820 0
BY FAX (hard copy to follow) Q/A-Sz WPWG
: ~

Dr. David R. Gibbons B 8'93 WPWG
Exxon Valdez 0il Trustee Council e
645 G Street Q7C-RPHG
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 u 0 PAG

Re: Comments on Use of Restoration Trust Funds D E-HISC

Dear Dr. Gibbons:

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 da\teia/A §2 WPWG

brochure that summarizes PSG's activities. 3/3-93 WPHG
I. Restoration Framework (April 1992) o gl C- REWG

PSG generally supports the Trustees' approach to restorL g D-PAG
the natural resources that the Exxon Valdez o0il spill injuref.
We note that while $1 billion in restoration trust funds is E - MISC.

enormous amount of money, it must be spent wisely if the immbnee
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 o0il 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, dgrebes, Harlequin Ducks, goldeneyes, scoters, Marbled
Murrelets, Kittlitz' Murrelets, Northern Pintails, 0ld Squaw,
Bufflehead, Black Oystercatchers, Bonaparte's Gulls, Arctic
Terns, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Tufted Puffins.

Injury 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,
gualify 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
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more than a single resource. PSG's preferred options generallly B-93 WPWG

would benefit an entire community of seabirds (and sometimesj_
other organisms), not just a single spec1es. D C-

Potential Restoration Alternatives. PSG strongly agreelu D-
that federal and state management authorities should use thelr .,

RPWG
PAG

AIAA

regulatory powers to modify human uses of resources or habltii Ws C- ROV,

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 be 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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4 Under the category "Manipulation of Resourc
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 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 December—I$%2-—PSG—
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 Harlegquin 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 Optjion 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 o0il 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 to start a new
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to shoot native foxes in an

attempt to improve waterfowl production. Such priorities are
questionable.

III. 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 PSG's 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 o0il 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,
(;walgj S Hou—
Craig S. Harrison

Enclosures



Year

1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1 977:78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87

1987-88

1988-89
1989-90
1980-91
1991-82

1892-93

Annual meetings of the Pacific Seabird Group

Location

Bolinas, CA
Seattle, WA
Monterey, CA
Monterey, CA
Victoria, BC
Monterey, CA
Monterey, CA
Tuscon, AZ

Seattle, WA

Honoluluy, HI
Monterey, CA
Long Beach, CA
San Francisco, CA
La Paz, Mexico

Monterey, CA

Washington, DC
Victoria, BC
Monterey, CA
Charleston, OR

Seattle, WA

*published or in press

Symposia
Organizational meeting

Biology of the alcids

Seabird conservation on the California coast
Shorebirds in the marine environment*
Black-legged Kittiwake reproduction

Food availability and reproductive success

Document 1D Number
920608 260
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Investigator bias in assessing seabird nesting success

Feeding ecology of marine waterfowl and pelagic birds*

Seabird - commercial fisheries interactions*

Tropical seabirds*
Human disturbance at seabird colonies

Biology of terns
Biology of gulis*

Biology of seabirds in the Guilf of California

Alcids at sea* v
Marbled Murrelet management*

Wading bird reproduction in 1988

Status, ecology and coniservation of seabirds of
the North Pacific Ocean*

Seabird conservation in the Pacific Northwest
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Our Concern is for Seabirds

The interest and concern
of THE PACIFIC SEABIRD
GROUP encompasses millions
of birds.of over 275 spe-
cles-—-all related by their
dependence on the ocean
environment, but widely N
divergent in their natural \: A
histories and the problems

N
they face. g {
Y ‘ . )\
Pacific seabirds include 4
representatives of 8 avian

orders and 23 families,

including loons, grebes,

albatrosses, shearwaters, storm-petrels, boobies, peli-
cans, cormorants, frigatebirds, geese, ducks, puffins,
muires, auklets, guillemots, murrelets, phalaropes,
sandpipers, plovers, teras, gulls, jaegers, tropicbirds, and
penguins.

Some Pacific seabirds are astonishingly numerous and
wander widely over the seas. For example, millions of
short-tailed shearwaters that nest on islands off Australia
and New Zealand annually migrate to feeding areas in
the Bering Sea. These millions of shearwalers 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 -

albatress 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 of the ecology of
Pacific 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 Builitt 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 wiil 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 aiso 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.

T
quwgo_g {
B A0 WPWO
W 0.3 ¥W0

-

Pacific
Seahird
Group

Dedicated to the study and con-
servation of Pacific. seabirds &
their environment

&



What is the Pacific Seabird Group?

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP, INC. is a scientific, non-profit
organization dedicated to the study and conservation of sea-
birds and their environment. PSQ was formed in ‘1972 out of a
need for better commurication among seabird researchers.
through research supported by a variety of agencies and or-
ganizations, many PSQ 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.

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP takes a broad international per-
spective in recognition that distant areas are tied by the wan-
derings of seabirds and the continuity of ocean waters. Our
niembership includes professional biologists, wildlife managers,
students, conservationists, and others from the United States
and-15-other countries. PSQ promotes international commun-
ication between seabird biologists through joint meetings with
other groups, such as the 1983 meeting with the Australasian
Seabird Qroup and the 1985 meeting with the Colonial Water-
bird Group.

The-Executive Board also reflects PSQ’s international perspec-
tives and concerns. Representatives from 11 regions repre-
senting portions of the United States, Canada, Mesico, Central
and South America, the South Pacific. and Europe, work with
the Chairman, Chairman-elect, Secretary, Treasurer, and PSQ
Bulletin Editor to plan and direct the organization’s:activities.
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Current Activities

Committees

Publications

ANNUAL MEETINGS: At yearly conferences, researchers share
their discoveries and conservation cancerns with each other and
the public. Reflecting the international distribution of Pacific
seabirds, PSO 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 lo facilitate exchange and dissemination of in-
formation. Symposia proceedings are often published. Past
symposia include: “’Shorebirds in the Marine Environment”,
*Tropical Seabird Biology", *“The Effects of Hurman Disturbances
on Seabird Colonies™, *“Marine Birds: Their Feeding Ecology and
Commercial Fisheries Reiationships’, and *’Impact of the 1982
83 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 wetiands. .

STANDING COMMITTEES: Three standing committees work to
further PSQ’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. Cuent 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-
mient.

FISHERIES—SEABIRD INTERACTIONS COMMITTEE: In re-
cognition of the serious conflicts-that can and do occur be-
tween some commercial fisheries and seabird conservation, a
special committee is established to work- specifically on this
complex conservation problem. Incidental take of seabirds in
fishing nets and traps, and potential conflicts 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.

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP BULLETIN

Issued twice annually, the Builletin summarizes or
ization activities, informs members of current seabird «
servation issues, reports from regional representat
about ongoing seatird 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 PSQ, the Colonial Waterbird Qroup, Aus
lasian Seabird Qroup, African Seabird Qroup, and The :
bird Qroup (United Kingdom).

SHOREBIRDS IN MARINE ENVIRONMENTS.
A collection of 25 papers by 39 authors resulting fro
1979 symposium sponsored by the Pacific Seabird Qrc
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 PSQ members al
duced cost.

MARINE BIRDS: THEIR FEEDING BIOLOGY AND COMMER(
FISHERIES RELATIONSHIPS.
A collection of 23 papers by 39 authors presented at a 1
PSQ symposium in Seattle, WA. Edited by D.N. Nettles-
Q.A. Sanger, and P.F. Springer and published by the (
adian Wildlife Sexvice. Available free to attendees and |
members.

TROPICAL SEABIRD BIOLOGY.

Proceedings of an international symposium heid by |
In 1983 in Honolulu, HI. Contains 6 review papers on
feeding, physiology, breeding strategies, and ecology
tropical seabirds. Editer”  “A. Schreiber and publist
by the Cooper Omithok iciety as Number 8 in -
Studies in Avian Biology «..cs. 114 pp. Available to P
members at reduced cost. ’
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BY FAX (hard copy to follow) E/MZ WPWG
Dr. David R. Gibbons 3/8-93 WPWG
Exxon Valdez 0il Trustee Council s
645 G Street Q7 ¢-rrwa
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 U 0-PiG
Re: Comments on Use of Restoration Trust Funds u E-MISC

Dear Dr. Gibbons:

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 date:la/A 92 WPHG

brochure that summarizes PSG's activities. [3/8-93 WRVG
I. Restoration Framework (April 1992) ff!/ C- REWG

PSG generally supports the Trustees' approach to restorj

enormous amount of money, it must be spent w1se1y if the immbnee
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, 0l1d Squaw,
Bufflehead, Black Oystercatchers, Bonaparte's Gulls, Arctic
Terns, Black-legged Kittiwakes, and Tufted Puffins.

Injury 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. 1In 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 o0il 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 benéfit
more than a single resource. PSG's preferred options generalllly B.93 WPHG
would benefit an entire community of seabirds (and sometimes| _
other organisms), not just a single species. 0 C-RFWG

3

=

that federal and state management authorities should use thely _

regulatory povers to modify human uses of res & E-uisc.

Potential Restoration Alternatives. PSG strongly agreeID D-PAG

regulatory powers to modify human uses of resources or habit

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 be 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(1l) 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
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 (whlch is questionable), will
do much to improve murre populations in Alaska.

from seablrd colonles (Optlon 17) This act1v1ty 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 in¢lude 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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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 Option 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 o0il 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 to start a new
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to shoot native foxes in an

‘attempt to improve waterfowl production. Such priorities are
questionable. '

1. 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 PSG's 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,

C)wig S Hom—
Craig S. Harrison

Enclosures



Year

1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87

1987-88

1988-89
1989-90
1980-91
1991-92

1992-93

Annual meetings of the Pacific Seabird Group

Location

Bolinas, CA
Seattle, WA
Monterey, CA
Monterey, CA
Victoria, BC
Monterey, CA
Monterey, CA
Tuscon, AZ

Seattle, WA

Honoluluy, H!
Monterey, CA
Long Beach, CA
San Francisco, CA
La Paz, Mexico

Monterey, CA

Washington, DC
Victoria, BC
Monterey, CA
Charleston, OR

Seattie, WA

*published or in press

Symposia
Organizational meeting

Biology of the alcids

Seabird conservation on the California coast
Shorebirds in the marine environment*
Black-legged Kittiwake reproduction

Food availability and reproductive success
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Investigator bias in assessing seabird nesting success

Feeding ecology of marine waterfowl and pelagic birds*

Seabird - commercial fisheries interactions*
Tropical seabirds*

Human disturbance at seabird colonies
Biology of terns

Biology of gulls*

Biology of seabirds in the Gulf of California

Alcids at sea*
Marbled Murrelet management*

Wading bird reproduction in 1988

Status, ecology and conservation of seabirds of

the North Pacific Ocean*

Seabird conservation in the Pacific Northwest
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Pacific seabirds include 3
representatives of 8 avian

orders and 23 families,

including loons, grebes,

albatrosses, shearwaters, storm-petrels, boobies, peli-
cans, cormorants, frigatebirds, geese, ducks, puffins,
murres, auklets, guillemots, murrelets, phalaropes,
sandpipers, plovers, terns, gulls, jaegers, tropicbirds, and
penguins.

Some Pacific seabirds are astonishingly numerous and
wander widely over the seas. For example, millions of
short-tailed shearwaters that nest on islands off Australia
and New 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-
ledge is growing, our understanding of the ecology of
Pacific 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 longjived 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 Butlitt Foundation. This endowment fund was set up
in recognition that the future of seabirds depends on
continued research and consetvation 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 aiso 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.
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What is the Pacific Seabird Group?

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP, INC. is a scienfific, non-profit
organization dedicated to the study and conservation of sea-
birds and their environment. PSQ was formed iri 1972 out of a
need for better commurfication among seabird researchers.
through research supported by a variety of agencies and or-

ganizations, many PSQ 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.

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUF takes a broad international per-
spective in recognition that distant areas are tied by the wan-
derings of seabirds and the continuity of ocean waters. Our
niembership includes professionat biologists, wildlife managers,
students, conservationists, and others from the United States
and 15 other countries. PSQ promotes international commun-
ication between seabird biologists through joint meetings with
other groups, such as the 1983 meeting with the Australasian
Seabird Qroup-and the 1985 meeting with the Colonial Water-
bird Qroup.

The Executive Board also reflects PS('s international perspec-
tives and concerns. Representatives from 11 regions repre-
senting portions of the United States, Canada, Mexico, Central
and South America, the South Pacific, and Europe, work with
the Chairman, Chairman-elect, Secretary, Treasurer, and PSQ
Bulietin Editor to plan and direct the organization’s activities.

Pacific
Seahird -
Group

Current Activities

Committees

Publications

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, PSA 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 Seabird Biology”, “‘The Effects of Human Disturbances
on Seabird Colonies”, ’Marine Birds: Their Feeding Ecology and
Commercial Fisheries Relationships”, and *‘Impact of the 1982-
83 El Nino on Seabird Biology”. A variety of other symposia
are being organized, including workshops on terns, aicids,
nongame waterbirds, and seabird use of man-made versus
natural wetlands.

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-
nient.

FISHERIES—SEABIRD INTERACTIONS COMMITTEE: In re-
cognition of the serious conflicts that can and do occur be-
tween some commercial fisheries and seabird conservation, a
special committee is established to work specifically on this
complex conservation problem. Incidental take of seabirds in
fishing nets and traps, and potential conflicts 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.

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP BULLETIN

Issued twice annually, the Bulletin summarizes or
ization activities, informs members of current seabird «
servation issues, reports from regional representat
about ongoing seahird 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 PSQ, the Colonial Waterbird Group, Aus
lasian Seabird Qroup, African Seabird Qroup, and The :
bird Group (United Kingdom).

SHOREBIRDS 1N MARINE ENVIRONMENTS.
A collection of 25 papers by 39 authors resulting fro.
1979 symposium sponsored by the Pacific Seablrd Grc
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 PSQ members at
duced cost.

MARINE BIRDS: THEIR FEEDING BIOLOGY AND COMMERC
FISHERIES RELATIONSHIPS.
A collection of 23 papers by 39 authors presented at a I+
PSG symposium in Seattle, WA. Edited by D.N. Nettles.
G.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 |
in 1983 in Honoluly, HI. Contains 6 review papers on
feeding, physiology, breeding strategies, and ecology
tropical seabirds. Edited-5x.R. A. Schreiber and publis)
by the Cooper Omith/ Society as Number 8 in "
Studies in Avian Biolo_ _#5. 114 pp. Available to P
members at reduced cost.
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United States Forest 201 E. 9th Ave.

Department of Service National Suite 206 '
Agriculture ~ Forest Anchorage, AK 99501 Document 1D Number
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Reply to: 1900 u 8-93 WPWG
Date: June 3, 1992 B/C-RPWG
Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council o ol Q 0-PAG
645 "G Street C(’*(\:&M SO T s D E'ulsc
Anchorage, AK 99501 comments | 28 :

Attn: Restoration Framework

Dear Trustee Council:

Over the last three years the Chugach National Forest(CNF) has been pleased to
work with the 0il 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 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 souné} l§§ 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 uplandéZ] We recognize that
other state and federal agencies have responsibilities within the Sound. [Epere
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 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 for 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 Tea@] 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.

’

,_- Caring for the Land and Serving People

FS-6200-28 (7-82)
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The Forest takes great pride in, and responsibility for, cu
that abound along the coastal regions of PWS. We have receive
cooperation from other agencies, native corporations and privat
during the cleanup and damage assessment processes. It is my
these resources are significant and will receive the greatest
of opportunities for management and interpretation should be
option developmeqﬁ]

enterprise
ojection that

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

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 Forest Service. Egl
option considering wilderness classification for all National Forest Lands
within Prince William Sound could substantially reduce long-term management
options.] Sincell do not want to preclude the analysis of any options outside
the NEPA process, I expect the planning teams' 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
0il spill. [@pnitoring of the resource conditions continuously into the future
is eriticall 'Ehg more current our information is, the better we will be able to
respond to any future disasteg '

{zﬁ 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 arqu

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 spill recovery activities and provide for on site
public information. iihis idea needs to be included as an option in the -

restoration plaﬁ]

=

[Bgcreation with an emphasis on the interpretation of o0il spill effects and the
natural environment is in high demand in the Sound.] These activities are
important to the tourists and Alaskan people. ]ipese option should be pursued.
Ebe 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 4]

Caring for the Land and Serving People

FS-6200-28 (7-82)
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Restoration Response 3

Document IDN

920609
Q ARW

[ibe CNF would support a restoration alternative which consi i 3
of activities as presented in Alternatives B through E of Chapter VIi:][ipe
combination to be determined by Team evaluation and public participatioﬁ] 220

As the subsistence manager of the National Forest lands, I want to]épphasize the
need to stay current on the subsistence issue as it relates to injured resources 2|
and services. ]

I would also like to emphasize{ibat an in-depth look at the following options,

as listed in Appendik B, Vol. 1, Restoration Framework is necessary to determine =272
effects on upland management, which, for the most part, is the responsibility of

the Chugach National ForesEE]]Ipese options are: 1, 4, 5, 6, T(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, 3
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 that[&ational Forest Lands are a 24
significant part of the restoration process. E_expect ny staff specialists and 25
oil spill liaison people to be intimately involved in the restoration planning
ef‘for'tsj Eimely information and queries from Restoration Planning Working Group 26
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,[i_would like to point out that administration of National Forest 2
System lands and management of natural resources are within the principle of
multiple use and sustained yielé:] 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.

[zpe Forest Service manages all lands and water within the boundaries of the

National Forest. In Alaska this includes all submerged lands, tidelands, and 28
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,

<::;z;2xV41Zl 521 éézf:*y“b.

BRUCE VAN ZEE
Forest Supervisor

Caring for the Land and Serving People

FS-6200-28 (7-82)
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Date: June 3, 1992
0 E-msc.

Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council
645 "G" Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Attn: Restoration Framework

Dear Trustee Council:

Over the last three years the Chugach National Forest(CNF) has been pleased to
work with the 0il 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 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 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 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 Forest 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 ocutside
the NEPA process, I expect the planning teams' efforts will thoroughly evaluate
all proposed optiomns.

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 spill 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,

Bocument ID Numbes
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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, 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 listiug that National Forest Lands are a
significant part of the restoration process. I expect my staff specialists and
0il spill liaison people to be intimately involved in the restoration planning
efforts. Timely information and queries from Restoération 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 laﬂds 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 "g" s é’ g
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Timothy D. Bowman O A-92 WPWG
P.O. Box 768
Cordova, Alaska 99574 0/3-93 WPWG

June 4, 1992 Ef/b-RPWG

Exxon Valdez 0il Sill Trustee Council
645 G Street QO D-PAG
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 u

h 'E’ulsc-*

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

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

General Comments I

1. [The best and proper use of restoration money should be habltat
acquisition:] Although I believe that this should be a primary use
of the settlement funds, [it should not be done at the exclusion of 2
other important actions, Such as long term monitoring of affected
wildlife and habitat.\ The |Exxon Valdez oil spill has emphasized
the need for baseliné data, and we should be prepared for other oil >
spills or other catastrophes]

2. [:grtaln activities are completely 1nappropr1ate for the
. intended purposes of Restoration money. These include the
construction of roads, ferries, docks, airstrips, and hatcherleia

Specific Comments

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

2. fé_Geographic Information System (GIS) needs to be established
to synthesize all available geographic and resource information on
the reglon;][:nd to serve as both a central repository and
distribution center for such datag Ifhls might be loglcally and
practically accomplished in conjunction with the proposed Marine 8
Environmental Instltutéj

NI

3. E;would suggest an additional Option to develop a program to §
prevent, or respond to, future oil spillé] 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,

Timothy D. Bowman
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June 8, 1992 A7 VG
Dave R. Gibbons, Ph.D. | 10 D-PAG
Interim Administrative Director S P
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Team Q E- MISC.

645 G Street :
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Dr.jGibbons:

On behalf 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.

[ﬁWF strongly recommends that the vast majority of the
Council’s restoration work involye the acquisition of prime fish
and wildlife habitat in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of
Alaska, particularly on Kodiak Island.] 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.

The] restoration process affords an opportunity to acquire &
critical parcels of that habitat and ensure that they have long-
term protection.) There may be no better way to ensure that
Alaska’s fish and wildlife heritage is preserved for coming
generations. Thus,[land acquisition by the Trustee Council is a 3
much more appropriate use of the settlement funds than any other
possible form of expenditure})

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

Sincerely,

Do

Donald J. Barry
Vice President
Land .& Wildlife Program

World Wildlife Fund
1250 Twenty-Fourth St., NW Washington, DC 20037-1175 USA
Tel: (202) 293-4800 Telex: 64505 PANDA FAX: (202) 293-9211

Incorporating The Conservation Foundation. Affiliated with World Wide Fund for Nature.

®
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[Title: Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge Habitat Acquisitiq@]&msc.

4

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 some 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 acqulre 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 51gn1f1cant
damage to fish and wildlife populations in the region
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.
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Rationale (cont.): D E-MISC

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. 1In
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 c}n‘% 20LKI9Y
the Restoration Framework for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. This framework is set out in a 0 A% WPWG
document entitled Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration, Volume I: Restoration Framework
dated April 1992. Comments have been 