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40 CFR 1500-1502 

Most important, NEPA documents must i 
.f 

• 1500.1(b) ... concentrate on issues fhat are truly 
significant to the action in question, f(1i her than · r· 

I 

amassing needless detail. 1 

• 1500.2(b) Implement procedures to make the:~';F.P,~- I 
process more useful to decisionmakers . end ~ -th~:~ . .l<tfQy; : 
to reduce paperwork and the ace mulation - el~ - . ~~;: i .. · i _ '·'' ... 
extraneous background material; and to emphabii?l'tW~l 

1 
•• ~-· --· -

environmental issues and alternatives. ·' · - t · · ~:-: 1 _ 

. . .. ,~ , _ -~· :._, :,-1' f.l : ... '_, 
• 1500.4(c) Discussing only briefly issu~s other ~·p~n-~ f · .. : i' . 

significant ones. . . . . f .. ~r-~ . 
' .· · . ~- ; A . f T . ,_ • f\·b, ~T : 

• 1500.4(g) Using the seeping proc~as, n~t only f.!}_;·;:;~·.{;;.\· 
identify significant environmental issues de:~e r vi~'-o~ ·~·: ··i 

study, ~ut also to deemphasize fnsignjficag~ t fSi!li.J~.'!; ~ ;r; ..,. I 
narrowmg the scope of the environmental impac:~-~ '"'" ··.··· (I 

statement process accordingly. · ~·-~ '· t~..o , :, . 
. , ,.. • I 

• 1502.2(b) Impacts shall be discussed in pro~qi~j~~ut ::~~~ 'l 
their significance. There shall be only br[ef d~~ ~!~IJ · 'lin ' l i 

of other than significant issues. ~~- " tf:~ . a~ tPl~;:~,4frilfl"· \( 
.significant impact, there should be. onJy ~nD~-~·~" .. '"'· · li 
discussion to show why more stuQJy. o~ n~t ~~~:-~·C3n'[ .d . . . ~,-· 

# ~)_ .. lk..t' " -
'~'1.:..;.• t. J SUMMARY 

Focus on significant environmental issues 
related to the . proposed action. 

! 
. l . ..,.;- .. :..,.; . 

-~ .... ~..,~; 7~'J 
-·~ ; --- ~~ w ~ ' 

' - ·-. ~l' .. 'l\~0~~ •,j Discuss other issues briefly. ~; ~~ ~ f ·. 
; .. · 
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COMMON MISTAKES IN 
ADDRESSING ISSUES 

• We identify issues then ignore 
them throughout the analysis. 

• We try to address too many issues. 

• We assume we know the issue · 
instead of clarifying and determining 
the "real" issue. 

) • We confuse issues, concerns, and 

) 

opportunities required for Forest 
Plan development with environmental 
issues required for NEPA. 

• We have failed to focus our analysis 
on the significant issues that need 
to be addressed. 

• We don't make the tie between the 
issues and the proposed action and 
purpose and need for the action. 

UNIT 1 • leaue Mau;e111ent tRIIIt Handout 1.• 
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STEPS IN 
ISSUE DEVELOPMENT 

1 Identify preliminary issues 

2 - Organize/ group issues 

3 - Clarify issues 

4 - Identify significant issues 

5 Identify units of measure 

UNIT 7 - laaue Managel'!ent 12111 Handout 7.5 
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~--------------------~0 
Step 1: 

IDENTIFY ISSUES 
SOURCES OF ISSUES 
• Issues, concerns, and opportunities 

identified in Forest Plans. 
~"=>T~A--rlD..l ~ 

• Issues identified for similar projects 
(past actions). 

• Issues identified in plan to practices 
stage. 

• Issues generated from compliance with 
laws or regulations. 

• Current management (internali concerns. 

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

• Issues raised by the public during 
scoping. 

• Comments from other government 
agencies. 

• Others 
UNIT 7 - luue Manage1nent 12/gt Handout 7.e 
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Step 2: 

ORGANIZE/GROUP ISSUES 
I 

i 
I 

i Organize and group issues: 
I 

i 
' 
; 

' . • COMMON RESOURCE - water quality, 
visual quality, soil productivity, and 
wildlife habitat. 

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

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

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

UNIT 7 - luue Wanage~r~ent 12/gt Handout 7.7 
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ORGANIZE/GROUP ISSUES 

ISSUES 
i 

1

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

! populations. 
I' 

J - Sediment from timber harvesting and road 
, construction may plug irrigation 
I 

i structures downstream from project. 
I . 
1 _,.Sediment from proposed activities may 
1 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 
I allow earlier melt - off of snow and change 
I the timing of peak flows to non-critical 

periods. 

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

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

- Proposed Activities will contribute to 
Global Warming. 

UNIT 7 • luue Manage111ent 12111 

ISSUE GROUP 

Handout 7.8 
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Step 3: 

CLARIFY ISSUES 

Issue statements should be written: 

• without bias 

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

• as specific as possible 

• keep asking .. why" 

Go back to the source for clarification 

Involve the Line Officer 
~o=.TEb. CoqNC.lL-

UNIT 7 • lnu•. Wanage111ent Handout 7.8 
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Step 4: 
IDENTIFY 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

Factors for identifying Significant Issues 

• EXTENT - the geographic distribution 
of the issue. 

) • DURATION - the length of time the 

) 

issue is likely to be of interest. 

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

UNIT 7 • laaue Management Handout 7.10 



Reasons for Not Considering 
ISSUES 

• Issue is outside the scope of the 
proposed action 

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

• Issue is irrelevant to the decision 

• Issue is not supported by scientific 
evidence 

• Issue is limited in extent, duration, and 
intensity 

Points to Remember 
~ Document reasons for dismissal 

-r-~-v-A~~ 
• Get Une officer concurrence on final 

list of issues 

• Inform the public of final list of issues 

) UNIT 7 • lnue .,.anage111ent H•ndout 7.11 
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Example . .. 

Eliminating Issues from Detailed Study 

ISSUES ISSUE GROUP 

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

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

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

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

- Creating openings with timber harvest may 

Water Quantity 

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

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

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

-Proposed Activities will contribute to Global Warming 
Global Warming. 

UNIT 7 • luua Management Hendout 7.12 
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Step 5: 

IDENTIFY 
UNITS OF MEASURE 

Select units of measure that are: 

• Quantitative, where possible 

• Measurable 

• Predictable 

• Responsive to the issue 

• Linked to cause-effect relationships 

UNIT 7 • luue e.tanagtmtnt Handout 7.13 
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SUMMARY 

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

Issue Statements Sho.uld be Written: 
• Without bias 
• To show conflicts 
• As specificaliy as possible 

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

) UNIT 7 • luwa .,.anaga111ant Handout 7.18 
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June 3, 1992 
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Rut h D. Wood 
P.O. Box 100466 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Doculll8nliD Number 
CJQD(., oct 2 ~o 

Mr. Dave Gibbons, 
Restoration Team 

Acting Administrative Director 
1 
Q A·92 WPWG 

r Cl B ·93 WPWG 
lYC-RFWG 645 G Street 

Anchorage, AK 9950 1 
(J D· PAG 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 
Q E·MISC. 

RE: Comments on the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration pl~u~"·~,--------~ 
Vol. 1: Restoration Framework 

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

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

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

Specifically, I would like to see: 

• 
•• 

~abitat acquisition as top priority in the restoration 5 
~~ocess and as the priority use of settlement fun~ 
Lthe imminent threat protection process used and negotiations ~ 
:begun imrnediateW 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

~-(JJU-J7 
Ruth D. Wood \-· 

Document ID Num~er 
~2ol.o09e2D 

[J A·92 WPWG 
l3 8·93 WPWG 
~C·RPWG 
[J D· PAG 
0 E·MISC. 
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Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative 
Restoration Team 
fi45 G St. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons, 

Director 

t'.U.!jOX .JL4 

Princeton, Ma. 01541 

May 29, 1992 

I -l . 

Document lD Number 
qzo(po2. o<J<p 

Q A·92 WPWG 
cf 8·93 WPWG 
a' C·RPWG 
Q D·PAG 
Q E· UISC. 

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

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

1 .~o~ey available unde~the Spill Settlement should be used primarily 
) for land preservation i the form of outright acquisitiorGJ~rchase of 
~development righti}and~ tablishment of conservation restrictions:J ~ 

The devastatlon of ancient forests o~dmiralty 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 
b i r t h r i g h t . T h e y a 1 s o w r e a k h a v o c o r\t h e e n v ~, r on me n t . 

2. Economic activities of human inhabitants of PWS depend upon the health 
of all biologic relationships that comprise the PWS ecosystem. It would be 
folly to spend Spill Settlem~money to bolster a narrowly def~ed . 
spectru~f species and activitles deemed commercially valuable.L£rotection 
of the entire ecosystem makes fa~ore sen:O 4-
3. fue group that advises on use of the ~pill ~ettlement money must include 

S representatives of non-government bodies to speak for wildlife, for 
wilderness and for people who appreciate the enjoyment of an undeveloped 
area~ •. ~s opposed to reps of official agencies charged with balancing 
c o n fri c t in g i n t e r e s t Q (a , 

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

narrowly focused influence of special commercial interests~ 

) 



',~· 

R.Leo 

TELEGRAM&GAZETTE 

DocumeattD Nsett 
9.2<?bb2.0?cQ I Q _A· 92 Y/PI'IG 

l
(f 8 · S3 WPWG 
r.f C· RPWG 
Q D·PAG 
Q E ·MISC. 

:·,··~oo"'·~-·· .. ~-·-·,. 

JUN 0 2 R£C'\l• 

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

99501 

11.1 •• 1.1 ••• 1. I. II. I Jill ! I •• 11 .. 1 •• 1 I 1.! •• 11111111 I I 

·--·~ 
~;r-:.-:·:~-



) 

United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Reply to: 1500 

Forest 
Service 

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

c..o~ I -5~ 
.. \l11. . 

I 

Subject: Restoration Framework 

Copper River Delta Institute 
612 2nd Street r-------------~ 

P.o. Box 1460 Document 10 Number 
Cordova, Alaska 99574 
907/424-7212 . 
FAX 907/424-7214 

Date: 2 June 1992 

9d-t/(tJtJ¢0 71 

a A·92 WPWG 
IW' 8·93 WPWG 

~-RPWG 

To: Bruce Van Zee, Forest Supervisor, Chugach National Forest 
a 
Q 

D·PAG 
E·UISC. 

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

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

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

: I 

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

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

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

In short, we~rge you to have the Chugach National Forest Oil Spill Liaison andz 
the Forest Service representative on the Oil Spill Restoration Committee to 
keep both CRD and CRDI informed and updated on current activities pertaining to 
the oil spil~ We also would~courage you to raise the profile of the Forest~ 
Serice in the proposed Restoration Framewo~hl And finally ,~e would urge you . . ' ~ 
to support both CRD and CRDI' s restoration/restitution proposal~nd assist us - "i 

in pursuing funding for them. 4 
Thank you once again for the opportunity to submit our comments on the proposed 
Restoration Framework. We look forward to receiving a copy of the Chugach 
National Forest's response to the Restoration Framework. 

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

Enc. 
cc: Ken Holbrook , Oil Spill Liaison 

Is/ 
Cal Baker, District Ranger 
Cordova Ranger District 

Document 10 Number 
9d..e~P~~~19 

Q A·92 WPWG 
0 8·13 WPWG 
Q C· RPWG 
0 D·PAG 
0 E·UISC. 



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 

GEBERAL COMMEBTS OB PROPOSED OPTIOBS 

Lack of incorporating the Chugach National Forest into proposed options. 

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

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

In the introduction of the Restoration Framework (page 5), restoration includes 
"restoration, replacement, and enhancement of affected resources, acquisition 
of equivalent resources and services; and lon~-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. 

) [Need to incorporate iJsu1a~ ~~~~)eras of pase 16 iet:e proposed options. J 

) 

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

1. ~se of restoration monies for the prevention ~f future spills~ ~ 

2. ~urther clean-up activities~ ~ 

3. )how much reliance should be 'place on natural processes to insure recover!] 
t:f injured natural resources and services . 

4. f1the effect of restoration activities on the local economy of the spill~ 
~ea. 

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

I\ 

~~ ~~ 
02~ t:.: ~ d 9ci> c.!» 
1!!~ ~ 

~ 0.. 
~ 22 

~~ 
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COHMERTS OR SPECIFIC KESTORA.ITOH OPTIONS AHD ADDIITOHAL SUGGESTED OPTIO ~Ill 111 nii!UR4 

t;;;.atp~J.~ 11 
Comments on Restoration Options for Management of Human Uses . 

Opti on 1 . Archaeological resource protecti on. 

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

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

0 A·S2 WPWG 
(] 8·93 WPWG 
"l~1tPWG 

Option 2. Intensify management of fish and shellfish. 

&ou · PAG 

0 E·MISC. 
-z- ~~ 

The proposed~ption~should be expanded to include the intensified 
of fisherieslnabitat~~abitat management of fish and shellfis§)is 
component in managing populations. \Ar 

management 
an essential 

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

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

Option 4. (!educe disturbance at marine bird colonies and marine mammal ,. 
lb haul-out sites and rubbin:g .be{lieQ 

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

Option 5. Reduce harvest by red irecting sport - f ishi ng pressure . 

Any redirected sportfishing effort for cutthroat trout will primarily occur on 
the Chugach National Forest. Thetlorest Se rv i ce shoul d be an integral partner tl 
in the dev e l opment of any ma n a gement plan t h at rec ommends chan ges in 
recreational use on the Chugach National ForesE] [!pformation required to /8 
implement this option should include the evaluati6n of h abita t capability in 
order to prwrly assess stock status in non-oile,d systemi;} Additionally, 
~lternative~port fishing locations need to be inventoried and assessed for 

I~ their recreational potentia~an~~ossible adverse impac~~on the fisherie~ 

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

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

Option 7. Increase management in parks and refuges. 

The Forest Service is the largest land-owner in Prince William Sound. This 
~ion and proposed actions should include the Chugach National Foresij L~ 
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 provid~g additional facilities and 
equipment for.' increased staff requirements.:J 2-3 
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. Option 8. Restrict or eliminate legal harvest of marine and terrestria 
mammals and sea ducks. 

The U.S.~orest Service should be involved in any subsistence issues or 
in subsistence r egulation s because it is the agen cy that administers 
subsistence on Forest Service land~ ~der ANILCA, Section 801 subsiste 
has precedence over commercial or sport use, and should be therefore be 
considered in any reduction of harves~ f~5 

Option 9. ~inimi~'fntidental take of marine birds by commercial fishe 

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. 

Thist2Ption should be included under the Management of Human Resources Options, ~1 
not the "Other Options" categor~ The Cordova Ranger District is very 
supportive of developing interpretative and ~ducational programs . We would, 
however, r;ecommend that the City of Valdez be targeted for a large-scale public 
information program because of its central location in Prince William Sound, ~~ 
and its importance to recreation and industry~ 

Currently, an estimated 100,000 visitors' ~o 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 
o il spills . 

This option calls for the development of coordin~ted, intra- and inter-agency 
prevention and response plans. The lack of planning and response to the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill by the Chugach National Forest, the largest federal land 
agency in Prince William Sound, has demonstrated the need to~evelop a 
prevention and response program' fpr both Prince William Sound and the Copper "2.. ~ 
River Delta:J 

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 li~ed t~the ecosystem through subsistence 
and commercial harvests of fish and mammals.~seline data on local community ~() 
residents needs to be collected for understanding social, economic, and 
cultural impacts of oil spill disasters spill communitie~ Furthermore, 
~mergency response systems in these communities should be identified and 
evaluated] . 3\ 
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Comments on Restoration Options for Manipulation of Resources 

Option 10. Preservation of archaeological sites and artifacts . 

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

Option 11. Improve or supplement stream and lake habitats for spawning 
rearing of wild salmonids. 
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~storation of wild salmonid spawning and rearing habitat is important and 
should receive high priority:J 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 e~panded to include interpretive and educational facilities~ 
such as the creation of a Chugach National Forest Visitor Interpretive Center 
in Valdez (see Option 33 above)~ Currently, the estimated 100,000+ visitors 
to Prince William Sound pass through Valdez. Despite the fact that the Chugach 
National Forest is the primary land administer in Prince William Sound, we have 
no presence in Valdez. ' 

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

~e support fox eradication under these clrcumstances:J 

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

~ 

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

: I 
I 

Comments on Restoration Options for Habitat Prote~tion and Acquisition 

Option 19. Update and expand t~e 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. ~or to initiating 
additional field surveys, existing information should be compiled and future ~~ 
needs assessed~ ' .. 

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

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

Option 21. Acquire tidelands. 

We ~pport tideland acquisition:J The Chugach National Forest would be the 
logical land manager for tidelands acquired in Prince William Sound. 3~ 
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Option 22. Designate protected marine areas. 

4D 
We~Efort the identification and potential designation of protected ma 
areas~ The~hugach National Forest should participate in the identific 
and designation of any protected marine area, especially when it relate 
unique wild fish stock habitat;?] lE_ecreational o.El;ort~itieS and~henev 
designated habitats adjoin Forest Service lands;J £_ 

4:> 
Option 23. Acquire additional marine bird habitats. 

We ~pport marine bird habitat protection and acquisition2J 44-

0ption 24. Acquire "inholdings" within parks and refuges. 
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We~pport this option and would expand this option to include acquisition of 45 
inholdings on Chugach National Forest land~ 

Option 25. Protect or acquire upland forests and watersheds. 

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

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

r 4"1 .• 
Wel_!ltrongly support designation of "benchmark" monitoring sites, including 
oiled and unoiled site~ Whenever appropriate, these~nchmark sites should be~ 
included in any monitoring study be it species specific or otherwis~ We also 

~rge that any long-term monitoring be ad~quately funded~ 
4C) 

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

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

injured populations will recover more rapidly as a result of this management 
practice:, l:E:e would like to play_: _..i,. role evaluating the pertinent studi~in 
Prince William Sound &!d making..ceecisio~s]to act c}n this option. 51 

Comments on Restoration Options Listed as "Other Options 
I 

Option 31. Develop a comprehensive monitoring program. 

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

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

Option 32. Endow a fund to support restoration activities. 

55 
We~pport the establishment of an endowment to support restoration activities 
with a portion (not all) of the restoration settlement monie.i] This §.ndowment 
should be administered to include the following restoration activities: 
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Option 32 (continued). 

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

51 
Option 34. Establish a marine environmental institute. 

~ sB 
We~o not support this option because it potentially supports a duplication of 
research effort and facilitie~ Currently there are 4 research institutes in 
Prince William Sound that either have the ability the potential to address 
marine environmental issues. These include: t Copper River Delta Institute 
(U.S. Forest Service), the Prince William So Science Center and the 
associated Oil Spill Recovery Insitute, and niversity of Alaska's Seward 
Marine Center. Wel!Erongly urge that these institutes better coordinate their 5~ 
efforts both with each other and in cooperation with other federal and state 
research division~including the Alaska Fish and Wildlife Research Center (US 
Fish and Wildlife Service). 
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RE: Comments on Volume 1: Restoration Framework and Volume 2: 1997 nraft 
work Plan. 

Greetings, 

Established in 1988 and incorpor~t~d in 1989 ~s a non-proflL (501c3) 
membership and public odvocacy group, the Prince William Sound Conserva­
tion Alliance (PWSCA) promotes sou~d env1ronmPnt~l policiP~ for the 
Prince William Sound region of Al~ska; advocaLlng conseL·voLlon of P r. 
wm. Sound'D natural resources and engaging in educational activities 
concerning the sound's natuial history, environmental problems, and 
legislative issues. 

~ollowinq the .1989 ~xxon Valdez oil spill, PWSCA was the primary non­
government organization monitoring annual cleanup effo~t~. FWSCA served 
as the Volunteer Coordinating Cantar undar a contract from the Alaska 
Department of Environmental conservation <ADEC>, represented environmen­
talists on the Inter-Agency Shoreline Cleanup Committee,· a decision 
making advisory group to the Federal On- Scene Coordinator and operated 
~nder contract !rom the·City or valdez and ADEC the valdez Local Re­
sponse ~rograrn from January 1990 through com~letion in September 1991. 

Our membership is wide and varied having the'coi!UTion interest and concern 
being Prince Willinm Sound. 

COHHZNtS; 

• Uhe 1mpacted reso1Jrces need to recover NOW and need to have pro-
L~~Llu11 !rum !urther damage, This is net ~ossi~le it destructive activi­
ties such ae clearcut loggin5LJ~c~ort/3ubdivisio~or~ineral developmeni) 
are allowed to take place. 1 "2- . 

3 
The fish and wildlife as well as the people impacted and in turn 

the habitat they mutually depend on is diverse and int.P.rwovPn. 'Aecause 
of this interrelationship of such ~hings as waLer quality, 11estinq habi­
tat, tidal influences, migration, seasonal ueage and food oourcco the 
habitat ranges from the subtidal to tne mountain tops. 

[!h~r~fcre Prince William Sound Conservation Alliance recommends 
that habitat protection be the priority of the Restoration r·ramework~ 

4-



lthe 19'32 Work Plan as we~l as tuture work plan!!] '.l'hi s should be accom­
tJll~hed LhL·ough acquisitions including purchases of land, · conservation 
easements, development rights ~nd timber rights.C1and classific~tions 

Cc, CWileierness-;JThat.ional Kecrea1:ion Ar~ J:!1ldl1te Retuge:J e1:c. > and [and 
trades courd also be utilize~ 7 B 9 

10 '(!e recommend. that no less than 80% or l:he settlement funds be u~ed 
for habitat acquisitionlto prevent the further destruction to the natu­
ral resource.s damaged ey the spill§ well as repl.:iCf!!mP.t;~t and acquisi-
tion or equivalent resource~ 11 

The wilderness ~lal1tie~ of thP. impacted areas are being further damaged 
as this process crawl8 iilong. 'l'hls ls allowing further damage to take 
place to the fi~h and wildlife and the long term economic interests of 
commA~c1Al Ann ~port fishing, tourism, subsistence and recreation. 
Tht:l .n:::foLe the @onservation Alliance stresses that habitat~rotection not 
only take a financial priority but a tima priority as walJj We ask that 

1'2.. 

[Eegotial:ions begin immediately, that ac~is1tions be given concurrent 
1.3 consideration in .the restoration proce~!_1apd ~ imminent threat protec · 

tion procass be initiate~ 14-

* Much of the wildlife and many qf the impacted beaches need to be 
· just left alone. To put further stress onto them would only continue the· 
damage and pos1:pone recovery. weti~co~end ~hal: any turther s~ud1es, J5 
re~earch or monitoring programs be of a nonintruaive/observational na­
turi]To continue running down otters or ducks for capture to have teeth 
extracted, radio transmitters implanted, blood sampled, or ou1: riqht · 
killed for the ~ake of final detailing of dQmQgc dr even worse to possi­
bly assist an individual or aq~n~y t~ ~~~lirP. h~t~P.r ~1nding, nr ~n h~vA 
a better looking thesis is morally wrong and flnanclally irre~tJO!I~lble . . 

. • until thel}ntorition and data from ALL research and studi~s is 
put into a final for ~v ated and cL·oss L·e!e.t:encel]l.L i~ 11ext to 1 
impossible for anyone.to now what is in need of fu~thcr !:tudy; what i o l(o 
duplicated, inappropr~a , or wasteful . ~on~y ann effnrt needs to b~ 
allocated to meet thi:; ne~dlbut new or costly cont.inuat.ion of L·eseaL·ch -¥ 
and studies is of questio~ie merit. 1 • 

I 

. · * The remaining oil would be difficult and impractical to remov~. We 
[iecommend that very little effort or monay be allocated for this pur~ 

ll pos8 The exception 1s to !continue some suppor1: ~o the CheneQa Bay Local 
Responae Program to allow~e'peop~~ of Chenega Bay to actively work. on 18 
the :l r beaches-;-] which have· some of the worst remaining oil left on them. 
A very few ofher locations may need some direct wor~ as well bul: in 
general little more ca~ be done 

* . If the represen1:ation on the public aQvisory ~roup is not.[oeld f 
~ccountabl~_to the interest she/he is repre.sentin~ the group is not 19 
QffP.ctivP.. ~P. rP.cnmmP.nd that the public advisory group consist of desig-~ 
na.Led :!!lea.L~ rur thtJ identified interest groups_] 

• .hen-commercial" species ne~d: t~ be on an P~lA 1 fnnt. i ng whf?n he; n~J 
consl.ta~red for a research ot· mon.LLO.t:J.ng pruyro.m..:J "2.0 

• ~cads, docks, airstrips, lodges, ferries, hAt~hP.r1~s, f!!tc. ~re ~ 
completely inoppropriate u~e of these monle~ :J "2 \ 

... 
~~ ~ ~ :z () • ~ 5! C\J ~ c.:J 

'E! ~ ~ = P- ~ a:: g . . • • -c a:a c.> ~ 

~~)n~ m CJ 
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LU 
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• The publ ic needs;: t o underst and what happened, w:nat can be done to 
help T'er.nvery and how not to make things worse after the nationo worst 
oil spill. Commercial and sport fiDhing ~nterests, charter boat ~no 
cruioc ship operators, recreation1sts, subsistence users, float plane 
and hA licopter operators and the gez1er~l public need to be mado aware of 
11uL only the fragile nature of the recovering environment but of the 
coastal ecosystem in general. We all have the potential to do furthe r 
damaqe by the way we live and work and by walking, boating, flying, 
fishing or whatever at the wrong place at the wrong time. WP. therefore 

II.eel that it would be appropriate to put some money and e!ro.r:-t into "2."2.. 
eoucation to help addre.s:;i Lhese issue~ . 

Thank you. · 

Sincerely, 

:'?f??.~ 
Executive Director 
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'Yave G 5. b bon s ~~ l,lay 24, 1992 
~cting Administrative Dire~tor 
p~~t0r-at'on mcarn 
.!. .. - ;::> '"-' ·- J... . ~ 

645 C~ Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear ~r. Gibbons: 

I am writ~nrs to vo·1 at th:is t:irnP. to c:o:ntrJt:nt (YCJ t!:12 Exxon Valde?. 
Cil :en ill Re :::torat.:.on ls.n, Vol. 1: ?=:·3tcration 2<'ra'Tle':JOr1->:. The follo'.-.'­
·ng 1s a list of the o~nt~ that I ~~sh to ~ake cone -rnin~ this r~s-
t .. ret:Lon ls.n: 

1. Instead of ~sing a hierarchial recess in which habitat acauisi­
tion •::ould onl-.·--be done as 6. last re·::.cTt,QJab:It.:::t acquisition 
should be ~iven concurr~nt consideraticn in th2 r=storation ·roc 

.,.. 2. Gabj tat ~otecticriJanwco_ 'i cit; on, i n::luding ~rchese of land_J 
\• ~·--in ~r-:r"Tr'Pt -;On n::::-1 :":""~OrlPl')..L. 0 ::" nri~· i r1b""rj(_l. rrht~r:::: tho ':'"':i~ {'""It ef-"'c:ct -1.,-T~ '1311\"0'-"'-[_ .. ~. ,:-._. '"' ~ <"O<-<,o,_. •• , •• (.,,, ct ,_ ._ ... t": ."TT •:. -::.p-' _ _'" ,_, _,_,_.,--,, . .I,, .. ,_ v,_ 

0 l':1P"'l')- rJ-"' ro-tor·"t~ On .~l')~1 -··n nl~ b,-,•+ht=> r" Ori.L .. ,.~o Of ~ottl or-ont ~~- "-',.; ::> ] . .L ~ .:; • c.l .L 0 .. ~~- '" J. <i-;·-~: (~ •-- :: -=-~-· ~ .:>~ -~ .. ·- , 
I m _,_ s • . . cue .. ·~ . C) 

r<.,;-, 
·:J·~ 

). []9 {, ~?1. th~. _;:;ettl~ment . .f'J.n~?.§. ;:;no~: ld b? '~sed for habitat acq_ ~ "i':; ~ ti on 5 
'" --·:·r'='vont ·"'·.;r+i-JPY' J~~--·.-,0'o +0 n::ot1n-:- l -r;:::>c'.-·1r~o-:71·:>1J·'1 rt~· -·~o:11····en·:· +"' vv _....... ...... J.,. Lt ............. t ._...~a~_·.'- v .'-A ·--- -~':"!-- .. ._,...,.:~c..:.. ....... ~u ·...- ... _ .. ; v._ 

for lo::::t re.~o·.1rc :c·:; and -;erv-ic · 2 en ·an ec;_:L:.valent reso:.trce b~1s.::.I;1 <;.;, 

) r;,1r- ~..,..,':1; n"'n+ thro"'t rr-+pnt~ on r----~e..-.·- '""'h···llld b· u .... er1 other.; -o 
A· ~i ti~~i -fo;est l~nd -3-0~;.::-b~ · iog~;d b-~f~r~ thev- ar; ;~nsider~d =>for I 

acqui:-:;itiov~ l\r--;otic.tjons :3hoald b ·gin imme:iiat=-lv.fi 

Iir. Gibbc;ns, when I first learn?d of th,; :~xxon Valdez oil s~.ill and 
bo':} one of thP \·Jorld's last l&r:r:c :ristine :_·Jlderness areas had b-=en 
"'l ""() "'t ,~ "'....,-., l et -' 1'7' d """' tru~" e-'~ T --:: 0 ;,Xtr. r:"o 1~•· ·~;., r1 r1 ""D :::>a' ··.: nrl :-rr '' .. t l:· CO. •. J ...... _> ..;V ·~-- . ) ·.G•..J - _. J\...l _ U~:; '-""' •• J\.... )' ;._..f....ol.t......'.....~..\.... ._..._ -· ~......._ ·:-; ·'· .·· 

an'"'"ered th:;t '.-'e allo··.·erl this to ha_.:· en ;_:nd that I ·a:::; ·mable to d~­
anvthin~ to .revent f~rther destr~ction t: the ~.::.ldlifc of th2t ~r~a. 
J·~~3 b::d as it as ···hen <::ll of the '.'.!.ldlife \•Jc.s ~m:;Jact::d :i.mmedic:.tel~: 
··•ithout ·arnj_nS", ~·.•e c~OUld only sit bC.c';: '···lith '.-nrry, e:ictreme an-::er ,nd 
;itty for those suecies rnigr~ting to this area, totally unaw3r~ th2t 
tl-~e~i '.'.~P 1~:::, <.~ n ~;- (~ o l ] __ :_ ··-;·:_on :-_~ o -:J_·r~ ~ ,_:') '~"' .i th d. j_ s2. st er. 

· .;2 cc:rn nev\'r truly restore this are,, to ··:}Lt j_t once. ··.,;as, ·:.:e c:::,n 
8nly he e that nature will ~ive ne~ life to it. Ho~ever, ~e 3ust ~o 
our best to .rctect ·-·hat is left for th3 ~ildlife and for ourselve~. 



entire coastsl ecosystem~ 
lA-

'" Qi.na~ly, the ;:ublic advis?r~i group should have a sea~ designated 
\for each 1nterest grou:J In thJ.s ·.-:ay, the grou:p members wlll be held 
!ccountable to their interests. 

~~~ 
David A. Brunetti 

'· 3. Sj_nc:: re.:;tcr,;.t.:..cn , L'nnhJR: ber;an, tbe .-.ubb.'~ ha3 strcngly 
favored habj tat )rotect~ on ;wl a::qui. ·:i t.:.cn <:..:: tbe :o1~st me2.r]i nrTflJ.l 
fDr~ of re~toration. ~-JOt.l, ~' year:-: .-fter the 3 :;.11, n~ a ._·enny ba:J 

IS ~~:~g;o::~! ~~ ~~~~,~~~n~~g~;~~:trOStenedhabit,ta: ~h: :;,::~~ ...-. 

f I 

o-~u.._,.:_~ 
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Mr. Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative Director 
Restoration Team 
645 G street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

c C ·N~, ·-· -k~) I -1 
~ 12~7 

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

These are my comments on the Exxon Valdez Oil 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 wasjis part of that. I 
care about its future. · 

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

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

best be done through habitat protectiofi]a:hd@.cquisitioDJ and lihis 3 
is how the bulk of the settlement funds should be spenJ] You may 
not be able to restore a be9ch to its pristine state or bring the 
sea otters and other wildlife back from the dead, but you can 
prevent other types of damage. For example, GLou can prevent ~ 
logg~ng by acquiring timber rights~ This would not only protect 
wildlife habitat, but would also heip promote stable local 
commercial and sport fishing, recreation, tourism and subsistence 
economies. 

5 [i wou~ like to see the wilderness character of the Sound remain 
intac~ This has been severely phaken, but there is still hope. 

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

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

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

~-/t:T 
John Strasenburgh 
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BY FAX (hard copy to follow} 

Dr. David R. Gibbons 

< ...._\.c_. ~"""-""· "'1..::, .,\_ .... -\.~~ ....,- "'· · ~ ·- ·"' ' \. -:. I -~E._, 
"W-f 

Exxon V~ldez Oil Tructee Council 
645 G st.re'et 
Anchorage, Al~~ka 99501 

Re: Comment'i on Use of Restoration Trust Funds 

Dear Dr. Gibbon~; 

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

• Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

• 1992 Draft Work PlAn (April 1992) 

• Solicitation for cuggectionc for the 1993 Work Plan. 
I 

. ' 
PSG is an international organit:atlon Lh~l, was founded in 1972 to 
promote knowledge, study and con~crvation of Pacific seabirds. 
PSG qualifies a~ a nonprofit corporntinn und~r § 50l(c) (3) ot the 
Internal Revenue code. 

As PSG &nters its third d~~nd~, it draws i~s soo members 
trom the entire Pacir1c Basin, includlny Russia, Camsda, Japan, 
China, Mexico, Australia, and New Zealand. A substantial portion 
of PSG's m&mb&rship rQsid~s in ~lnska. Among PSG'S members are 
bioloqists who have research inter~~l~ in Pacific ~eabirds, state 
and federal officials who manage ceabird refuges, and individuals 
with int&rests in marin~ ~nnservation. We believe tha~ no other 
organization has compar~ble expertise concerning the biology of 
the 5eabirda in the North Pacific Ocean. W& &nclose a su:rnmnry of 
PSG's annual :rn~P.tings since 19"/J that highligh~s our scient.l!lc 
and management exp~L·tise. PSG was host to sympo~;Jin on the 
biology and management of virtually &v&ry seabird specie~ that 
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the Exxon valdez oil spill affected. We also enclose a dated 
b.Lo<.;hu.Le that summarizes PSG's activities. 

I. Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

!r A· 92 WPWS . 
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thP. ni'ltllrA l rP.J~;nnrcP.~ t .hat. t .he Exxon Vald~z oil spill injured.:.] 
W~;; note that while $1 billion in restoration trust tum1s is an 
enormous amount of money, it rnuet be spent wisely if tho immense 
job or restoration is to be accomplished. we[Yrqe the Trustees ' 
to restrict the amount of trust funds that they spend on overhead 
and to funds only projects that directly restore natural 
resources :-t we also @rge the Trustees to ensure that the '3 
organizat!Ona and agencies that implement the restor~tion work do 
so at. t .he least possible cosfl For e)(amplP.,tQncA thA Trustees 4 decide to support a project or gr-oup of p.c-oje<.;L!i, uLheL· 
organieationc bccidec government aqenoies should have an 
opportunity to bid competitively on the wor~ such an approach 
will enable the greatest restoration of natural resources. 

[isG aqrees wit;.h the 'l'rustees that seabirds are particularly S 
vulnerable to oil spills~ The T~ua~eee document that the epill 
killed some 300,000 to ~,000 seabirds. Murres w~re ~sp~cially 
hard hit, but substantial losses ot the rollowinq bird species 
nleo occurred: loons, cormorants, Pigeon Cuillcmotc, Bald 
F.Ag1e~, grP-hes, H~rlequ]n Ducks, qoldeneyes, seaters, Marbled 
Mur-relet~, KiLLlitz' Murrelets, No~thern Pintails, Old Squaw, 
Bufflehead, Blaok Oystercatchers, Bonaparto•s CullQ, Arctic 
Terns, Black•leqqed Kittiwakes, and 'l'utted PUffins. 

In1ury Criteria. ~G agree~ with the Trustees• first ~ 
criterion that ev1<1ence or injury to a natural resource is an 
important factor to be used in allocating the reator~tion trust 
funds:J In principle, (IsG endorses the Trustees 1 second crit.erio~ 7 
(the adequacy and rate of natural recoveryj. However, ~e mere 
immigration of seabirds from elsewhere cannot be deemed to be 8 
"natural recovery. 'iJ Seabird biologists have long noted t.hat. mo~t 
seabird species live relatively long lives and rep.Loduce slowly. 
~G would object to any determin~tion that Gcabirdc do not 
qualify for restoration work ~imply hAc;mse pioneerinq birds :may q 
move into the oil spill 11re~ f.Lom the Aleutian Islands or 
elsewhere. In Guch a oiroumctance,[!he Trustoos should enhance 
seabird population~ in~ther. parts ot Alaska that were 1n<11rectly lo 
"depleted" by the ::Jplll..:J 

craeria for Evaluation ot Restoration options. PSG 
generally supports the Tl.-u5tees' criteria for evaluating 
restoration option~. fffie Tru~tees &hould use t~chnical \I 
feasibility, potential to 1mprov,e the rate or degree of .Le(;uVei:y, 
and an analysis of bEmefitfcost 'to m~ dcoicionc concerning the 
use of t .h@ ·rest.oration t.ru~t- funa_D ~G welcomes evaluatinq 

n-



j 

j 

J 

restora.tion options from the J?!!_rspective of whether they benefit 
more than a eingle reeouroe;J~SG's preferred options generally 
would benefit an entire community ot seabirds (and sometimes 
other organisms) 1 not just a single specie~ •2> 

Potential Restoration Alternatives. LESG strongly agrees 
that federal and otatc management authoritioc chould uce their 1~ 
regulatory power.~=: tn mndify humi!ln uses of resources or habitats 
that the spill inju.red:J We nol.e that such e!!orts would not 
cxhauct any of the reetoration trust fund but would merely 
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TI[equire that the state and federal natural resource agencie~5 
enforce the laws o~ redirect their programs:J For example, Q!e 1 ~ 
agrea that autmities should curtail the hunting seasons for sea 
ducks (Option 8) and~hat authorities should manage commercial ,, 
fi5heries to re uce the incidental mortality of Marbled Murrclcto 
in drift qillnets (Opt.ion 9Q Wa nnt:A thAt: takj nq Marbled 
Murrelets without a permit vlolate~:; the Migt·atory Bird Treaty 
Act. Although not mentioned, PSGU!uggests that logging, both on 1~ govArnmP-nt i!lnd pr]vate lands, be curtailed in uplands that are 
p.r ime habitat !ot· Marbled Murre lets oL- Harlequin Oucks-:-1 'iL. S. 
Forest Service lands that contain Marbled Murrelat~ s~ld not be \~ 
logged for at least a decade:J 

~c also agree!i that habitat acquisition could bE\ a u,:;eful <:o 
means of restoring the actual or equivalent resourceSl that the 
5pill injured. PSGG;trongly endorses Option 23 {acquisition of Zl 
additional marin~?. btr'd hah1t.r~t.):J ·Rec~use land acquisition can be 
extremely expensive, the 'I'ru~tee~ ihould ensure that any l~mds t."Z. 
purch~sed ~re valuable to ccabirdc and that the purcha£a passes 
muster under a cnstjbenefit analysiiJ PSG@rqes the 'l'rustees to '2..":1 
purchase the !Jest seabird islands 1 not just "what' e for sale::;!] 
Moreover, ~he Trustees should consider the use of conservation 
~~RP-ments rather than outr i qht purchas~ orten,[Lestrictions on 
U:iie aml development will pl-ovide adequate protection Qt less -z...5 
coot, allowing more colonies to be protectefJ 

I 

PSG wishes to highlight several potentiQl restoration 
options that seem to be especially promising. tlncrP-r~sing ~~ 
wildlite manaqement 1n ~arks ano reruges (Option 7) would be very 
useful for marine birds~ ~e u.s. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS), ~~ 
the National Park Service, and st.ate ag~nci es should hire or 
redirect their star~ ~o rnanaqe park:ii aml re!'uges to imp~-ove 
marine bird habitot. ~he USA-USSR (1976) and USA-Japan (1Q72) ~~ 
migratory bird trea -ie~ pr.ovjde ample incentive tor agencies to 
manage seabird colonle:ii lv ;r:emove alien pl-edators such as foxeiJ 
Article VI(c) of the Japan treaty requira£ this nation to· take 
measure~=: to control the introduction ot live animals that disturb 
the ecological balance of island ecosystems. Article II of the 
Soviet treaty provide~ similar protection. Article TV(1) of the 
soviet treaty requires this nation to abate detrimental 
alteration of the environment of migratory birdc. 
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r:. '~ l]!nder the CQtegory 11MQnipulQtion of Resources," PGG cannot 
~upport att.empting to enhanca murr$ product.ivit.y by using dscoys 
u:r recorded callt:J at colunl.elj. (Optlon l~).J PSG doubts thAt Any 
success this technique ~ight have (which 1s questionable), will 
do much to improve murre populations 1n Alaska. 
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l"' \isG stron<;~ly agrees that al¥ns should be eliminated 0 E ·IIISC. 
!rom seabird colonies (Option 17). his activity would help the ~l 
entire seabird community to reco er, including island-nesting sea 
ducks, dabbling ducks and oysteroa c ers besides alcids and 
larids. Moreover, the techniques are proven and hav~ an 
extremely high benefit/cost. FWS biologists G. Vernon Byrd and 
Edqar P. Bailey reported to the Alaska Bird conference in 
November 1991 that dramatic increases in bird populations took 
place at Nizki-Alaid Island in the western Aleutians after foxes 
were removed. They round particularly impressive increases tor 
loons, Pelngic Cormornnts, Aleutian Green-winged Teal, Common 
Eiders, Glaucous-win(]ed Gulls, and Tufted Pt.tffinA. ~ would ~"Z. 
expand this act.ivlty to l.nclud~ .r~rnovl.n9 ellen .ratt:J and ot.ller 
creatures that harm seabird~ PSG incorporates by reference its 
letters to each Trustee dated March 2, 1992 in which it 
identified (Table 2) specific islands where foxes should be 
removed. ·. • 

fiiith respect to habitat protection, PGG endorses options 22- 3~ 
25] (£ptiori 22 (designate protected marin~ areas) could provide 1>+ 
long-term, protection to seabirds b~protecting areas where 
seabirds feed nnd lo~f on the water. tb marino canotuary in the ~5 Pribiloff Island"' n:r Rristol Ray wou d be especially welcome":'! 

\isG has p.r:~vlouf;tly endot·sed acquirinq additional marine bird'""' a~c:o 
habitats ~tion 23) such as Afognak, Ea~t Amatuli and Gull 
islands:J lPSG incorporates bY reference i~s list of appropriate ~t~Lio 
acquisitions (Table- 1) tha~ lt sent to each Trustee by letter •• ~L-.cl. 
dated March 2, 1992:J ~G also endorses acquiring inholdings~s 
within par~s and refuges (Option 24lJ ~SG,endorses the 
acquisition of uplands to protect ~led Murrelots and Harlequin ~ 
Ducks ll there is sufficient information available t.o snsurs that. 
appropriate tracts of land are purchased~ 

Finally, ~G ~dor&es ,developinq a comprshensive moni tnr.ing 4 0 
program (Option 31~ 

IL 1992 Draft Work Plan 

PSG' s ·opportunity to coutrnent on the 1992 draft Work Plan hCAs 
come so late in the year that the Trustees have funded the 
projects already. PSG recoqnizes the administrative and 
logistical problems that the Trustees have faced in eatQblishinq 
tho ros::t~ation program and accepts this situation for 1992. 
However,L!f the public involvement called for in the settlement 
documents ie to be me~ningful 1 the draft work plan for 1993 ~l 
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should be available tor public comment by December 1992~ PSG 
ohaervoa that tho TruGtoos have not committed $18.2 ~ilfion in 
restoration trust funds that could be spent in 1992. 
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~SG supports all of the damage assessment projGcts tha~thG 
Trustees have tunded this yeail- boat surveys to determine the 
distribution and abundance of:mi~ratory birds in Prince William 
Sound (Bird Study No. 2); surveys of murre colontes in sp1ll ArP..t--------' 
(Bird Study No. 3); assessment of Marbled Murrelets sites, Fork-
tailed Storm-petrels, Slack-legged ~ittiwakes, and Pigeon 
Guillemots (Bird studies No. 6-9); assessment or injury to sea 
ducks by hydrocarbon uptake (Bird Study No.~l); and ~ssessment 
of shorebird injuries (Bird Study No. 12). l£SG believes that 4~ understanding the magnitude o! harm is important to decide the 
types and extent of restoration activities that may be neceaaary:J 

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 ~)i Marbled Murrelet restoration (No. 15, 
fundGd at $419 K); HarlGquin Duck rG~toration (No. 71, funded at 
$42~ K); and impacts ot contaminat~d mussels on Harlequin DucKs 
and Dlack Oystercatchere (No. lO.JC, funded at ~176 I<). PSG 
generally supports each of th~se projects. In particular, t.h~ 
studies on Marbled Murrelet and Harlequin Duck habitat 
requiramonts ahould prove to be very UGcful in acccccing 
pot~nti~l l . ~nd ~cquisitions for these species. The Harle~uin 
Du(.;k tiludy should assist feU.eral b.nd state forestry a9encies ' in 
establishing the width of forested buffGr strips that are 
necessary to protect their breeding sites. 

GfsG ig digappointed that the Trustees have not funded Option 4~ 
17 {removal or !oxes ano other alien preOators rrom seabird 
colonies)~ The Trustees have funded four seabird projects at a 
cost of $1,337,000 for 1992. While PSG cannot. evaluat.e whet.her 
such large amounts are appropriate, C[t suqqests that in future 
yeare the Trueteea appl~the .cost/benefit criterion diaouaacd 
above to these project~ PSG would havR d1ffirnllty justifying 
any or these projects as a priority above Lhe unrunded Option 17 
{removal of alien predator~ from ocabird colonies). As we have 
discus~;ed ah.ovR ~no in prP.vi ous letters to the Trustees, ~redator 4<o 
removal has the hlyhet:>L y ielU. of any action that the Tt·uc:;teec:; or 
t~e agcnoicc might take to increa~ t~e population~ of the marine 
b1rds that the oil spill .KilleeiJ ~t1on 11 can be implementeo 41 mmediatel even durin t . season using some of the 
$18.2 million of unobligated tru~t fundg. 

PSG alsotYrges the Trustees to pereuade FWS (and, whero 
appropriate, oth(;!r federal and stat.e a!Jencie~), t.o fund Eredator 
removal through the aqencies' norrn<1l buclyeLa.t·y pr:ocessew FWS, 
for example, had budgeted $50,000 for fiscal year 1992 to remove 
foY~~ from ]slands in the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife 
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Rt::fuye. l"WS e:ssentlttlly :r:t::pL·o~rttmmed those funds to start tt n 
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to shoot natiye foxes in 
attempt to improve waterfowl production. such priorities are 
questionable. 0 D·PAG 
III. 1993 Work Plan 0 E ·lliSC. 

~SG suggests that the 1993 Work Plan include two additional 
[)TnjAet.~ to r~?.~tor~?. f::AAhird pnpnlations. First, th~ Trust.ees 
should provide substantial funds to eliminate toxes, rats and 
other predators from prcGont and former seabird colonies {Option 
17). A~ not~d ahovA, P~G hAs i':ill'"P.itdy provided the Trust.AAS with 
tt ll::~t of ~olonle::;. se~uml, PSG ::;uyye::;ts that the Tc-ustees !uml 
a project to evaluate PSC'c lict of candidates for acquirinq 
hAbitAt thAt 1~ im~nrtant to se~bird cnlnni$~=:. 

IV. Conclusion 

PSG supports the projects that the Trustees have proposed to 
d~te. PSG ur~es the Trustees to fund immedictely 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 
~rustee• to continue and expand work to evaluate land acquisition 
candidates tor seabird colonies. Thank you tor this opportunity 
to lend our expertise and view5 Qn the3e important i53Ues. 

sincerely, 

craig s. Hurrison 

Enclosures 
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r-·· This letter constitutes the Pacific Seabird Group's (PSG) 
\ comments on the following: 

/ 
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• Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

• 1992 Draft Work Plan (April 1992) 

• Solicitation for suggestions for the 1993 Work Plan. 

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

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

I. Restoration Framework (April 1992) 

Do=msnt lD Number 
'J2..DloDY zoo 

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

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

Injury Criteria. PSG agrees with the Trustees' first 
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 bio~ogists have long noted that most 
seabird species live relatively long lives and reproduce slowly. 
PSG would object to any determination that seabirds do not, 
qualify for restoration work simply because pioneering birds may 
move into the oil spill area from the Aleutian Islands or 
elsewhere. In such a circumstance, the Trustees should enhance 
seabird populations in other parts of Alaska that were indirectly 
"depleted" by the spill. 

Criteria for Evaluation of Restoration Options. PSG 
generally supports the Trustees' criteria for evaluating 
restoration options. The Trustees should use technical 
feasibility, potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery, 
and an analysis of benefit/cost to make decisions concerning the 
use of the restoration trust funds. PSG welcomes evaluating 
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restoration options from the perspective of whether they ben 
more than a single resource. · PSG's preferred options genera 
would benefit an entire community of seabirds (and sometimes 
other organisms), not just a single species. 
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Potential Restoration Alternatives. PSG strongly agree 
that federal and state management authorities should use the 
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 cou ld be a usefu l 
me ans of r est ori ng t he actual or equivalent resources that the 
spill injured. PSG strongly endorses Option 23 (acquisition of 
additional marine bird habitat) . Because land acquisition can be 
extremely expensive, the Trustees should ensure that any lands 
purchased are valuable to seabirds and that the purchase passes 
muster under a cost/benefit analysis. PSG urges the Trustees to 
purchase the best seabird islands, not just "what's for sale." 
Moreover, the Trustees should consider the use of conservation 
easements rather than outright purchase. Often, restrictions on 
use and development will provide adequate protection at less 
cost, allowing more colonies to be protected. 

PSG wishes to highlight several potential restoration 
options that seem to be especially promising. Increasing 
wildlife management in parks and refuges (Option 7) would pe very 
useful for marine birds. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS), 
the National Park Service, and state agencies should hire or 
redirect their staffs to manage parks and refuges to improve 
marine bird habitat. The USA-USSR (1976) and USA-Japan (1972) 
migratory bird treaties provide ample incentive for agencies to 
manage seabird colonies to remove alien predators such as foxes. 
Article VI(c) of the Japan treaty requires this nation to take 
measures to control the introduction of live animals that disturb 
the ecological balance of island ecosystems. Article II of the 
Soviet treaty provides similar protection. Article IV(1) of the 
Soviet treaty requires this nation to abate detrimental 
alteration of the environment of migratory birds. 
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Under the category "Manipulation of ResourcellliioopoAO.._.~ ... ...ao~Ww;&----011# 
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 
i dentified (Table 2) specifi c 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 seabird s by protecting a r e as wher e 
seabirds feed and loaf on the water . A mar ine sanctuary i n the 
Pribiloff Islands or Bristol Bay would be especially welcome. 
PSG has previously endorsed acquir i ng 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 t he 
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 t he publ ic invol vement called for in the settlement 
document~ 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 migrator y b i rds 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) ; a nd i mpacts of contaminated mussels on Har lequin Ducks 
and Bl ack 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 ver y usefu l in assessing 
potential land acquisitions for these species . The Harlequin 
Duck study should assist federal and state f orestr y a genci es in 
establishing the width of f orested buf fer stri ps t hat are 
necessary to prote ct 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/benefi t criterion discussed 
above to these projects. PSG wou l d have difficul ty justif ying 
any o f these projects as a priority above the unfunded Opt~on 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 o f any action that the Trustees or 
the agencies mi ght take to increase the populations o f the marine 
bir d s that the oil s pill kil l e d. Option 17 can be implemente d 
i mmediat e ly, even d uring t he 19 92 field season using s ome o f t h e 
$18.2 million o f unobligated trust f unds . 

PSG also ur ges t he Trustees to persuade FWS (and , wher e 
a ppr opr i a te, other federa l a nd s t a t e age ncies), t o f und p r edator 
removal t h r ough the a ge ncies' nor mal budgetary processes. FWS, 
f o r example , had b udgeted $5 0,000 f or f i s c a l year 1992 t o r e move 
f oxe s from isla nds in the Alas ka Maritime Nationa l Wildlife 
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Refuge. FWS essentially reprogrammed those funds o start a new 
project in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta to shoot native foxes in an 
attempt to improve waterfowl production. Such priorities are 
questionable. 

ill. 1993 Work Plan 

PSG suggests that the 1993 Work Plan include two additional 
projects to restore seabird populations. First, the Trustees 
should provide substantial funds to eliminate foxes, rats and 
other predators from present and former seabird colonies (Option 
17). As noted above, PSG has already provided the Trustees with 
a list of colonies. Secoi'l~, 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 

a 

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

Sincerely, 

Craig s. Harrison 

Enclosures 

c.,:; 
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Annual meetings of the Pacific Seabird Group B' A·S2 WPWG 
B-' B • 93 WPWG 
tr C·RrWG 

Year Location 

1973-74 Bolinas, CA 

1974-75 Seattle, WA 

1975-76 Monterey, CA 

1976-77 Monterey, CA 

1977-78 Victoria, BC 

1978-79 Monterey, CA 

1979-80 Monterey, CA 

1980-81 Tuscon,AZ. 

1981 -82 Seattle, WA 

1982-83 Honolulu, HI 

1983-84 Monterey, CA 

1984-85 Long Beach, CA 

1985-86 San Francisco, CA 

1986-87 La Paz, Mexico 

1987-88 Monterey, CA 

1988-89 Washington, DC 

1989-90 Victoria, BC 

1990-91 Monterey, CA 

1991-92 Charleston, OR 

1992-93 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 

0 D • PAG 

0 E ·lfiSC. 

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

Feeding ecology of marine watertcwl 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 



Yes! I want to join the 
)ACIFIC SEABIRD GROUP 
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.L members receive The Pacific Sea­
·d Group Bulletin, announcements of 
!etings, reduced rates on some pub­
allons, and most important the know· 
lge of contributing to the study and 
nservation of Pacific seabirds. 

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

closed is my contribution $ __ _ 

me _____________ _ 

dress 

til to: 
The Pacific Seabird Group 

llen Chu 
334 Champagne Point Road 
lrkland, WA 98034 

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

eckNo. __________ _ 

10unt $ ____ Dated ____ _ 

e Pacific Seabird Group is a scienti­
' non-profit, non-governmental, con­
vation organization. Contributions are 
ly tax deductible under the Internal 
venue Code 501 (c) (3). 

Our Concern is for Seabirds 

~' . 

The intcr(St ~nd conwn :.·:: ·:·: \ 

of THE PACIFIC SEABIRD . ' ..... \,~ 
GROUP .mcompasses mtihons [ , 
of birds of ov~r 275 ~-

cics--al! rd~ttd by their . ~,. 
~~nee on the ocun ~- ' · 
~nvironrnc:nt. but widely ~ 
div~rgtntin their natural -~ ' i "\: :--
histories and the pr~ms '\ \ l 
they face. ~- Jj 
PacifiC subirds inclu~ "-··-.. 1 ' 

r~r~ntativ~ of 8 av~n • 
or~rs and 2l families, 
including loons. gr~. 
albatrosses. shearwat~rs. storm-~trds. boobies. ~li­
cans. cormorants. frigatebirds. g~. ducks. puffins. 
murr~. auklets. guillemots. murrelets. phalar~. 

sandpi~rs. plovm, terns. gulls. jaegers. tropicbirds. and 
~nguins. 

5ome PacifiC ~abirds ~r~ astonishingly numerous and 
wd~r widely ovu the ~- for example. millions of 
short-tailed sllearwatcrs that n(St on islands olf Australia 
and New Zealand annually migrate to feeding areas in 
the Baing 5ea. T~ mitlions of shearwaters cornp· 
lerrn:nt the arctic populations of n~ting subirds that in 
Alaska aklnt. number over W million subirds. 

Nowevu. many ~rd ~i~ are uncommon or oc· 
cur only In r(Stricttd areas. 5everal PacifiC ~~ird s~­

clcs are iilready ~angered. including the short-tailed 
albatross and dark-rum~d ~trel. With increasing 
human devdopmmt and pollution of the marine ~nviron· 
ment. the list of threatened and endangertd ~birds is 
likely to grow. 

Although much resurch has been done. and our know­
ledge is growing. our u~rstanding of the ecology of 
PacifiC subirds is inadequat~. We have yet to learn th~ 
most basic br~ing biology of ~~ral ~ies. and 1~­
lng ecologies of most ~cies are poorly known. Oe· 
~of r~h ar~ still needed to u~nd the popu· 
lation dynamics of subirds. as most are longlivtd and 
r~produce slowly. Yd chang~ ar~ swiftly coming to the 
subirds' world. 

Protection and c~rvation of the grut variety of las· 
cinating subirds of the PacifiC Ocean is a challenge 
that will require the contributions. resurch. concern. 
and dedication of many ~ople from many countries. 

Seabirds For The Future 
In 1984. THf: rACIFIC SfAIIIRD GROUP (Stablis~d an 
~ndowment fund with a geMrous gift of $Hl00 from 
the Bullitt Foundation. This endowrrn:nt fund was ~~ up 
In recognition that the future of subirds de~nds on 
continued resurch and conservation dforts. 

Accrued inter~t from this fund will be u~ to organiz~ 
high quality ~rd symposia. ~lp bring r~rchers 
from around the world tot~ symposia. and for print· 
ing and d~ination of the proc~ings. When the fund 
has grown to ad~quilt~ proportions. P5G may also ~ 
accrutd inter~! to fund ~rd r~rch and ~iftc 
conservation efforts. 

financial managtments of the Endowment f und is hand· 
led by the P5G Treasuru and two inv~ting trustttS ap­
pointro by P5G fxecutive Council. 

Pacific 
Seabird 
Group 

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



What is the Pacific Seabird Group? 
TtiE PACifiC SEABIRD GROUP, INC. is a sc~ntifiC. non-profit 
organization dedicated to t~ study and c~rvation ot sa· 
birds and t~ir environ~nt. PSO was formed in 1972 out ot a 
need for better communication among seabird researchers. 
through research supported by a variety or agencies and or· 
ganizations, many PSO members are working to learn more o( 

the secrets or seabird biology. to gat~r 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 t~ effects or human activities 
on t~ seabirds' world. 

Tt1E 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 or ocean waters. Our 
n.embership includes protes.sional biologists. wildlife managers. 
students. c~rvationists, and ot~rs from ~ United States 
and 15 other countries. PSO promotes international commun· 
ication between seabird biologists through joint meetings with 
other groups, such as~ 19!0 meeting with ~Australasian 
Seabird Group and t~ 1985 meeting with~ Colonial Water· 
bird Group. 

The ~xecutive Board also reflects PSO's international perspu:· 
lives and concerns. Representatives from II regions repre· 
senting portions of t~ United States. Canada, Mexlco. Central 
and South America. the South Paciflc, and Europe. work with 
the Chairman. Chairman-elect, Secretary. Treasurer. and PSO 
Bulletin Editor to plan and direct t~ organization's activities. 

Pacific 
Seabird 
Group 

Current Activities 

ANNUAL MEETINGS: At yearly conferences, researchers share 
their discover~ and conservation concerns with each other and 
the public. Reflecting the international distribution ol Pacific 
seabirds. PSO Annual Meetings are often attended by people 
from throughout ~ world, including Mexico. Canada, Centralllc 
South America, Africa, t~ United Kingdom, Australia. and 
Japan. Attendees benefit from ~ support. constructive criti· 
cisrll5, and insights or fellow participants, as well as from the 
exchange of scientific reports. Student presentatioru. and re­
views or ongoing research are encouraged. 

SYMPOSIA: Specialized symposia on specific problems are 
organized to facilitate exchange and di:;semination of in· 
formation. Symposia proceedings are often published. Past 
symposia include: "Shorebirds in t~ Marine Environment" . 
"Tropical Seabird Biology" . "T~ Effects of t1uman Disturbances 
on Seabird Colonies", " Marine Birds: Their Feeding Ecology and 
Commercial Fisheries-Relationships", and "impact of the 1982· 
10 ~I Nino on Seabird Biology". A variety of o~r symposia 
are being organized, including workshops on terns. alcids. 
nonga~ waterbirds, and seabird use of man-made versus 
natural wetlands. 

Committees 

STANDING COMMITIEES: Three standing committttS work to 
further PSO's goats. Members are encouraged to participate 
and contribute to the activities of t~ committttS. 

CONSERVATION COMMITIEE: This committee takes an active 
role in promoting conservation of seabirds. Current activities 
include keeping ail PSG members appraised or issues and legis­
lation relating to seabird c~rvation. 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 t~ marine environ­
ment. 

FIStiERIES-SEABIRD INTERACTIONS COMMITTEE: In re­
cognition of the serious conflicts that can and do occur be· 
tween some commercial fisheries and seabird c~ation. a 
special committee is est.milsbed to work spedflcaily on this 
complex conservation proolem. Incidental take o( 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 
coocerned with translations into English or research papers ot 
interest to seabird biologists. Through the elforts or this 'corn· 
mittee. members are kept infor~d or llanslallons available 
to them. 

Publications 

THE PACIFIC SEABIRD <lROUP BULLETIN 
Issued twice annually. ~ Bulletin summarizes or! 
ization activities, irtorms members or current seabird • 
servation Issues, reports from regional represental 
about ongoing sea~ trd research and comervatlon probl 
in their areas. along with reviews or recent bOOII5 on 
birds. and other Information of interest to members. 
members receive~ Bulletin. 

INTERNATIONAL SEABIRD MEMBERSt11P DIRECTORY 
Published in 1984. Contains the names and addresse 
~mbers of PSO, the Colonial Waterbird Group. AU! 
lasian Seabird Group, African Seabird Group, and The : 
bird Oroup (United Jl:ingdomj. 

St10REBIRDS IN MARINE ENVIRONMENTS. 
A collection or 25 papers by .59 authors resuJUng fro 
1979 symposium sponsored by ~ Paciflc Seabird On 
Mited by r. A. Pitdka and published by t~ Cooper 
nithological Society as Number 2 In ~ Studies In A• 
Biology serits. 26lpp. Available to PSO members al 
ducedcost. 

MARINE BIRDS: THEIR FEEDING BIOLOOY AND COMMER< 
FISHERIES RELA TIONStlii'S. 

A collection ot 2l papers by .59 authors presented at a 1 
PSO symposium in Seattle, WA. Edited by D.N. Nettles 
O.A. Sanger, and P.f . Springer and published by ~ < 
adian WildUfe Service. Available fr~ to attendees and I 
members. 

TROPICAL SEABIRD BIOLOOY. 
frocttdings ot an international symposium ~ld by I 
In 19!0 in Honolulu. HI. Contains 6 review papers on 
feeding. physiology. breeding strakgies. and ecology 
llopk:al seabirds. Edited b•· Schreiber and publl51 
by ~ Cooper Ornitholog, ~ty as Number 8 in · 
Studies In Avian Biology ft4 pp. Available tor 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 "G" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Attn: Restoration Framework 

Dear Trustee Council: 

Reply to: 1900 

Date: June 3, 1992 

Document ID Number 
'}2 otootz 2. I t.e 

Q A·92 WPWG 
Q 8·93 WPWG 
B'C·RFWG 
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Over the last three years the Chugach National Forest(CNF) has been pleased to 
work with the Oil Spill organization, documenting and coordinating the effort to 
clean up and restore Prince William Sound in the wake of the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill(EVOS). He 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 represent ative of a multi pl e-use resour ce management agency , it i s our 
position that theU:estoration of Prince William Sound(PWS) responds to the needs 
of injured resources and services, and the users who live, work, and recreate in 
the sounill, fKs the upland manager of Prince Hilliam Sound it is imperative that 
t he Fores t Service be involved i n a l l activi ties that affect t he uplands and the 
resources or servi ces that are dependent on the uplands:J We recognize that 
other state and federal agencies have responsibilities within the Sound. ~ere 
fish and wildlife resources management activities are proposed by these 
agencies, and where that management activity will affect the uplands, we are 
asking for appropriate notification and cooperatioti:J 

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. I t was necessary 
to look at the need for restoration and whether the current Plan would allow the 
breadth of restoration work envisioned. We have completed our scoping fqr _the 
amendment. An analysis of responses will now guide us in the process of 
amendment. ti expect the Forest Servi ce liaison to the restoration planning 
working group to coordinate information and process its exchange between the 
restoration planning and the Chugach Plan Amendment Team:JTinformation gathered 
by the EVOS Res torat i on Planning Working Group and the Amenoment Team should be 
shared:) I think the subject team members are in agreement and will cooperat e in 
this effort. 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28 (7 -82) 



.a .......:J C) ~ 
E 3':: 3: :;, Q.. ~;~. t" ;z: c.. :J:; ~ d :.$'-·~\ e 1) 3.1: iE Cl f"W\\l en 

~ Restoration Response - c:: SE 2 C'o.l en a:: 
~ ~ • • • • c -= c::::a &U 
c-1 

The Forest takes great pride in, and responsibility for, c~u~~~~~~~~---Ll----Cl~ 
that abound along the coastal regions of PWS. Vle have receive 
cooperation from other agencies, native corporations and privat enterprise 
during the cleanup and damage assessment processes. It is my ~ oject~on that 
these resources are significant and will receive the greatest e. ~velopment 
of opportunities for management and interpretation should be integral part of Co 
option developmenfJ 

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

As the resource manager of the Chugach National Forest, the area most likely to 
be impacted by any future oil spills , ITt is critical that we document the 
existing resources of Prince William SOund and the Copper River Delta so that lve 
are prep~ed to protect those areas most sensitive to the impacts of a futur e 
oi l spill~ Dionitoring of the resource conditions continuously into the future 
is criticatJ [he more current our information is, the better we will be able to 
respond to any future disaste'Q · 

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

@.ne or more facilities located in Prince Hilliam Sound would also allow for a 
quicker response if a~other oil spill were to occu~ A facility of this nature 
would provide suppor~for oil spill recovery activities and provide for on site 
public information. t[his idea needs to be included as an option in the 
restoration pla~ 

Qlecreation 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. ~ese option should be pursue~ 
[.he Evaluation of Restor-ation Options presented in Chapter VI of the Restorati on 
Framework should be expanded to include a statement such as ; "Degree of 
enhancement or distraction to interagency cooperation" in the 7th element on 
page 4lf] 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28 (7-82) 
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of activities as presented in Alternatives B through E of Chapter VII~[the 
combination to be detet~ned by Team evaluation and public participatio~ -z..o 

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

I would also like to emphasize~hat 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;] rf.hese options are: 1 , 4, 5, 6 , 7 (forests are an 
oversight in the description of this option and should be included), 8, 10, 11, 
12 , 13 (if, for example, mining and timber operations were considered) , 14, 16 , '-~ 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24(again forests are an obvious oversight), 25, 26, 
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35~ 

It is easy to recognize from this listing that[dational Forest Lands are a ~ 
significant part of the restoration procesD IL expect my staff specialists and '2.5 oil spill liaison people to be intimately 1nvolved in the restoration planning 
efforts:] [imely information and queries from Restoration Planning Working Group 2~ 
is imperative to facilitate this planning procesiJ My expectations are high 
that the forthcoming restoration plan will focus on the necessary and 
attainable . 

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

In closing , ti would l i ke to point out that administration of National Forest ~-, 
System lands and management of natural resources are vdthin the principle of 
multiple use and sustained yiel<[} Hithin 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. 

[Ire Forest Service manages all lands and water within the boundaries of the 
National Forest. In Alaska this includes all submerged lands, tidelaq.dsl and .... ~ 2..8 
wetlands above the mean high tide. (By agreement with The State of Alaska, 3/9~ 

Thank you for the opportunity to r·espond to the Restoration Framework proposals. 

Sincerely, 

c;v~~.~ 
f-"' BRUCE VAN ZEE 
~ Forest Supervisor 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

FS-6200-28 (7-82) 
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Attn: Restoration Framework 
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Over the last three years the Chugach National Forest(CNF) has been pleased to 
work with the Oil Spill organization, documenting and coordinating the effort to 
clean up and restore Prince William Sound in the wake of the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill(EVOS). We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Framework Plan 
and help set the ten-year direction for re~toration of the Sound and other oiled 
areas. 

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

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



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 
consider ed in context with the multiple-use mandate of the Fore~t Service. An 
option considering wilderness classification for all National Forest Lands 
within Prince William Sound could substantially reduce long-term management 
options. Since I do not want to preclude the analysis of any options outside 
the NEPA process, I expect the planning te~s' efforts will thoroughly evaluate 
all proposed options. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

s/Donald G. Rivers (for) 

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

Cordova, Alaska 99574 
June 4, 1992 

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

Document 10 Number 
Cftz()(c;D~ 1'1y 

Q A· 92 WPWG 
~8-93 WPYIG 
~C·RPWG 
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(J E ·MISC. 
RE: Comments on the Exxon Valdez oil spill Restoration Fr~m~wurK, 
Potential Restoration Options. 

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

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

2. ~rtain activities a r e complet e l y ina ppr opriate for the 
intended purposes of Restoration money. These include the 4-
construction of roads, ferries, docks, airstrips, and hatcherie~ 

Specific Comments 
1. Option 34 (Establish a Marine Environmental Institute). 0 
support this concept, but urge that funding be directed to improve 5 
or expand existing facilities and capabilities of the Prince 
William Sound Science Center or Copper River Delta InstitutiJ 
These entities are already capable of meeting the proposed 
objective. 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

----1~~13~ 
Timotfiy D. Bowman 
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WWF 
June 8, 1992 

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

Dear Dr. Gibbons: 

~ · "'' 

Document 10 Num~er 
q ZO(t, 0:] Z. 2. ( 

Q A-92 WPWG 
cY8.93 WPWG 

Ef C • RFWG 
IJ D·PAG 

0 E·MISC. 

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. 

[NwF strongly recommends that the vast majority of the l 
Council's restoration work involve the acquisition of prime fish 
and wildlife habitat in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of 
Alaska, particularly on Kodiak Islanc~:J Kodiak National Wildlife 
Refuge contains some of t he most valuable fish and wildlife 
habit a t 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. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

Donald J. Bar ry 
Vice President 
Land .& Wildlife Program 

World Wildlife Fund 
1250 Twenty-Fourth Sr., NW Washington, DC 20037-11 75 USA 

Tel: (202 ) 293-4800 Telex: 64505 PANDA FAX: (202) 293-92 1 I 

Iru:orporaring The Conservation Foundation . Affiliated with \X!orld \X!ide Fund for Nature. 
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RESTORATION PROJECTS 
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[Title: Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge Habitat Acquisitic CJ] E. MISC. 
Justification: The Exxon Valdez oil spill impacted the Kodiak 
archipelago in spite of its distance from the spill site. In 
1989, the Kodiak Island salmon fishery was closed because of the 
spill, at a significant economic cost. 

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

Description of Project: 

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

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

Location: Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 

Rationale: The Exxon Valdez oil spill caused significant 
damage to fish and wildlife populations in the regfori· · 
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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Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 
Habitat Acquisition 
Page 2 

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

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

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

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

Contact: Paul DeLong 
World Wildlife Fund 
1250 24th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036-1157 
202/778-9529 
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The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) appreciates this opportunity to comment 
the Restoration Framework for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. This framework is set out in a 
document entitled Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration, Volume 1: Restoration Framework 

Document 10 Numbe1 
0, '2.DLA1J h~ 

0 A-92 WPWG 
dated April 1992. Comments have been requested by June 4 by the Trustee Council. 0 8 . 93 WPWG 

NRDC has been carefully monitoring the damage assessment and r~storation planning proce ~ C • RPWG 
for the Exxon Valdez oil spill for the last three years. ~e believe that it is essential that th U D. PAG 
process be carried out with the utmost care since what happens with respect to this spill wil 
serve as a model for oil spills everywherfj [he full range of impacts resulting from this sp Q E • MISC. 
must continue to be explored so that the long-term, sublethal effects, as well as the immedia 
impacts of this massive oil spill are well document~ 2 

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

4 

5 

At the same time that fit is important that the assessment and restoration process be carried out ~ 
carefully, the process ~ould not be used as an excuse for foregoing key restoration options in 
the interin2J There are a number of proposed timber sales, for example, on lands which 
provide important habitat for soecies such as marbled murrelets and harleauin ducks which - ... ..._ ... 
were adversely affected by the spill. Timber harvesting could subject these species to further 
environmental insult and could also harm other spill-impacted species, such as wild salmon 
and cutthroat trout which utilize streams adjacent to such lands. lf:eventing this timber 7 
harvesting is crucial for the restoration of these important speciillJBather than allow the 8 
opportunity to acquire such rights to slip by, the Trustees should identify and immediately 
undertake interim actions to acquire such righ~ The(ftarnework document is inadequate in 0. 
that it fails to provide for such interim actions or to establish a process for carrying out such 
actions before the final restoration plan is finalizeD 

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

COMMENTS ON CHAPTER II (PUBLIC PARTICIPATION) 

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

~nt 10 Number 
qu·&o)'lcti 

0 A-92 WPWG 
/ile believe that it is very important 

1~t the public advisory committee be given a substan . 
role in the damage assessment and restoration planning proceSj) Jf"he only way this will b 
accomplished is if it has some. real independence from the Trustet"touncil and has the f3 
capability to review and assess different restoration optiori}In the long run, [strong and 
independent advisory committee will· stand the process and the Trustees in much better ste 
than a committee that merely rubber-stamps what the Trustees do or that has no clear role Q 

D· PAG 

E ·MISC. 
greater than the role provided the general public through participation in the restoration ...._ ____ _ 
process] . l4 

To make the public advisory committee effective, {iye recommend: 0-n independent staff and 15 
a separate budget for the advisory committee sufficient to permit independent review and 
analysis of the damage assessment and 2fthe restoration proposa§Ifuld an important and 
concrete role for the advisory committe~for example each year formulating a proposed set of I <o 
restoration proj'\cts to the Trustee Council that the Council would have to consider and either 
accept or rejectJ '[2 make the advisory committee credible, the individual named to serve on 
the committee should be someone nominated by the interests he/she is selected to represent ll 
and each of the identified interests should have a representative on the committee.] 

CHAPTER Ill (RESTORATION PLANNING TO DATE) 

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

CHAPTER V (PROPOSED INJURY CRITERIA) 

I~ 

~e definition of injury to natur~esources is too constrain~ A"i§ss which may be due to -z. 1 
exposure to oil spilled by the TN Exxon Valdez should be considered a consequential injury. 
Certainty should not be requir~ Particularly important, the words "significant" should be 
eliminated from the definition of loss. ~clines in productivity or populations, for example, 'Z. "2.. 
should be considered a loss whether they can be characterized as significant or n<KJ [Jle data 
may not be available as yet to determine whether the injury is significant; or the data may be z. ~ 
ambiguous about the significance of the injury. It would be counterproductive to require a 
showing of significance before restoration could be undertake!D 

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

2 
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£. 5 Document ID Number 
@ecause of our concerns about factoring natural recovery into the restoration planning 0'2D{;D~ i'1f 
process, we recommend ·that the document state in the last sentence of page 41 that: "it~. 92 WPWG 
be worth considering" rather than "may be worth considering" restoration optionf] 1- " 

Q 8·93 WPWG 
CHAPTER VII (SCOPE OF POTENTIAL RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES) g/ 

4~ C·RFWG 
'[Ynder D (Habitat Protection and Acquisition), explicit emphasis should be given to the c RJioro • PAG 

of acquiring land conservation easement or timber rights upland or outside of the spill --, 
impacted area in order to protect the habitat of wildlife and fisheries harmed by the spill Q E ·MISC. 

We ~ongly recommend that the conceptual a~'!ach to the analysis of restoration options be 
that set forth in Figure 7 rather than in Figure~ \!iabitat protection and acquisition should "Z..B 
not be the restoration option of last resort, but one considered simultaneously with other 
option,8trhere is no reason that this option should be treated last when in our view it will be 
the most valuable and effective option of a.!!J "'2...~ 

We also believe that§tural recovery should be considered simultaneously with other options ~ 
rather than considered firs.!] ~atural recovery may not prove as rapid or effective as 
restoration and should be compared to other options rather than set on a different plani;J ~ \ 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

COMMENTS ON CHAPTER ll (PUBLIC PARTICIPATION) 

For the public to participate meaningfully in the damage assessment and restoration planning 
process, it is essential that they have access to the scientific data (including summaries, 
reports, scientific interpretation and conclusions) showing the extent of injury to date, the 
continued availability of oi] for uptake by marine and terrestrial organisms, etc. To facilitate 
the public's access to that data, a notice should be issued to all interested parties (e.g., all 
those who have commented on the damage assessment and/or restoration framework) as new 
information is filed with the Oil Spill Information Center -- informing people of the title of 
the rep01t(s), the form(s) the data are in, the period of time the study covers, etc. This will 
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Mr. Dave Gibbons 
.Acting .4drnini strative Director 
Hestoration Tearr, 
645 G street 
Anchorage, ~ 99501 

Dear Mr. Gibbons, 

Document ID Number 
9~Q{eDSt2.2 

Q A· 92 WPWG 
C(s.93 WPWG 

0 C·RPWG 
Q D· PAG 
Q E • Y\SC. 

PO Box 905 
.slana, tf.K 99586 
May 31, 1992 

I a.'":l v.-riting to you regarcbng the E>cxor. Valde7- Oil ~ill Restor~_tion 
Pla~, Vol. 1~ Hestoration Frarneo.-;)rk. -As I understand it, the Hickel 
..Administration ~ulC. like to put thE=: settl EI!Ient funds in a.l'l er«iownent or 
use them for "enhancements'' such as docks, roads, hatcheries and tourist 
developments. There is little interest in acquiring coastal forests 
threatened by lo ggir~. 

Prince William S:>und is a LONG way from being rflCOVered after the 
darnage caused by the spill. ~s a commercial fis.~ennan, I depend on a clean, 
heal thy environ'llent, and a.m especially aware of how uncertain the future 
really is for this region, de~ite EXxon's conclusions that the recovery 
effort has been "successful." 'r!_ is my opir..i.on that the l>."il.derness qualities 
of Prince 'fj'illiarn S:>und should be protected at all co stS";l anc that[}iusiness 
should mt simply go on a~. usua:g -

I am~ncerned that clearcut logging in the region is causing further 
d~age to fish and wildlife habitats and to the entire 1o;"i1derness ecosystem;] 
The coastal forests of Prince William S:>und are critical for protecting the 
quality of streams and rivers in the region, and consequently the health of 
certain fish populations, and provide habitat for a webb of wildlife that was 
hit hard by the spill. These forests sustain life as we kmw it, in all its 
diversity. I am a firm believer that old growth forests are crucial for 
our o1m surviv21 J we are a part of that webb of diverse life on the planet. 

Logging communities ever.rwhere are rr:aking a de~erate effort to get what's 
left of ancient forests. The point is there simply isn't much left at all, and 
once the trees are gone, everything goes with then:. fu need to keep, our 
rEI!Iaining old growth forests intac!J and 'l£reate sustainable local ecoromies 
rather than devour one reS)urce after anotha~ then move on. [.rotected coastal 
forests can support a variety of ecooomic o,E?Ortunities which last, such as 
commercial and sport fishir~E-bsist~nce~~creational ee and tourisn.J 

§_e best way to use the setUE'ITlent fund is ~ protect habitat, and this 
means acguiring habitat that is threatened'l I !.[eel that this should be a 
priority~ of these funds, and be consrclered concurrently h~ the restoration 
process, rot be left as a last reS)rg To 1£":event further damage to natural 
reS)urces and to compensate for lost res:Jurces, 8~ of the funds s."l)ould be 
used for habitat acquisition~ This ~eludes purchase of 1 and, conservation 
easanents and t:Unber righ:3 To l?revent critical lands from being logged 
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before they are even considered, the imminent threat protection process should 
be used. Begin negotiating ID~ 

We~ust look toward the future and h:n: our c:;ctions 1>.til.l pan cut in the /4.­
long run;J Theltrince Willia."'l ,S,und region's wilderness qualities should IS 
be protected for future generation~f people and iLL living things 
that make up the coastal eco 1zystem. If we dor.'t act rxnr to protect 
Prince William S:>und, we "W.....ll be re::ponsible for the destruction of a 
unique, diverse and extl"aordina.ry place in our state. 

I recentJ.y had .s. visitor fror.1 HolJ and express his delight and amazement 
as he walked t21rough .s. "natural forest" where 1 live. His comrrtents 
seemec funny to me at fjrst, as he: pointed out an old stump, a rotten 
log, and the chaotic profusion in gener.a_ of branches, s.l)rubs, weeds and 
seedlings" "In P..olland," he saic., "we have nothing like this. Every 
inch of land is accounted for, . .;anicured •••• If a tree falls, it is im­
mediv.-:ely whisked away." And with the trees, he continued, the bil"ds, 
the larger animals, everythiq; disappears. The trees are planted in neat 
rows and are harvested ill an orderly fashion. The last beaver in Holland 
was taken aver a hundred years ago •. There is simply m more ·",;jJ.dr.ess. 

It's -v.-ildness that s:> many &askans treasure, and it's the chance to 
glimpse w-ildness that brings visitor-s to t.LP. state year after yea:re 

Q1e~->-f:e ·prote.::tk''thi.s fundamental resJt.J.rc;) lb 

.sincerely, 

Rebecca A. Ha'll-'ller 

DO:IIL'I8nt ID Number 
c1· ? 1 ; r,c: , 2 n 
-~Lh.DL-'~j ( 

Q A·92 WPWG 

tr 8 ·93 WPWG 
C(.c. RFWG 

0 D·PAG 
(J E ·MISC. 
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. ·,. . ·········.:. .. , .. ,....;-:·..-; .. ·.· 

Dave Gibbons 
Acting Admin:i. strati v e Dir P-C to r 
RestorC~.tion Team 
645 G .~)treet 

Anchorage, AK 99501 
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r J 25, 128 - 130 LOCUST STREET 

~ P .O. Box 11933 
H ' " <RISBURG, PENN S YLVANIA 17108-1933 

ADLER, JAMESON & CLARA VAL 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

500 L STREET. S U ITE 502 

ANC H ORAGE, ALASKA 9950 I 

TELEPHONE 

(907) 272-9377 

FAX 

520 SECOND STREET 

P .O. Box 1829 
CORDOVA, ALASKA 99574 

T EL (717) 236-799q 
F AX : (717) 232-6606 

(907) 272-93 I 9 
T EL (907 ) 424-7410 
FAX (907) 424 -7454 

VIA FACSIMILE - 276-7178 
Document ID Number 

9-?.Dlc>O=> I 2_~ 

June 4, 1992 

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

~ A·92 WPWG 
Q B · S3 WPWG 
[ . C· RFWG 

RE: Restoration Framework and 1992 Draft Work Plan u 0 · PAG 

Dear Sir or Madam: 0 E ·MISC. 

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

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

~nother major flaw is that the Framework document and the Work Plan 
are oriented overwhelmingly toward restoration activities adjacent 
to where oil wen~ VThere is no requirement in CERCLA, CWA, the 
NRDA process or any ~her law that limits the location of where 
restoration monies, particularly acquisition monies must be spenf] 

tJhe whole notion of acquiring replacement resources implies that 
such~cquisitions will most likely be outside of the area wrrere oil 
~ver.t ·.J 

A third problem with the !:estoration plan is that a number of 
projects, such as commercial fishing stock separation projects, are 
really v tional mana ement functions of the Department of Fish 
and Game. The trustees 'fshould be very careful about spending 
settlement monies on suc~purpose::J 

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

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

Very.· tru~,y yo:rs~~-,
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Geoffrey Y. Parker 
Document ID Number 
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Al>LEK, JAM r:~ON ltL LLAKAV Al. 

i:l:>, IU- 130 LOCUST STREET 
P.O . . Rmc IICl" 

""KI<I~6VRG, PZ:l'CI"'3TLYANJA 1710!\-1?33 

TEL., (717) 236-7!/99 

"F ""'' (717) 23Z-6<;06 

VZA FACS~MXLE - 276-7178 

June 4 1 1.992 

ATI"O'RNEYS AT LAw 

500 L S'T·~f.EeT. SUITE 502 

ANCHORAGL ALASI:A 99501 
TELEPHOI'tE 

(907) 27:2 9l77 

FAX 
(907)472·93!9 ~ 

?cr:/~ 
~~ 

Exxon valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street, 4th Floor 
Anchor~g~, ~laRka qQSOl 

RE: Rcstor~tion Fr~cwork 3nd 1992 Draft Work Plan 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

:i20 S!.<;:oNr, STRti€1 
P.O. Box 1829 

CoRDOVI\. ALASitA 99$7-1 

TEL: (907) 424-7410 
FAX. (?07) 424-7454 

Documaat ID Number 
tt~(p~lf II f 

'(i1. 92 WPWG 

Q 8·93 WPWG 
~/c-RPWG 
0 D·PAG 
ll E ·MISC. 

l have reviewed ~~e above volume5 in behalf of the Alas~a Sport 
Fishing Association and Trout Unlimited. 

It 5eem6 to me that the chief p~oblern with the ~rarnework Qlld Work 
rlan io the lack of link~ge that exicte between loes of services 
(a.g., pr!s~iv~ 11~~~ inc1udtng P-Xi~tence and option values and 
a~l..lv~e u::;c::; ::;u~ll az:; .L.c~..:.u:aL..i..uu, ..i..u~..:lY.U..iw~ uv.u.-~.;u~~l::lwu.~::A.iv~; 
recreation)~ Most of the restoration proposals seek to restore 
resources rather than services. To 't.he degree 'to which 'the 
t1.-u~tc:c~ conclude: tho.t the: :5c:ttlc:mcnt i~ for looo o£ ee:rvieee 
rather injury to re!;;ources then this lack of linkage is detrimental 
and 't.he res't.ora't.ion projec't.s should be reorien't.ed. 

Another major flaw is that the Framework doc11m~nt nnd thP. Work PI nn 
are oriented overwhelmingly toward restoration a.ct.ivitl~;::; a.Ujac~::ut. 
to where oil went. There is no requirement in CERCLA, CWA, the 
NRDA process or any other law that limi't.s 'the location of where 
restoration monies, particularly acquisition monies mu6t be ~pent. 
The whole notion of acquirins replacement resources implies that 
such acquisitions will most likely be outside of the area where oil 
went. 

A third. problem with the restoration plan is tha't. a number of 
projects 1 such as commercial fi~hing stock separation projects, are 
:r~~lly (:unve.nl. ion~l m~n~<:aemenl. fi.tucl.lo:ns (![ Lht:! Dep.cn:t..menL oi F i~h 
i:i..Ild Game. The trustees should be very careful about spending 
settlement ~oniec on cuch purpoocc. 

With respect to the F~arnework aocument the Alaska Spo~t Fishing 
AssociatLon and Trout Unlimited support the second (non­
hieraH.:hit.:al) method ot deciding among restoration options. We 
think it will gener-a.lly be most useful to pursue land a.cqu.isiLion 
for r&placement of services rather than other options. 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Tru5tee Council 
.June 4, 1992 
Page TWO 

'-I'-' I ..L. I'-' I a IIUC. 

Another general problem with the Framework and the Work Plan is 
that land acquisitions are overly focused on injuries to animal 
life as opposed to injuries to services. It is more appropriate to 
protect high valu@ r@plac@m.@nt habitat for an..imal l.i.£e having high 
passive use value and active use value under the ruoric of ··lost 
eervicea" than it is to protect such habitat as restoration of an 
injury tn wildlif~, wh~r.~ th~ iinkfiCJ~ ill'; v~fl'k~r. 

-v~:h ~r:J!L 
Geoffrey Y. Parker 
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL Document ID Number 

FORMAT FOR IDEAS FOR RESTORATION PROJECTS 
Cf2~{!i!D~I3~ 

Q A·S2 WPWG 
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'l~ Q C· RPWG 

Justification: (Link to Injured Resource or Service) Q D·PAG 

Name, Address, Telephone: 
LlNQr>r pe. ( tLK 

0 F-MISC. 

Oil spill restoration is a public process. Your ideas 
and suggestions will not be proprietary, and you · 
will not be given any exclusive right or privilege to 
them. 
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Exxon Valdez Trustee Council 
645 G St. 

Anchorage, Alaska 9950 I 

Attn: 1993 Work Plan 
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Q A·92 WPWG 
COMMENTS 

You are invited to share your ideas and comments with the Trustee Council. Please use this t:{ B. 93 WPWG 
tear sheet to present your views on the Restoration Framework. You may send additional ,.../ 
comments by letter or participate in a public meeting on the 1992 Work Plan and Restoration ll C • RPWG 
Framework. . Q 0. PAG 
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Justification: (Link to Injured Resource or Service) 

Description rr-""Project: (e.g. goal(s), objectiv2: location, rationale, and tech:tlfcal approach) 

.................. ......... ~-~-----~---·---~----~~d- --··-·-·-·-- .1 ..... . 
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Estimated Duration of Project: __ _;3"----1?1'7--W.....:.~-=----------------­

Estimated Cost per Year: ----~---'0:.::.....---------------
Other Comments: ------------- -- ·--·---- ________ , ______ ----- ---·--------- ------------------ ------------------------------------------ .. ________ ................................................. . 

Nf~ddress, Telephone: A 
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Oil spill restoration is a public process. Your ideas 
and suggestions will not be proprietary, and you 
will not be given any exclusive right or privilege to 
them. 
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CITY OF VALDEZ, ALASKA 

RESOLUTION NO. 92-45 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

/ NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
fl OF VALDEZ, •ALASKA, that 
'"'-·· ·""'"" 



J . 
Section 1: [tunding under HB 411 be allocated based on a 
relationship between the area of impact from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill and the risk analysis for potential oil 
spills_;) · 

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

~ ~ontainmen!J ~eanup and amelio~ation of oil spill~ 1n4 
those areas identified as being8E areas of highest risk 
for future oil spills? _, .. .L._ 1 • _ • _ 1 1 , 1 +-. . ~ '2"::: k - .:..:J ~""~ 1.)~~- a..>--\. 'tllb,l-~ .~ 

Section 3: CRestoration projects be scientifically based 
so that human intervention to restore areas affected by 

~ the Exxon Valdez oil spill provide overall benefit for 
the environmen~ 

s~ction 4: [iimber purchases should be clearly linked to ~ 
environmental degradation directly caused by the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill and the price ~id for timber right 
shall be objectively determined.:.) {ihe total economi 
impact of taking developable land out of pr1vate 
ownership and rest ricting i ts use ~er public control 
s h. ould be given g r eater consideratio~ ~e overall s cop3 
of the timber buy backs shall not constitute th ~ 

I expenditure of more than one-t h ird of t he fine of th \ \ 

\ 

criminal plea agreemen~ 

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF VALDEZ , 
ALASKA , this 20th d a y o f April , 1992. 

Com I Toplop Issue 

Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Com # Top/op Issue 
~ --
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National I)arks 
PO Box 202045 
Anchorage, AK 99520 
June 3, 1992 

Dotument ID Number 
q?DioOS(30 

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

Q A·92 WPWG 
Q 8·93 WPWG 
EI--C· RFWG 

Re: Volume 1 0 D· PAG 
Restoration Framework 

0 E·UISC. 
Dear Mr. Gibbons, 

I am writing on behalf of the National Parks and Conservation 
Association (NPCA), America's only national, non-profit citizens 
organization that focuses on park concerns. [Q_ur over 285,000 
members nationally, including over 2, 300 in Alaska, pl-omote t:ne 
protection, preservat:ion and public understanding of our Nation's 
national park system through diverse activitieiJ NPCA appreciates 
this opportunity to comment. 

NPCA notes ~hat the long-promised studies were not released until 
Monday, June 1st. Scoping comments for this document are due 
Thursday, June 4th. The Exxon-Valdez oil spill touched lands and 
waters belonging to all Americans. Yet, [i,pe actions of the -z. 
Trustees regarding the studies precludes nearly all living outside 
of Alaska from reviewing public information_:) ~rtainly such a 
short t:imeline makes it nearly impossible for those in Alaska to 3 
review these newly released studies before the comment deadling 
The continued withholding of economic studies keeps the public from 
understanding. How is the public to offer informed comments about 
their resources? f:I:his withholding of information, printing few 
copies of documents and short timelines need t:o stop; the public 4 
expects to participate fully and with full information in the 
decision making process for restoration of their damaged resources~ 

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

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

~abitat protection and acquisition includes the purchase of land] 9 
10 [!onservation easements"] and Uimber/mineral rights acquisition:] II 

Intact ecosystems (including intact forests) provide permanent jobs 
in commercial and sport fishing, tourism, recreation and 
subsistence and r e sources management. Logging and other extractive 
activities perpetuate a boom-bust economy, not strong, sustainable 
local economies. Habitat protection and acquisition provides our 
best option for protecting wildlife, marine life, wilderness areas 
and archeological resources from further damage. 

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

Lrhe imminent thre at prot e ction proces s needs to begin immediately~ ·~ 
NPCA understood that part of the intent of the settlement was to 
begin the restoration process as soon as possibl e instead of 
poss i bly waiting through several years of litigation. Now, three 
years after the oil spill, it is clearly time to begin ·habitat 
protection and acquisition . 

[frPCA does not support funding construction projects, additional 14 
hatcheries, docks, roads and other built projects with settleme n t 
monieiJ Uior does NPCA support tucking away funds in an e ndowment 
fund that would be unavailable for imminent threats or could be '5 
available for built project~ The settlement funds are for 
restoration of natural resources, the definition of which does not 
include built deve lopments. 

fucA supports the us e of manage me n t options I a ctivit j_ e s afte r 1 Ia 
habitat protec tion a nd acquisition ha s b een conside r e c[J The 
Trustee s have already indicated their bias for manage~ent d e cisions 
over habit. at protection and acquisition with their funding 
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decisions in the Volume 11 Draft Work Plan document. Management 
activities offer less protection. In some cases, \ine changing of 
a land designation classification or intensive management of a 1'1 
particular human activity or wildlife species may be sufficienf] 

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

[kPcA has repeatedly expressed support for assessment and \~ 
restoration of archeological/cultural resourcesJ vlhile secrecy 
remains important for protection of these resources, ~e Trustees 'D 
canno~ continue to ignore the imminen~ threats to these nationally 
important resources] tivaluation teams should in out now recovering 
all data and information that can be still recovered. Plans are Zl 
needed now for the protection and public understanding of these 

.,_ -, 
S~L.eS..:J 

lli.rcA reminds the Trustees that moni taring programs need to give 
equal consideration to all species and those intrinsic values such 
as wilderness, not just studies of commercial fish~ 

[!JPCA recommends that the public advisory group be structured in 
such a way as to make those appointed accountable to those 
interests they represen'SJ Group members would then more likely 
represent a particular interested public. 

'2.3 

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

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

s:l.~cer~ly !_;__~ . 

c .' :-/l ·~. ,/~-,~,---
Mary Grisco 
Alaska Regional Director 
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Writer /Photographer 

P.O. Box 1185 Cordova. Alosko 99574 U.S.A. 
Telephone (907) 424-7466 

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

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

June 3, 1992 
.4-
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I am writing in response to the Restoration 
document. I appreciate the opportunity to 
Restoration Team's efforts to draft a framework 
making process over the next nine years. 

Framework Vol. I 
comment and the 
for the decision-

My feelings regarding restoration and clean-up activities a r e 
s imilar today to my r eact i on within weeks of the spill -- there is 
no way we can "restore" or fix those beaches and waters fouled ·bY 
the oil to their ttpre- spill condition. 11 ~uch of the $2 billion plus 
spent on clean-up was wasted and may actually have done more harm 
than good. I do not want to see the same waste occur in the 
"restoration11 process :J 
I continue to~elieve the most beneficial use of settlement monies 
are for 1) hab1.tat protection and acquisition that will "replace or "Z. 
~ub~titute for the injured, loct or dc3troyed resource~ and 
affected aervice=s 10il 2) @ontinued research activitiet:t LhcsL w.ill help 
us learn from tlits spilliJ and 3) ~ concerted environmental 
monitoring program for the , region that will ensure we have the 
baseline data necessary to better understand the ecosystems' 
interdependencies~ 

With specific regard to the Framework document, 

• G cio ftOt a~ppor~ ~ho hio~carohi.oca1 capprocach ~h<O>wn i.n I"i~u.~·c Ci 
vn !Ja.~-== !)0 vr l..hcL uv~,.;umt:UaL. Hi:lblti:lt acquisit:ion snoul.Q J:>e 5 
c::riv•'"' l"!nnl"!urr•n~ r.-onsi.de:ration i.n th'"' ~- ..,,..Lc..>r<ALl9n prococc;J 

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

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



priority use of settlement funds.] 

* CA monitoring program should not be dominated by studies of 
commerc:ially valuable cpeciea. It should give equal 
consideration to all species in a comprehensive program that 
evaluates the lona,term effeCt:~ n'f t"hP C::Zl\;11 Oft tho Ontir._, 
coastal ecosystem~ 

* "C!rhere iG no diacu:ssion of Lhe inability to measure or assess 
injury to some resources. It should he recognized that we will 
he unable to quantify the damage in some areas~ 

• Qestoration of archaelogical resources, especially in national 
parks, is important~ 

8 

lb 

l:;1ith respect to the proposed alternat:ivef:; A- .. : lic::tgd on pagoc -t7-SO 
of th~ Er~mPwnrk documont, I ctrongly ~uppo~t 0 aJ~ ~ -- ha01~a~ 
~rott=ction and ac:gu1~i1"inn ~nd acquis:dtion of equivalent re=>ou•~o.a:J:j!J 
~ do not dismiss the options focusing on management of human uses 
and manipulation of resour:~,;es, but suspect that their cost­
effectiveness is less beneficial in the long-term than those 
focusing on habitat protection and ~cquisitionJ 

Q.l~ .. 

[i would like to lcnnw why the .J'anuary 1992 proposal made to the 
Trustee Council by the E:yi:lk and Sherstone corporations i s not 
included in the options listed at the back of the Framework 
document. Those options given are rather gen~ric and do not respond 
to all of the issues and concerns listed on page 1~ 

{i am pleased that the Restoration Team has drafted a section titled 
"Hi:lbitat P.r:olection and Ac_suisition Process" that is to become part 
of the Framework document~ I only received this when I attended a 
public mootinq with two mcml::>cr:s of the R~~">t-.oL' dlluu 'I'~ctm h9l.Q l.n 
Cordova about two weeks ago.[J have only h~n an opportunity to 
quickly review this section. My quick perusal 1e~v~s m~ thinking 
~ome good queetions ilre raised regarding implementation ot a 
habitilt acquisition process. However, the !low Charts particularly 
are difficult to follow and it concerns me that a weighty 
bureaucracy is in the making~ 

Respectfully, 

-1!~&1. 
Nancy Bl.rd 
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~ Sierra Oub 
Alaska Field Office 
241 E. Fifth Avenue, Suite 205, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
(907) 276-4048 • FAX (907) 258-6807 

June 4, 1992 

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

JUN u -- RtCll 

<'"'-~~ c) .., ~, .,\ t--.~·--C "'"""""-.!-.l-:, I _56 
"9::1 

RE: Comments on the Restoration Framework 

Gentlemen: 

Document ID Number 
9d- "~t/'f0?9 

Cl A·92 WPWG 
Q 8·93 WPWG 
ErC·RPWG 
0 D·PAG 
Cl E ·MISC. 

The Sierra Club appreciates this opportunity to comment on 
the Restoration Framework. The Sierra Club is a private, non­
profit environmental advocacy and education organization with 
approximately 580,000 members, of whom nearly 2 , 000 live in 
Alas ka. Many o f our member s b oth i n a nd outside Alaska use and 
enj oy Pri nce Wil liam Sound a nd the Gu lf o f Alaska . 

' 
We appreciate the fact that the scientific research 

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

General comments: 

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

1 
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restore Alaska to pre-spill conditions. It will take many years 
for all the oil to degrade and for all species~?pulations to 
recover, and these years cannot be retrieved. ~e services lost 
to people during the years of recovery can never be restored to 
those peopl~ The creatures that suffered and died can never be 
compensated. It is therefore appropriate for restoration actions 
to, in some cases, go beyond a gradual and ultimate recovery of a 
particular population. The people, animals and plants of Alaska 
suffered from the oil spill;(!he goal of restoration should be 
permanent improvements in env1ronmental protection for the sake 
of the people and the environmen~ 

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

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

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

Unfortunately, it appears that federal and state agencies 
have already spent or committed nearly one third of the civil 
settlement on scientific studies and on reimbursing Exxon for~ 
clean-up costs, and they have not yet begun the restoration. ~he 
Sierra Club supports the use of at least 80% of the restoration 
funds on habitat acquisition and protection~ 
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( 
Interim habitat acquisition: (!he Restoration Framework 11 

--should provide a method for acquiring andjor protecting habitat 
on a fast track, using the imminent threat protection procesf£1 
Some areas will clearly be high priorities for acquisition, and a 
great deal of study before acquisition is not necessary. r-Also, IB 
it is es$ential that the Trustees demonstrate to the privaEe 
owners that habitat acquisition is a viable option~ Owners need 
to be able to consider this possibility in their long term plans. 

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

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

Specific Comments: 

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

Chapter l, p. 2 4 "Background," 1st paragraph: Un the second 
to the last sentence, which lists areas that were oiled, add 
Kachemak Bay State Park and Kachemak Bay State Wilderness Par~ 

Chapter II, p. 13, "Public Advisory Group": [Each of the 
named interest groups should have a specific seat on the Public 
Advisory Group; one person should not ~e designated to represent 
more than one of these interest group~ t!he representatives 
should be chosen by the organizations 1n the interest group, 
rather than by the Trustees~t!f the Trustees reject a Public 
Advisory Group recommendation, they should justify their reasons 
with written findings of fact2 (the Public Advisory Group should 
have at least one full time staff member, and its staff should be 
allowed to attend meetings the of the Restoration Team and the 
Restoration Planning Work Group:J 

Chapter_ IV---L.."Summary of Injury'": I!'here should be some 
discuss1on of resources that might have been damaged but which 
were not studied~fFor example, some Alaskans who have spent many 
years in Prince William Sound have testified that they see far 
fewer harbor porpoises and Dall porpoise~but these species were 
not studied. 

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

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

Section D, {;Habitat Protection and Acquisition," 3rd line: 
add "'ana service~' to read "prevent further damage to resources 
and ~ervices injured •... "t®d addi~ional ~ullets: "~rotect or 
acqu1re forests and watersheds (Opt1on 25)~ and~acgu1re 
'inholdings' within parks and refuges (Opt1on 24)~ 

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

Chapter VII, p. 50-51, Figures 6 & 7, "Possible conceptual 
approach to the analys1s of restoration options": Figure 6 
presents a hierarchial approach to the options with habitat 
acquisition as the choice of last resort. Figure 7 presents a 
non-hierarchial approach, with various types of options 
considered on an equal level. (!here should be a Figure 8 , which 
would b e a hie~rchical a ppr oach wi t h h abi tat acquisition at the 
to~ I n fact,~abitat acquisition and protection should be at 
the top of the hierarchy of options because it would restore and 
protect the largest number of resources and services and because 
it would provide for the most long lasting restoration and 
maintenance~ I n addition, public testimony has overwhelmingly 
endorsed habitat acquisition and protection as the best use for 
most of the restoration funds. ~he approach in Figure 6 should 
not even be considered as there is no scientific, or legal 
justification for it and it is contrary to public testimonG 

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

~~ndix B: ~early all of the options may be appropriate in 
some particular cases or at some level; the question is when and 
how muc~ U[ome options which a r e part i cular ly help f u l and .-, 
appropr1ate are 4, 6, 17, and 20- 25, especially 23, 24, and 25~ 

Some other options have associated dangers and problems. (i! 
is vita lly important that restor ati on funds not b e use d to expand 
or r eplace agency bu dgets f or activities t hey ot herwi se would or 
should support t h r ough g e neral f unds";] Most of · s under .... -5 ~ ~ ~ 
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"Management of Human Uses" and "Manipulation of Resources" could 
easily be misused in this way. §Jso, some of these options would 
restore certain species important to commercial or sport users, 
possi~~ at the expense of other species (including Options 11, 
15, 18=l:.I Wild salmon, not hatchery salmon, were damaged by the 
spill. D[estoration projects should not enhance hatchery salmon 
at the expense of wild salmo~ . 

41 

tFestori:'on plans should consider the health of the entire 
ecosystem.:J For example, Option 12, "creation of new recreationtq~ 
facilities" ould be used only if it decreases rather than 
increases negative impacts on the ecosystem~ [it should not be 50 
used if it compromises wilderness or recreational valueaJ [Qption S\ 

_2?, the endowment, could prevent effective restoration by locking 
up necessary funds when the need and opportunities for 
restoration are greatest~ Uj there is to be any endowment, it 52 
should be relatively smalQ ZQption 34, the Marine environmental 
Institute could be extremely costly for relatively little 
benefit. It would be better for an independent board of 
scientists to distribute funds among existing institutions for 
specific purposes:] 

Option 6, p. B-11, "Redesignate a Portion of the Chugach 
National Forest as a National Recreation Area or Wilderness 
Area": Wilderness is itself a service that was severely damaged 

53 

by the oil spill. It is a service that is of benefit to 
recreationists, the tourism industry, and subsistence users. [the 5 ~ plan should address the protection and restoration of wilderness 
values, including replacement of lost wilderness value~ 

9ption 25, p. B-30, "Protect or Acquire Upland Forests and 
Watersheds": QJnder "Background and Justification," the species S? 
list should be expanded as follows -- "Populations of salmonids, 
harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets, cutthroat trout, river 
otters, and bald eagles2[ ~der "Action," the first bullet 
should be amended to remove 'adjacent to anadromous streams." 
Other kinds of upland areas provide valuable habitat to some 
injured speciesJ , 

Sincerely, 

?~~ Document ID Number 
qJ:,N~ ~AI 0 '10 

Pamela Brodie 
Associate Alaska Representative Q A·92 WPWG 
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Dr. Dave Gibbons, Director 
Restoration Team 
645 G street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Dave: 

- - - ..-- . J.------

P.O. Box 705 
Cordova. AK 9957 4 

(9J7) 424-58CXJ FAX: (007) 424-5820 

June 4, 1992 

(_ ~~ c; o..> h ~k t--., ~ ..,._...-....,.J. \ • ll 
)~ 

I'm sorry that I only have enough time to make a few brief 
comments on the Restoration Framework Vol. 1 document. 

ti_teel that the framework is much too inflexibl~ To re­
quire "evidence of injury" pre~urnes that the damage assess­
ment program was comprehensive and that researchers had a 
uniform ability to detect injury. In contrast, the program 
on l y a s sessed a limited number of single s p e cies of which 
the det ectio n of i n j ury was l imited to t hose which were the 
best to measure . 

UL recommend restructuring the conceptual approach and 
decision- making process to acknowledge the amount of uncer ... 
tainty in the process (Figure 1)~ By all means,[the resto-
ration phase should not be lirni~d by the inability to 3 
detect impacts:] Unless groups such as the Trustees recog-
nize and adrni~o the incredible amount of imprecision and 
inaccuracy of the methods used for assessment, the same 
measurement limitations will exist during the next cata­
strophe. Even more tragic is that research and development 
of new tools will be denied an opportunity to improve the 
process, and the present inefficiencies of management with 
low quality data will continue take an unknown toll. [! 
recommend that the Trustees point out the need for develop-
ment and deployment of new technology to improve the abili- 4 
ty to measure model parameters and build testable modelij 
This position on measurement is collaborated in the Nation-
al Science Foundations GLOBEC reports (1991). 

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



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

Many believe that the damage caused by impact of an envi­
ronmental catastrophe, such as an oil spill, is convoluted 
by the compensatory mechanisms of the biological assem­
blage. Thus, outside of those species that suffer direct 
mortality and can be directly counted, the rest of the 
impact is -spread out, and probably often below our present 

3Pility to detect injury on the species level. Personally, 
[l see a need to develop a better understanding of how much 
resiliency a biological assemblage can sustain and how 
internal biological structure (species diversity, relative 
abundance, age class structure, etc.) functions as a com­
pensatory mechanism~~ also recognize that this is basic 
science and not a consideration of the Trustees, but again 
it would be nice to get an endorsement for supporting 
future research;J 

As to the options of restoring, II feel the most prudent 
approach will be to protect critical habitat~andlt9 avoid 
manipulations without detailed modified before- after, 
control, i~act experimental designs and rigorous testing 
procedures~ ~s we previously discussed, the science Center 
held a workshop on salmon enhancement practices in Prince 
William sound last fall that should be considered before 
considering such option~ Qlhe Center will be holding a 
timber-fish and wildlife workshop this fall which may serve 
as a forum to develop a better understanding on identify­
ing, locating, and d.eveloping the criteria for defining 
critical habitats in the Prince William Sound. The Center 
already has several agency and industry sponsors to help 
match a 70K challenge grant from the Pew Charitable Trust, 
but hopes for a 30K contribution from the Trustees to 
complete the matching obligation~ 

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

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely,-

~7~ 
G.~. Th~mas, Ph.D. 
Director 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street JUN 04 REG'D 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Re: Restoration Framework 

Dear Trustee Council: 

Documen1 fD Number 
9pttJ~()41~5 
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(] E ·MISC. 

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

We offer the following general comments for your consideration~ 

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

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

0 A·92 WPWG 
91-93 WPWG 

h·RPWG 

uaecause the ecosystem as a whole was damaged by the spill, 
it is important that restoration activities be considered at th 
ecosystem level, and not just focus 9n single species~ 4 

l}estoration activities should also not be limited to species of 
"commercial" importance, especially as wildlife viewing becomes 
increasingly important to the recreation and tourism industry2} 

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

llicquisition of fish and wildlife habitat and recreation ID 
sites shouldJeegin immediately~ Certain areas are immediately 
threatened. ~nd while a certain amount of study may be necessary \1 
over time, there are certain areas which have consensus support 
for acquisition and should be pursued now~ In addition, this 
will show private landowners that there w1ll be money invested in 
acquisition. [!n other words, targeted areas should be 
immediately acquired as a show of good faith by the Trustees to 
the public and the willing sellers. Otherwise, there will be 
little faith in the intentions of the Trustees to actually pursue 
restoration through acquisition of habitat:l 

There are economic benefits to habita~and recreation site 

\2. 

13 
acquisition as well. ~ince most private landowners are ANCSA 
corporations whose shareholders live in the local communities 
which were most impacted by ,the spill, investment in acquisitions 
will be an investment in the local econom~ Also,\since local 
communities depend on functioning coastal forest ana marine 
ecosystems to sustain local jobs in commercial fishing, tourism, 
recreation, and subsistence, the protection of coastal forest 
habitat from the negative impacts of activities such as logging 
will have long term positive impacts on the economyJBthese jobs 
will be supported by the coastal forest and marine ecosystems in 
perpetuity, while logging jobs will be provided only on a very 
short term basis;? 

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

14 

1'5 

3. fThe document fails to recognize the need to protect the 
coastal forest and marine ecosystems, and the impacted fish and 11 



wildlife which rely on functioning ecosystems for their survival, Q A·92 WPW( 
from additional impacts in order to achieve the goals of ~ w~ r- restoration;] Although certain species, or entire ecosystems, rna U D·93 rn 
be to some degree "recovering", this recovery over the long term ~C RPWG 
will depend on the continued existence of the ecosystem elements ~ ~· 
needed for survival. For instance, as stated on page A-20, "mos a D·PAG 
marbled murrelets nest in mature forests". Therefore, (iny 
recovery of this species will depend on the continuing presence Q E·Mmc 
of mature forests. If these forests are threatened by logging • 
activities, acquisition of areas proposed for logging will be •B 
necessary to ensure restoration. Moreover, acquisition of 
habitat can enhance the viability of impacted species~ 

Services were also impacted. Prior to the spill, there was 
very little logging occurring, which was one reason why the 
economic activities of recreation, tourism, and subsistence were 
so successful. Qln order to ensure the recovery, and enhancement, 
of these activities, acquisition of areas threatened by logging 1~ 
will be necessary:J 

4.Iijabitat acquisition should be given concurrent consideration 
in the restoration process, not merely utilized as a last resort~ 
Moreover, Dfhe imminent threat prote~tion process for acquisition 
should be used, i n order to prevent lo~ging on lands prior to 
their consideration for acquisition;J~t is important that the 
restoration process not be used as an excuse for n ot pursui ng 
restoration actions that are needed i mmediate l iJ 

5. ~e o~pose locking up the settlement money into an endowment~ 
Gi ven the i mmediate threats of logging and other development 
activities, these funds are needed now for habitat acquisition 
and other restoration activities. Putting large sums of money 
into an endowment fails to meet the intent of the Settlement to 
provide funds immediately for restoration. 

6. Wilderness qualities of the region were negatively impacted. 
These qualities are important to recreationists, the tourism 
industry, and subsistence users. ~e restoration plan should 
address the protection and ~estoration of wilderness values, 
including replacement of lost. wilderness values~ 

7.~he Public Advisory Group format fails to adequately provide 
for public representation in the restoration process~ The Public 
Advisory Group as proposed does not provide for designated seats 
for designated interests; does not allow for selection of the 
Group members by the interests they represent; does not provide 
adequate funding or staffing; and does not provide for adequate 
interaction with the Trustee Council or the Restoration team. 
For instance, ~t is essential that the Public Advisory Group have 
an independent staff person who works full time for the Group, 
and who has access to all RPWG and Restoration Team meetings in 
order to monitor the progress of the restoration effort and 
report to the Group~ This staff, however, is not provided in the 
current proposal. ~e incorporate herein by reference our letters 
to the Trustee Council dated December 3, 1991 and February 13, 

z.c 



1992. 

8. 1§iven the ongoing nature of the restoration process, the 
changing needs of society, and the additional information which 
will become available over time, the restoration framework and 
subsequent restoration plan should not preclude at this time th 
future opportunity to restore or protect any values or uses not 
currently anticipated by this framework] 2..1 

at ID Nlllbt 

9. Much of the area impacted by the spill is managed by federal~---------­
agencies. Most notably, most of Prince William Sound is managed 
by the u.s. Forest Service. (gue to the impacts from the spill on 
the coastal forest and marine ecosystems of Chugach National 
Forest, the need to protect the area from additional impacts, the 2e 
economic and cultural value of recreation, tourism, and 
subsistence, and the very limited value of the timber, there 
should be a moratorium on logging in the Prince William Sound 
portion of Chugach National Fo:est until the.sound has ~ecovered~ 

Management of Chugach Nat1onal Forest w1ll have maJor 
impacts on the restoration effort. nie hereby incorporate by 
reference our letter to Chugach National Forest dated February L~ · 
26, 1992 regarding the Chugach Land,Management Plan Amendment:J 

10.~hile we appreciate the fact that the scientific studies have 
been released to the public, we object to the state ' s failure to ~ 
release the economic damage studies, and urge the state to make 
this information available to the public] 

11 . !!he document fails to recognize that some resources may have 
been damaged but were not studied, such as harbor and Dall 
porpoises;] 

~\ 

12. ~t is essential that restoration funds not be used to enlarge 
or replace agency budgets currently supported through general ~4l 
fundsJ 

We also offer the following ppecific comments. Please note that 
we consider the first full paragraph of each page as paragraph 1: 

Page 1, paragraph 3 - fwe object to the proposed limitation of .33 
restoration to "the afeas affected" by the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill:? We have found no language in the Settlement which creates 
this ~imitation. Dfhis language fails to recognize the potential 
need for restorat1on activities, such as habitat acquisition, in ~~ 
areas connected biologically, ecologically, culturally, socially, 
or economically to the "area affected by the spill";Jit also 
~ails to recognize the potential need for replaceme5t or 
substitution of injured, lost, or destroyed resources and ~~ 
services by acquisition or enhancement of, or other actions 
relating to, equivalent resources and services in areas not 
"affected" by the spilW Moreover, it is important, (ind should 
be stressed in this document, that the area "affected" is not ~~ 
limited to oiled shorelines;] 
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31 
lli,e recommend, therefore, that the phrase "in: the areas" be 

deleted;] · 
~e also recommend the addition of the following sentence: 

"Due to the life histories of the fish and wildlife impacted by 
the spill, there is an intricate web of essential interactions ~B 
between marine, estuarine, intertidal, instream, riparian, and 
upland habitats necessary to support the recovery of injured fish 
and wildlife. Therefore, the impacts of the oil spill go beyond 
the impacts to the oiled shores, and restoration activities will 
therefore also go beyond mere restoration of oiled shorelines.:J 

P. 2, para. 1 -!in the next to last sentence, please add Kachemal: 
Bay State Park and Kachemak Bay State Wilderness Park as specific 
areas which were oiled:J · 

P. 18 - ~e support habitat protection, primarily through 
acquisition of habita~ as the best way to ensure recovery from 
the Spill. 

P. 19, para. 3 - We agree with the last sentence. However, it is 
also true that injuries to populations of any species may not be 
fully understood, appreciated, or apticipated at this time. ~ 
sentence should be added that recognizes this limitation in our 
knowledge and understanding, and the possibility that the 
restoration framework and plan may need to change accordingly in 
the future based on additional information~ · 

Pg. 36-38 - We agree that the spill impacted archaeological, 
subsistence, recreation, wilderness, aesthetic, and other uses. 
We~uggest the addition of tourism as an impacted use~ 

P. 38. para. ~ - TI[ilderness uses also have economic value~ 
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P. 39, para. 2 -~ervices" should also include wilderness valuest::\1.. 
and useS) and Qesthetics..:;J 45 

P. 39, para. ~ -~e proposed criteria should be expanded with 
an additional "bullet" which states: "potential threat to 
recovery due to additional impacts".] 4<.::. 

P. 40, para. 3 -[Who's "bes~rofessional judgment" will be used 
to make this determination? Many of_/tlle values and uses, and the 
injury to these values and ses, are not quantifiable by 
scientific studies, and those that are quantifiable and subject 
to "professional judgment" wilX'_undoubtedly be subject to 
disagreements between profesSlonals.f Therefore, public input and 
involvement will be essential, including public expressions of 
values and "best public judgement_:] 

1;?. 41. para. 2 - fue "particular concern" here should be expanded 
to Wilderness study Areas and de facto wilderness which could 
provide "replacement" wildern~ss~ 

P. 41, para. 4 -l!:'en if recovery is "nearly complete", it may be 

4l 
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necessary to pursue habitat acquisition in order to protect the 
opp.ortunity for full and ongoing recovery in the face of impact 

Documaat 10 Number 
9¢t/vtPfl/"s 

Q A·S2 WPWG 
from development activities such as logging;) 
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P. 43 - ~ the list of "objective criteria", add the following: 
"Prevention of additional negative impacts to the ecosystem;) 
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r. 44. bullet 1 - ~ disagree that restoration must comply with 0 D·PAG 
'agency "directives and policies". This is not a provision of t E MISC 
settlem7nt,.J It also fa~ls to recognize that. this is a unique5 \ ...._ __ • __ • __ 
court-d1rected process 1n response to an env1ronmental 
catastrophe of unprecedented proportions. 

P. 45, para. 1 - Ii.dd a "bullet" that states: "opportunities to 
ma1ntain the rate of recovery by preventing additional negative 
impacts.~ 

P. 45, para. 4 - ht is critical t:1at the steps for acquisition of 
habitat and recre~ion sites takes into account the timing of the 
imminent ~hre~t being ~ddressed~ and actio~ is taken to prevent 
the negat1ve 1mpact wh1le the s~eps are be1ng taken to protect 
the habitat and recreation sites; orfihat the acquisition occur 
in a timely manner prior to the initiation of the impact 
activity] , 

Pp. 47-49 _,ihe list of possible restoration alternatives seems 
to minimize~he option for acquisition of fish and wildlife 
habitat and recreation sites from willing sellers, as discussed 
for example at options 24 and 25. ([lternative D should provide 
for and emphasize acquisition of habitat and recreation site~ 

· Also, tits currently worded, the opportunity for fee simple 
acquisition is not discussed. This should be adde4J 

Moreover,~cquisition of habitat andre?.~ eation sites should 
be included as an example under Alternative ~ For instance, 
~cquisition of cutthroat trout habitat in Southeast Alaska could 
be considered as a means of providing an equivalent resource and 
service for lost cutthroat habitat in the Prince William Sound 
areaJ 

TI!.nder Alternative E, add a "bullet" which states: "acquire 
fish and wildlife habitats and recreation sites.~ 

P. 49 - A combination of alternatives as anticipated in 
Alternative F is a likely outcome of this process. [We support 
the development of a combination alternative which provides for ~D 
80% of the funds being invested in acquisition of fish and 
wildlife habitat and recreation sites~ 

P. 50, Figure 6 -~ opE?se the use of the hierarchical analysis ~~ 
as depicted in-Figure 6~ This proposed approach inappropriately 
considers habitat acquisition as an option of last resort. 
Public comment, however, has overwhelmingly emphasized 
acquisition qf habitat and recreation sites as the primary means 
of restoration. Also, since many areas potentially available for 
acquisition are threatened by development activities such as 
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logging in the immediate future, use of this approach will render Q •
92 

wm· 
much of the process moot, since areas being considered may w nr1 
already be developed by the time the process is completed. G!e n/ 
therefore, propose that acquisition of habitat and recreation ~ B·I3WP 
sites be considered as the first alternative for action under <C:."Z.. ri-RPWG 
this scheme J 

eo3 Q 
P. 51, Figure 7 -~e support the use of a concurrent process as D·NG 
depicted hereOJ. with~ertain changes. If recovery is assessed and Q E·MlSC 
deemed "adequate", l:!:_here should also be the option (beyond the '~+ ' 
"no further action" option) of preventing additional negative \.D 

impactsJ For instance, even if a species is recovering, that 
recovery may be dependent on the existence of upland habitat for 
breeding and rearing. This habitat may be threatened by logging 
or other development activity. Lit would therefore be essential 
to pcquire the habitat in order to ensure the continued recovery CoS 
oft the specie~ 

P. B-7~0ption 2 -r£he main goal here should be to protect wild 
stocks ..:J 

~., 

P. B-11, Option 6 -~e support this.option~ Both designated and 
de facto wilderness were impacted by the sp1ll. ~onsideration 
for wilderness should include designation of wilderness to 
provide for equivalent resources and services to replace 
wilderness values lost due to the spill and subsequent clean-up~ 

P. B-17, Option 12 -~eation of new recreation facilities is 
appropriate only if limited to very small scale dispersed 
recreation type facilities, and should not include floating 
lodges, new boat docks, etc;}~cilities should also not be 
constructed in locations where wilderness values will be 
compromised "J 
Pp. B-28, B-29. options 23, ~4, -~e especially support these 
options] 

P. B-30, Option 25 - {tle also especially support this optioll.J T:, 
However, the Action opportunities given are much too limited. 
For instance, ~abitat protection and acquisition should be 
considered for all uplands, not just where adjacent to anadromous 
streams:J 

P. B-37, Option 32 -@e oppose the establishment of an endowment 
except possibly very small amounts of money for specific limited 
purposes such as environmental educatio~ ~he money available 
over the next ten years is needed inunediate~y, primarily for the 
acquisition of fish and wildlife habitat and recreation sites, 
since these areas are threatened by imminent development 
activities such as logging and are essential to the recovery of 
the ecosystem.{Locking the money up in an endowment is contrary 
to the purpos~ of the settlement. 
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ACE appreciates your careful consideration of our comments. If 
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Alan Phipps 
State Lands Specialist 
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E xon Valdez 011 Spill Trustee Council 
6 5 G Street 
A chorage, Alaska 99501 

R : Exxon Valdez 011 Spill "Restoration Framework' a d •1992 Workplan" 

0 D·PAG 
0 E·UISC. 

I have had a .chance to review your reports, "Exx n Valdez Oil Spill: Restoration 
F amework" and "Exxon Valdez 0!!_.$pill: 1992 Workpla .~ and appreciate the hard work and 
th ught that underlie your pi~. U.am, however, cone rned that an elght·year program Is too 
s ort, given coastal life cycle A longer time Is needed for the restoration of the coastal areas 
a ected and In order to compete a comprehensive anal sis of the spills' lmpa:S 

The Trustee Council's and Restoration Team's de icatlon. to early action focused on 
d maged species and habitats Is commendable. Such ec on must be a major focus during the 
In tlal stages of recovery. Nevertheless,U[appears to e that the recovery time, ~st of 
r storation and monitoring need not be directly tied to d mage settlement payment§.d Deriving a 
fr mework that matches restoration efforts with actual ecovery, and one which grows - In 

ntrast to temporarily hiring expertise Is 'a major chall nge and I suggest it receive greater 
nslderatlon In the Restoration Framework and the Wo k Plan. In order to lengthen the time 

a ailable for restoration and research, you might want t consider two suggestions: 

J 

• L§.rst, provide for a portion of the settlement pay ents being placed Into an endowment 
tr st. The endowment need not be perpetual, but struct red so funds are available for at least ~ 
2 • 30 years. A sinking fund structure, using increasi g annual deposits during the period of 
E xon payments and taking advantage of fund earnings Is outlined in the first attachment to this 
I 1ter. 
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SecondJprovide for an institutional arrangement that ensures the availability of experts 
- arlne sctenilits, ecologists, oceanographe~ fisher! s experts • for the time it will take for 
th habitat to heal and analyses to be complete~ A poss ble approach is outlined In the second 
at achment. 

I, of course, would be pleased to discuss these su gestlons with you. 

J K:dfm 
E closures 
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UnlvQI'sity of Ala ka . 
June 4J 1992 

• J:jhe University of Alaska ·proposes t the TrustEe Council add 
another Potential Restoration Optlan to the 5toration Framework within t\ 

new approach category called "Fiscal Manage ent o£ Restoration." Adoption 
of thie option will enhanc~ the e veness o e overa restora on 
program by allowing the Tru&tQQS to match the restoralion process to the 
needs of damaged systems1 species and habitats beyond the period of 
settlement receipts. . · 

The University b~leves m4Ximll.l ma agement of the restoration, 
process requires that more attention be devote to planned manage~ent of 
the Trustee's fina.nc:fal asaetJ, and to long-term planning for re5toration 
activities for at least 20..30 years. 

fiscal Management gf Restoration 

OPTION36: Eatablish and tndow a sirud g fund and associated 
foundation for 1ong•tQrm r toration activities, including 
research, monitoring and c Ual projects. 

APPROA01 CATEGORY: Fiscal Manag t of Restoration · 

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES: H l.lit.t& expected to exhibil: 
chronic presence of hydro~arboN (u: in tl~al and subtidal), and 10%\S· 
lived organisms, including sea otteTS1 ha or seals, killer whales, 
common and thick·bUled muuee, b&ld ea les .Ql\d others . 

. BACKGROUND AND JUSTIFICATION: 

The Trustees to dftte have been unable to devot signlflcant atbantion to 
assuring that the restoration process rontinu.es f r a sufficient period to match 
the actual recovery time of damaged ret~ources. The restoration needs ol 
injW'ed resources will not be fully met unh~i~ e ~mtire restoration proc~s is 
explldtly planned to t~cxur over a longer period than the payments from 
E)O(On. In a.ddition1 creation of a loWldation- institution will establish 
continuity throughout the restoration process1 • d will enforce coordination 
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among agende5 and academic fnstituUons par 'cipating h\ the foundAtion. 
Properly structured, the foundation would lar ly uncouple the long-term 
rec:ov9ry of natural processes from ehorter te political processes, to the 
benefit of inJured resourCQS. Ptnally, properly aged1 a £oundation/ 
sinking fund, will provide significantly greater funds for restoration than 
would current spending of settlement proa:~e 

ACTION: 

• E.itablish a foundation with a ope · ied management structure 
comprised of Trustees and repres tativM o£ academic and 
public-interest institutioN. Deter and specify the method 
the foundation shall uae to apply ettlernent funds to restoration 
options over t1me1 the bylaws of e foundation, and the 
m.ethods the foundation shall u&e o carry out restoration. 'rh~ 
mission of the foundation "¥-ill· be mpleb~ly integrated with the 
restoraUetn plan, and will be focua d upon tompletion of 
restoration re~earch. monitoring , d capital projects after 
.cessation of aettle:r~ez"'t payments. 

INPORMA'I'ION NEBDBD TO IMPLEME.N'r 0 'I'ION; 

Completion of the pendit'\g reviews a critical sy theses of the scientific 
literature on the recovary of marine mam.mala1 marine birds, commercia.lly 
important fish and shellfish, and invertebrates 11 provide the basic: 
framework for designing thls option. In addit! n., additional rQviews and 
critlc:al synth.Sses of scientific literature of affect natural svst~ms may be 
necessary, iMofar as the penciing revie'W'S are ln dequate in this regard. 

Attachment: Sample case describing ell:t~nr;ion of restoration inveatment 
over a 20·year period. 

---- ~ · . .. . '. ....-. ··--
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lkliversity of Ala.!ika -· Sbidng Fund Endowment Mode'-'Sample Case 

1993 tg94 

Beginning Balattc9 $20,i00 

~po6it $20,000 $20,000 

Eanilngs $1,550 $3,170 

'lnllalion Ptocf,g ttoo $1,8.41 
Net A rmlabltt t•so $1 ,32!» 

Foundlltion Opera/ions $1 $1:1 
Fou tldstion Fl t/l8lllal'ch $ti4.C ,5,-196 

Ftllld fSIBnOe $209oO $38,561 

Mfh FIIUnaJlon ($nOA ~30.&« $35,496 
. Mthoul FtUJdaliDn f$7. $50,000 $50 000 

Cotnp6n9Bti&n $50,000 - $50,000 

Phflf ~ ~o.ooo $30,000 

AsfllllUIUqns: Eamill!J' 7.75% 
fJ' ol tum/ &lance) fnfl Proof. 4..50% 

1995 1996 1997 

$38,561 $84-,834 $123,934 
$50,000 $50,000 $50,000 

$6,883 . $10,450 $13,480 

$3,985 Sftoea $7,827 
$2,17! . $4,382 $5,653 

$29 $« $57 
$10,562 $21,305 S30.383 

$84,83-4 $123 934 ~1561975 

&60,582 S71,305 . $80,383 

$100 000 $100.000 $100 000 

sso.ooo- $50,000 $.50,000 

t ,;a;,mrf J: Nb Etlfllftl Errrf tl?bpet 

$890, 1 16 $700.000 ' $3.870 
t'fll!lli flki<W 

8 

f996 1999 

$156,975 $184-,.89.4 

$50,000 $50,000 

$16,041 $18.204 

$"G,314 $10,570 

$8,727 $7,634 

$67 $76 

$38L0511 $-4-4,538 

$184.894 $2()8,485 

$88,054 $94,536 
$100 GOO ·$1 00,000 

sso.oto $50,000 

2000 

$208,..4SS 

$50,000 
S20,033 
Si 1.632 

SB,4C11 

$84 

S50.0t4 

~226.420 

1100.014 

.100.000 

$50,000 

Funds Available for Restoration With and Without Foundation 

$100,000 
$110,000 
$10.000 
$40,000 
$20,000 

$0 .. ... .. ... 
... ... 
:! 
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2001 

S228,420 

$1 7',703 

$1 !),211 

$7,-424 

$74 

$35~02 

S210~1~ 

$3{),902 

$0 
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U1tverdty af Alaska - Sinldng Fund E:ndowmen1 Model/Sample Case 

$210,1-46 $191,050 1171,0!:15 $150,242 $128,450 $11)5,678 $81,881 $57,013 

$15.286 $14,808 $13,2QO $.11.54-4 $9,955 IJ8.190 S6,34B $4,419 

St.457 $8.;597 87,699 $6".761 $5,780 $4,756 $3.685 $2,586 
$5~30 $6.209 JS.S61 $4,1113 $4,175 $3.43.5 $2,661 $1,853 

$68 $62 $56 $49 $42 $34 $27 $19 
$31187 7 
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$31.026 
S340.000 

$2.405 $194,800 
$1,396 t113,111 
$1.008 881.892 

$10 . t817 
SS30,116 
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Directors: 

University of Ala ka 
June 4, 1992 

T.wo Federal Restoration Trustees or theii designees. 
TWQ State of Alaska RQstoration !ustQQS or their designees. 
Th; Pre5id;nt o£ the Univ~rslty Q Alaska or hls designee. 
The President of the University o Washington or his designee. 
A publlc: membQt' appointed by tnf. President. 
A public member appointed by e CovQri\Dr. . 
A public mQmber appointed by th ·National Academy of 

Sdenc:es. 

Two percent of foW'Idation ba,lanc 

Authorized Ufett of Foundation Funds: 
Restricted to the uaes authorized the Re~tonttion Trustees, to 
exdude habitat acquisition. 
Funds must be applled acxord!ng the rGstoration plan in pla.ce 
whli\n th; last settlement po.yment is (ec:eived. 

Pun& to be u-anmrred to founda on according to specified 
schedule determined by the Resto ation ·rru.stees when thQ 
foundation Is created. 
Funds to be appUQd to restoration rojects on a sinldng fund 
schedule similarly determined by he Trustees. 
l'unde to be ~ve~ted in governme t se~urities an(i inflation 
proofed according to rules iimil~tl determined by the Trustees 
and incorporated in the foundaUo by·laws. 

Authority ol Fo),!J\dation Dirtcton: 
Foundation Directors shall provid for continuity in tM 
restorAtion proces:t through; 

Annual revi&lon of th.Q r~siratton plan. 
Contracting with agen~ies , d institutions to accomplish 

restoration options, r search and monitoring in o 
manner that insures ontinllity of individual and 
ln&titutional exp~rtise. · · · 
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U N I V E R S I T Y OF A L A S K A S T T E W I D E S Y S T E M 

EXXON Valdez· Oil Spill 'rnlstees 

Number: 276-7178 

Te ephone Number: 278
- 8012 

President Jerarre I<arnisar 

University of Alaska 

474-7311 
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Working for the Nature of Tomorrow• 

~'~ ~·=­-=-~. . 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

., 750 w. Second Ave., Suite 200, Anchorage, AK 99501 (907) 25« f4D~en! 10 Number 
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JUN 0 4. REC'D ~ A·92 WPWG June 3, 1992 
.... 

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

Dear Trustees: 

0 8·93 WPWG 
~-RPWG 
g/D·PAG 
0 E·UISC. 

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) submits the following 
comments on VolumeR I arid II of the 1992 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration and asks that they be made part of the public record. 
NWF incorporates by reference its comments on the 1989, 1990, and 
1991 damage assessment and restoration plans. 

Volume I: Restoration Framework 

Public Participation 

As a preliminary matter, ~F repeats its concern that meaningful ·\ 
public comment is impossible without unrestricted access to both 
the scientific and economic . damage assessment studie8 The MOA 
between the state and federal governments specifically states that 
the Trustees shall permit the public to participate in the injury 
assessment and restoration processes. Memorandum of Agreement and 
Consent Decree at 11. Accordingly, one of the goals of the 1992 
restoration framework is to "provide the .public with information 
and resources to evaluate proposals and programs independently." 
Framgwork at 1l. Obviously, this objective cannot be achieved if 
tne-public has no access to economic data and only limited access 
to scientific data. As the Trustees themselves acknowledge, the 
proposals stated in Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration have been 
largely determined by the results --of the undisclosed studies. l:![WF 
requests immediate release of all scientific and economic studies :J 'l.. 
(This would not preclude a formal presentation of information in 
a symposium as suggested by the Restoration Team.) 

~WF recommends that a seat be reserved for each of the interest 
groups participating on the public advisory committee, not just for -:z. 
the representatives of local government and Native interests. All J 

group members should be accountable to a particular constituency] 

Summary of Injury 

On page 35, you state: 

In 1991 relatively high concentrations of oil were found 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Trustee Council 
June 3, 1992 
Page 2 

in mussels and in the dense underlying mat (byssal sub­
strate) of certain oiled mussel beds. These beds were 
not cleaned or removed after the spill and are potential 
sources of fresh oil for harlequin ducks, black oyster­
catchers, river otters and juvenile sea otters--all of 
which feed on mussels and show signs of continuing 
biological injury. 

lri s2 wPWa 1 
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NWF und~!stands that fresh oil is still found in certain mussel 
beds. ~y has the Trustee Council not insisted that the Coast 
Guard and Exxon return to clean these areas? Tainted shellfish 4 
contribute to the decline of sea otter and waterfowl populations 
and pose a health hazard to subsistence users. We cannot simply 
ignore the problem~ 

Proposed Injury Criteria 

On page 40, the~rustees assert that consequential injury (injury 
for whicn restor""ation should be undertaken) will be determined at 
the population level. If injury manifests itself only at the egg 
or juvenile stage, it will not be considered consequential. The 
Trustee Council needs to define "population3 In particular, fu 
should be clear that wild stocks of salmonids are distinct from 
populations of hatchery fish released i n the s'ame area. Restor­
ation of wild populations should rel y primarily on p r otecting o r 
acqu i ring essential freshwater and intertidal habitat, not on the 
introduction of hatchery stock~ Continued mixing of hatchery stock 
with wild stock will eventually result in the loss of genetic vigor 
that is characteristic of wild stock, creating a salmon population 
dependent on artificial enhancement for survival. 

The Trustees contend that they should "consider the effects of 
natural recovery before investing restoration dollars." iramework 
at 41. Maximizing restoration dollars is certainly a worthwhile 
objective; however, NWF cautions against waiting too long for the 
environment to heal itself. ~ere are restoration projects that 
should be performed now. For 1nstance, we may lose opportunities 
for habitat acquisition if we do not act quickly:::J 

Evaluation of Restoration Options 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned response or restor­
ation actions: Are there actions, such as additional clean-up 
work, that bear on the recovery targeted by the restoration option? 

5 

l 

Yes, utxxon should be required to clean oiled mussel beds. These 
actions can proceed concurrently with Trustee Council restoration B 
projects] 

2. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions 
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to the expected benefits: Do benefits equal or exceed costs? ~ 

~ . . . . D·PAG 
lthough there ~s no d~rect relat~onsh~p between costs and expec Ad 
nvironmental benefits, NWF believes that economic analyses can t1= E·IIISC. 

useful. This cr~erion underscores the importance of releasing c. 
economic studies~ ' 

3. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed 
actions, including long-term and indirect impacts: Will implemen­
tation of the -restoration option result in additional injury to 
target or nontarget resources or services? Is the project of net 
environmental benefit? 

tin attempting to restore adversely affected wildlife populations, 
the Trustees need to guard against injuring wildlife populations 
that were not affected the spill. For instance, the construction 10 
of fish ladders around waterfalls may help oil-impacted salmonids 
at the expense of native populatio~s of rainbow or lake trout~ 

4. Importance of starting the project within the year: Would 
delay in the project result in furthe r inj ury to a r esource or 
service or would we forego a restoration opportunity? 

C fNwF considers this a critical criterion. It has been well over 
'"i.hree years since the oil spill, and eight months since the settle- , I 

ment, yet the Trustee Council has not accomplished any significant 
restoration! Clearly, opportunities for restoration are slipping 
away:J 

Scope of Potential Restoration Alternatives 

[FwF supp~ts the combined alternatives approach as a restoration 
strategy~ However, ~ecial emphasis should be given to immediate 
habitat acquisition~ The United states Congress, the Alaska State 
Legislature, and tne citizens of Alaska have all expressed strong 
support for this form of restoration. [NwF believes that 80% of 
settlement funds should be used for habitat acquisition to prevent 
further damage to natural resource~and~o compen~~te for resources 
and services lost as a result of the oil spil!] ~ince many forests 
are faced with t~ imminent threat of logging, acquisition efforts 
should begin now l)~ttlement funds should not be hoarded in an en­
dowment.:l 

fNwF strongly objectQ,tO the hierarchical approach to restoration 
~epicted in Figure ~ That figure describes a sequential process 
for evaluating restoration alternatives. Short-term strategies 
such as management of human uses are given p~ference over long­
term strategies suoh as habitat acquisition . ~e process outlined 
in Figure · 7 is more consistent with public opinion and the Memo­
randum of Agreement and Consent Decree. 

-
14 
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Volume II: 1992 Draft Work Plan 

-.. .,.._. ... ·-........... 
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NWF has attended most of the public meetings held by the Tru e E • MISC. 
Council since settlement in October 1991. We have frequently no 
a degree of hostility and resentment on the part of some Trustees 
toward ongoing research and its proposed costs. To some extent~ 
this attitude is understandable; there is no ~est ion scientists 
will find a use for every cent they are given. Unfortunately, the 
public was not permitted to review the researc results in 1989, 19 
1990, or 1991, so we were unable to judge the merits or quality of 
the research.( The fact that E~xon reimbursed the governments for 
the $100 mililon spent on research contributed to the problem of 
unsupervised research. Thus, NWF commends the Trustee Council for 
now taking a hard look at the science. Nevertheles~e fear that ~0 they may be rushing to close out important projects~ 

fNwF recommends that some studies be reduced to a monitoring status 
~rough the year 2002, instead of being terminated~ For instance, 
I§ubtidal studies 1A , 1B, 2A , 2B, 3A, 3B , and 4 provide essential 
baseline information for continuing subtidal studies 5 and 8 and 
proposed restoration projects 71 and 103A - 103D~ r§ubtidal study 
3A would also yield important data on the movement and nature of 
oil re~idue in mussel beds , a p r ob l e m noted i n the study summaries. 
NWF urges the Trustees to continue these studies , at least on a 
limited basis;] 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Ji.n~elyno~ 

s. ~iller 
Director 
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June 1, 1992 

Mr. Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative 
645 G. street 
Anchorage, Ak. 99501 

Dear Sir: 

JUN 0 4. REC'D 

Director, Restoration Team 

rYf-APWG 
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This letter offers testimony for possible use for the Restoration 
Framework - Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Plan. 

I am a property owner on Shuyak Island where, oil from the spill 
did touch my property with minimal damage, if any. 

After a lifetime in the Kodiak Isla,nd group and activity on Shuyak 
Island s i nce 1928, it wasn't hard to observe the flight patterns of 
bir ds coming of the great arc of the Gulf of Alaska , stopping in 
Shuyak near my p lace, then at o t he r times observe d at Kiz i uyak Bay 
o r other areas on their way to t he south end o f Kodiak where they 

, cross the Shelikof Straits and find the pass to Becharoff Lake and 
beyond. 

~y concern is with the diminishing returns of these flights after 
the spill resulting in a smaller percentage available along the 
route for subsistence use~~and~he building of a program to scout 
and catalog and possibly propagate this chain of life for a ten 
yea~~eriod which would involve biologists, ornithologists and the 
lik~ The [esults of such a program should be aimed at recovery of 
the species affected by the spill along the route and continued 
good use for all Alaskans from the chain of lif~ 

QC consider the acquisition ' of land secondary unless it directly 
helps to advance the promotion of the species involve~ 

Nei 
303 Wilson Street 
Kodiak, Alaska 99615 

CC: Alaska Federation of Natives 

4 



.!Ot Nell A. Sargent 
~ 303 Wilson Street 

Kodiak AK 99615 

JUN 0 4 HEC'D 

,, 

Mr. Dave Gibbons 
Acting Administrative Director, Restoration Team 

645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

.... ~:5"'. 
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4, 1992 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 "G" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 JUN 04 REC'D 

•••• .. . -. 

The Oil Reform Alliancel/ would like ~o recommend that the 
Trustee Council incorporate the following two issues. as part of 
the Restoration Framework. 

Issue 4t'l: "User Friendly" Synopsis of Oil Spill Data 

Ilhe Oil Reform Alliance recommends that the Trustee Council 
develop a "user friendly" synopsis of its oil spill datq_,that is 
oriented towards, and widely distributed to, the public~ 

The Tr uste e Counci l rel eased in April 1992 t he l a t est and most 
informative of a series of restoration documents. ~ost of the 
information compiled by the ,Trustee Council starkly contrasts 
information released by Exxon during the last three years, yet 
t he public may be unaware o f the i mpor tance o f these data b ecau s e 
the presentation is not oriented to th,e lay perso,!Q The Trustee 
Council's report is geared more for scientists and technical 
persons. 

In contrast,[.Exxon's )li).en~i barrage· of "spill science" is 
attract-ively laid out in s ort glossy brochures wi-th color 
photographs and drawings· this ~sinformation~ampaign 
specifically targets the public2lJ 

' Part: of the goals and objectives of the public. participation plan. 
of the Trustee Council is to: 

"* (provide the public with information and resources to A... 
evaluate proposals and programs independently; an~ 

1/The Oil Reform Alliance is a coalition of envirormental, 
recreational user and commercial fishing groups which formed 
after the Exxon Valdez oil spill to reform oil industry 
activities that can adversely impact communities on social . 
economic and environmental levels. 
2/For exaJD.ple, refer to "Sea Otters Thrive in Prince William 
Sound, Alaska" (February 1991); "Water Quality In Prince William 
Sound and the Gulf of Alaska" (March 1991); "Two Years After 
Conditions in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska" 
(October 1991). 

---- ..... ,.. .... 
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* @.isseminate info~mation to the publ~ concerning the 
restoration process in .a, timely m.anner:J (pg. 11 Vol. I) 

Development of a "\.lser friendly" synopsis of the Trustee's oil 
spill data on an annual basis is a justifiable expense of 
restoration funds to increase the public's independent 
comprehension of spill-related injuries and evaluation of 
restoration programs. 

Issue #2: Long-Term Epidemiology Study of Clean Op Workers 

[ihe Oil Reform Alliance reco1lllll.ends that the T·r-~stee Council 

5 

develop and implement a-long-term epidemiology study to monitor Co 
health of workers involved with oil spill clean up, including 
those who worked with the bioremediation compound Inipol.:J 

In April 1992, the Boston Globe reported that "a handful .. of 
Alaska oil-spill workers have filed . lawsuits claiming latent 
health problems fro• exposure to crude oi 1 vapor and Inipol 
(attached). Followup storie~ by the Boston Globe, the Anchorage 
Daily News and the Anchorage Times (attached) and extensive 
interviews by KCHU radio Valdez have revealed one confirmed death 
from Inipol and possibly 11 hundreds 11 more victims of petroleum- or 
Inipol-related poisonings fro• the oil spill clean up. According 
to ~he articles and interviews, Veco and Exxon are denying that 
Inipol is toxic and downplaying the.importance of the pending 
toxic exposure lawsuits. 

The settlement documents. specify that the use of restoration 
trust funds must be linked to injuries resulting from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill.~. study of · latent health problems incurred by 
clean up workers rerating to over exposure to crude oil vapors 
and clean up chemicals is clearly a justifiable use of 
restoration funds;) 

- . 
~n epidemiology study would . increase the public's understanding 
of spill-related injuries, specifically, t:he health risks 

in 

associated._ with expo~e to crude oil vapors and clean up 
compounds~ Further, an epidemiology study could minimize such 
human health risks in uture spills by leading to improvements 
protective clothing and safety training, and to development of 
bioremediation compounds which do not contain carcinogens like 
Inipol~ .-----------~ 

The Oil Reform Alliance appreciates the opportunity to 
participate in the restorat.ion process. 

Sincerely, 

~~oo-
Riki Ott. President 

lloclmU lD lilldtr 
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Illness tied to ExxOn cleanup 
is cited in spate of lawsuits 

By Wllllam P. COI.!llhlin 
Ol.OBt STI\rF' 

A handful o!volun~ AlaskA oil­
l'ipill W<.!rkm and a tugboat eapt.nin, 
who have filed suits claiming they 
were poi110ned by e>--po11urc to a ~rn· 
bmatton of l'!tude oil vapor and to:de 
ckmnup <~gents after the Exxon V41~ 
dez :~pilL may constilu~ the tip of a 
legal icc~rg. 

·Three suite scekinjl rru1liuns o! 
cloll!ll'¥ in dnm:lgll~ hnve been filed in · 
.AlMka and fedenl cou1~ Environ­
mcntalit~t$ and P«~ple bwolvud in the 
cleanup eay m~rny more such suits 
may be filed as potential Victil'l'IS 
ti,lce illnesses bat:k to their oil spm · 
work. 

Randall Sca.t1ctt, a pnrtner in 
Ml:lvin BC!lli's San Fr.md9eo luw 
!irm, is bringing one o! the three 
~uit.!l. "and we are getting five t3lla a 
dny on these types of casa3. ... We 
ulone euuld end up with 200 to 300 of 
these ro:-.cs." 

Belli Pttid his nnn alr()8dy has UJ>' 
w1u'di of 1,500 suits stemming trom 
the epill, mol!t of them ag~o~lnst 
E:uon Corp. on beh.al! or fishermen, 
canneri~s, and other bu..'\ine..'l.aes th11t. 
h:~d lo~C$. 

Named as derendantB in the 
thrae personal· injury suite are 
Ex.xon Corp. and· two 8ULsidim1es, 
Exxon Shipping Co. and Exxon 
i'ipcllne Co.; Veco Im:. of Anchor­
oge, Exxon's hired supervisory . 
elcnnup futn, and Arctic Tug and 
P.:.ltge Co., also of .A!Ichoruge. 

kt ElQ\on spobsmul'l In Houston 
declined eotiWent, w~ng he won­
de~ed "why thf! to),ic t.'tpoBlll'f lnw­
&ullo; tMde n~." However, olTken 
f<>r other firms eJq>lalned their posi­
tions in intervieW!. 

ScarMt and Geori' M. Kapol· 
ehol<. an ktchorage lawyer, have 
filed one suit on beh.nlf o! Timothv 
Jon Burt of Junea~o~ aJld hu wif~ 
l.aurie Anne. Burt ~·orked for Mar­
t.ech Inc., a firm emplo)·ed by Exxon 
tc as:1ist in the cleanup, cleaning 
•ludgc inside large "tncloeed tanks 
wilil high pressure jet sprayers. 

The compln!nt says Burt suf!ered 
''devll.$tating permanent and tQt.ally 

· dlaabl!ng inJuries" and "must rely on 
eompl'l!~~>cd or concentrated oxygen 
to sut tn!n hi& life." ln aeeusing 
Exxon of negligence in hiring an'"in­
wmpctcnt finn," Burt'~ c:laim aleo 
l'DJ'II that. his v.ife had to quit her job 
to cu.re for him. 

·- "ln a complliint filod agnirut Veco, 
Cll;"llen Olsen o! Fairbnnks ~ys she 

· beeurne se,·el·ly iU while she was 
. working for Veeo ut;!ng chemical aol­

ve!'lto to clean elot.M$ used by wotk· 
era who h3d used the c:hernkal In!pol 
to help c!W'l up the ofl spilL She wd 
s~e ~ntinues "to thlff day to surfer 
du:ninl~'h.ed lung cnpacity, div.ine~a. 
3km lesJoru;, headaehea and neuro­
logi~al di~o1'del'i. H 

Veto'$ prellident, Pett L'tathard, 
~Olnmen!Sng 01\ the 5Ult, saJd, ''We're 
ll'l the prveea!l of working to de~r­
nane if people really got lick aa a 
resul~ of Inipol." wthard said the 
chem1ea! u • fertilizer ased to pro­
mote baewia gro'\\'th to break do\l.'ll 
the o!l. 

Ltlllthatd conceded that other 
sua.s have been filed by people w~ 
describe similar symptom~. "But 
whethot·lt wa~ e41u~ed by the f¢ttl1i~· 
er or sorne othn ~Mon, 1 don'~ 
know," I.e:1t:iu.rd said. He said Veco 
prov.llled !lafeguarda, protC!etlve 
~otJnhg 11ld breathini aparalu.s tor 
lt.s workern, &rld ~our position ie we 
don't 6ce how it could have caused 

· any proble!TI4." 
, ln t.he third ease, a federal &Uit 
. filed aga!nat &t'tic Tug and Barge 

Co., Thomas Pickworth of A:rchor­
age, t~on of one of tha owne~ o! the 
company, m11kes claims ,jmilat to 
Olsen's. Plek,vorth's suit r.ay11 Utat 
after "eXpoljUre to toxk tOmP<Jund3 
· · ·.he became ertremtly ill ... 111ld is 

We are getting five 
calls a day on these 
types of cases •••• 

Wi alone could end 
up with 200 to 300 

of Utese cases.' 
ltA.'{DAl.t. SCAitLtiT 

Sa.•t F'rand$CO lalll/{er 

completely disabl¢d frotn duty a.s a 
$enman In nny capacity.~ 

His tugboat and b11rge were 
leased by F.:c<Qn for tile de;mop. 

Jo Anne Pickworth, secrctl\ry 
tteasut@r ot the finn and Thoma3 
Pickworth'e etepmothl!r, said he lx­
crunc.~!l'k after E)Q;on sprayod SQDle 
chemJcal fl'Oil'l a helicopter. 

'"I'llcy thought it Wae flu" Jo 
AJtne Pickworth said. and lat~r ar. 
.. . \oc .,,_ • 

Jo Anne Pickworth said Thom:~..~ 
.eventually was c:~nrnlMd by a doctor 
who dl~gnosed his symptoms &II 

those of chemical rcllction, and he 
was ~ent tD a Dallas c:linic: whtre he 

. ia under treatmenl 

. ··Everyone who au~t.alned. !Ism· 
,_4 -.l lw cltMt' sst~n-;~.t!on &ge w:ti ><uur ... .,. • t . 

, '1 I' ~a\! - that II\, 'llctl.lall)' ~u ting 
. O• 01 ..., by· mhalo.· 
1. 'd ;,.,to th<:lr lungs- or 
~~ M• • f · ~e 
tion of rumea e\!Uf'0-:'6\.ln( !'lim 

roduct." Scm-lett l!a\d. . 
p He lnid the ,•ktim& wer:e ~~· . 

d .. .r .. "~ner,.;~uc:" eombtnat1on 
sone "J • VJ "'.- d" " ·n" of toxinl - fumes, ~nc:lu mg .,en7.t .. , 

toluene, ~.~e. annd o~e~'J~:r: 
cnu of ~e 0 • an · 

n MAed\" h1U'1n1esi tlcamnJ from sup,... • · , to 
agents the worken were gw~:n 
acour awuy the on itllelf. 

"'l'hore 1s no doubt so~~. of th~..:e 
indi"idll.ala ~ going to dla, he !1~~: 

Ue said onlt one treatment c .. ~. 
ter in the Nltion, headed by ~r. W~l­
lilll'T\ Rca i.'l Da\l:~.s, sp~.~liZCs In 
thelle c~. and they now are get­
ti:lg l'inaeasilli numbers of ~ls 
rrom people who "'~e e:<po~ up 
thllre." Rca. deoliMd to Ctlmment. 

David Driver of Augusta, GP.., 
pid he b\,>enme aick ll!tcr he ~ 
aged , Veco Co. barge wt h:uscd 
o\1 spill workeT!I, but has rcco IU' l~ 
He estimates that U,OOO ptop · .. _ ... ,f .. ~sed tD to:t· were unneeet~i'fllo[u ,...., .• 
m~ . 

The crodal part or the sl.ory. he 
'd ''is that these pc:op1e .vulun­

sm 'ed and were tr)'irog to c\c:u'l up 
~ environmtnt. Md now th~Y a'·e 
getting vv.ry sick." 

~mfltckr 
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Oil-spill workers sue, claim chemicals made th~m sick 
Bv ROSAHftE PAGANO 
rt.e ... sso:iated Press 

A &roup of Exxon \'aldn 
~leanup '<fOr!t.e:-s b seet.iD« 
mllliom or C.olls~ !n oom· 
~1ua:ion tor illnesses lh•y 
5s,y ate linked to ~liJIOS'.1re :o 
:r X.e oil !umas a."'li deaplng 
asenes. 

IIIII Jb2?LL2 
say lh&l :hrouglaoul tbe 
cl~anup - wt.lch h Enle."'ag 
its fourth year - th.e corapa­
ey be:lev!!d it and :t! ton­
ln.c1ors had .ccmp".ifd wl:b 
!&~ely r!gulalicm. 

Ge>rgE 1\( KaJ:ok:ho~c sa.ld 
Wednesday bls cli'!ot, Ca"la 
Dr.v'!r. ha:i llng•rint st.ln 
r.r·cob :enu c~uu!:J by ex;>o­
" ure that K.apol~h:1k sayt 
vi·olated Occu;>atbnal Safe­
ly a:lC. H~allh Ad.llllnblra­
Lo:t n:lu. 

ming !rom the txxon Valdu 
tanker ~c:ldmt. rt was lt.e 
wont. o il 'J:II . In U.S. :1lst~ 
ry. • 

T"ne ~ults liled In fedenl 
'Uld state :o.~ru n1111ne !.x~t(ln 
·:o., ., Exxon Shippl.ng Cot?. 
an<J,, Exxoo Pipeline C·>., as 
71el'las !wo lt-cli ccntra.cto7s 

-tbat supp!led clea.nup h~lp 
follovrtn,; th~ ll-mLill·>n-gal­
lCin .S::Jill ia 1989. 

Ali EXJt.~n tpol:es111an 111 
Ancborag• decll:u:d eom· 
rr.eqt Wec!ne~d•l· on the · 
pendf11C ht~nul h, • eJCO!pl · to 

~e of tho! lawsdts Is s~t 
br trial In stale court !:.ere 
ae:d 11'.onth. [I asks unspt<:if· 
tee iamt~ br an AullJIIa, 
Ga., maD who C.ime nortla to · 
nanage a baqe ·tne.l housed 

Driver's 'ul I n.a:nes I he 
local o!Uield service oompa· 
oy Veer> fllternllllDnaL · • 

'/ t!CC• 'NAS EJClCC•n S prl;ne 
c>ntractc•r.!:lll" til~ multibll,­
llon dollOP' cleu.u!) stene' 

P~t>. l.mttu rd, V !Cl )re"' · 
dent, said We:lr:~day U:e 
co;npan~ telted Its worken 
and ;no vi:lfd pro:e:tlve 
clc.lhin( ;nd «•a~ to CUird 
aglbsl toxic eY.plstne. 

.. ':'o my k :~cwledge, evuy­
lh:ng ~as deerr.ed sale," 
l.eath:.rd raid 

ell-spill ,..,tken. . 
Ancho)'age-base<l lawyer P.etM aee Pwge B--l, SiollL 

SPI~L: Exxon. Valdez .c:leanup workers file tav1suits, . allege chemicals make them sick 
.-1-- 'I·' c:WclnuKI rnm ·.P~gf e-t 1 "h~ 1ct sic~ l~c · )·~I'S &i<· 

L. --------"-----l w~lle worklr.e al 8 "cle.:~nu~ 
O~i• e~ told '/atdel ~adio sl :e l:t S~l·icv ' a, aboul l~C: 

KCEU lit! was caplain of a mllts S•luthwed of A.:lchor· 
barge t bal hDu!ed wo:lre1s aee on Kachen>ak Bay. 
d~aal11g oU~ bee.<hts with a ThE suf1 a~k~ ~or to:l'l;><On· 

End c.'llld · He has !evere 
t.eadachn, he't ~t lo drlig 
srou:>C: •n cx:rsen ·.ant o~nd 
t.e 's got a whole bost of 
ctt.er .. f') t lems,'' Kapo .chak 
said. · 

chemical tnowr. •s rnlpol. 5allon f·>r pain and siJUerlng 3urt. sa:-~ h!: ·Nu wo:ld11g 
A;tl\cugh the · crew lifas . tor 3ur1 and his wife, Laude · t A -" b .. 

told It wat sa~e. Driver .. l:l A•n •s ·~ell a• th • ·.~Is ol . . ~a n"uora4e· awe.,. Ma:-- - .. • ~ • ~ l~h lr:c:. b June 1!199 ·.vhen 
be re~us«i to work any- ., m.edlcal car. ar.d .retabl:ita- he \VIS giver. cn;y a nrin ~u:C 
Ylhere r:eu Ln lnlpol dt! tl<ln. · sod 1 p~pe1 fitter rna-'k as 
aner he !o•Jnd out U:e d :<!mi- "J :,elit~ nm is 'No~e he was Hnl :n to clean era de 
cal o:-caslonally caused .,,1 U:an ·a· qu.adriJ:IEg~c." oil ruld•Je collectled in two 
~~~~J:e~<lw up in «-·o.~k- Kapoleh:>k 1ald.. tUJk~. 

Kapo~~h-lk sdc he a :.SO ··we·~ got a illY who ;, 'Tht l~wsutt says o>r:e ot 
\\·a~ rt>pretenlln.r Tlmolh)' perrr,anently ·ihohled at <-2 Ute taaks was 1~ IMI tall 
Burt o ~ Jun~au, whD ~!alms yurs •>ld. wile 's got a ••ile and had a hatth h tt.e I"CCof 

t<~r ventLa:lon' Burt nys .he ·• v.p u an nld~ to th"~·Go\•, 
spe~l ab:>Lt l hor~e h.o;.~r.s In st .. ve Co.,..per, iald Vlednet­
one tar.k an.t .1bou1 91) :n .n- da;o U:e tirst six ~ks !o~ ­
u:es In tbe othet. H .. us!d s h•;~hl! tte !(>:II we~ ";~ 
h:g.~·pte$SIHe sleall\ ho:se oonfus.nJ ti.nt. ~ 
that , Ka poldtok clnirr.s , .. l>ly penonal be.lcf h 
f<-rxi!d :ox 1: vLp•H> into l:1E t!lo;rf w ES it:s11 ftldent r:loni-
ai r f<lr Burt lC· inhale. t:>ring o~ 'N<Ir:(ers lhen but 

Complainb abr>u.t impn:p- r.ol kno'JI:I@ly, or ~liJS'It· 
er gea~ and Sdfety pro<e· ly. ' · P·.p~r sal:l. 
dur!:! date :o tho! eartint .. ,! 1vas j-J91 that DObCd7 
phas es of clta:tLp, when kn-!.,.. w.1at tte:r W-!r! deal­
cre•;:s ret urrlr.g lrtoiT. oily bl! with. :t was a 0011 fus:n& 
Prince Witl.am ~ou11d time." 
h<!a1:hes s1i:l ~rude o:l •~ ?i;>er, ,.ho r-e:Sltly re-
W:!'~ making thE-m 1lck. sl~ed alhr nearl!' t ·11o 

Erde Piper, ~h:> was ~.s- yoeus as lbe s:a:e s on-!cen~ 
>i~ned to rno.1Hor tho! c).;!tll'l· ~'lor-c:ina:or, s~i4 :,_<! Ci(. not 

00 

kno.w s:.ec:llics ;;! :he .latest 
law5ulti. 

But :.e •a .d •JcrJ:e:-s ts· 
dgned ~slate '"' .:uty tollo"'­
in~ tho! ~pi! . in Marcia m ;ghl 
llill luwe been ~xpos~d to 
•:rude oil i:r .t<.n:s such u 
'Jen2ene. 

":'ve \Hen p:eat1 critical 
)( Euo:~ lor a lot .,, 
lhln(s." Piper tald , "but !or 
the mast part, giver. the 
hardship! ct what was out 
the~ al\d runnir.g a ~a:ety 
pro~nm, the:1 did a pnotty 
.{ood job. Th~y ·.v~no g~no.a ­
.noel11 ~ardul . " 
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Workers allege illnesses tied to Exxon Valdez cleanup 
tlrl. By RCSANI~E PAGANO 

PSSCoCKEL> PFESS 

Exxon Shipping Cc·rp. and Exxc;n 
Pipeline Co., all well as two IOCll 
ooritroctors tb~ supplied clmm:.p 
help fo>UO'Yin, the nearlt 11 mil­
lien gaBon spU ir. :989. Il was 
the IIYOI"$t oil t!pill iJl U.S. hi<!tory. 

d eaa up - w hic·n is en-;erin6 its 
i>urth year. - the c:ompar.y be­
lieved i ; a.r.c:l its conlractora had 
com;>lied ·with ::a rety t'Eg'.Wtio.'lE. 

Ancnc•ragc-based lawy~r 

Jilfiald service -:mnp.!lny VECO 
Urt:.€rnat.i.onal. 

A group o( &JC>:on Vald6Z 
cleanLp .,..orkers i:$ l!eel:.ing mil· 
lioa5 of dolla:"ll in C(•mpensaliun 
f.1r illne&.~ they say are linked to 
expasu~ Lo erude oil :"ume! a11d 
cle!Uling agm:.s. 

T:1e suits t11ed n\ federa: and 
sh:.t.e courts name E)(l(on Cart= :; 

· An E!o:o01 spoke:u:u:n in Anch­
Cintge declir.ed oomment W Erlne:J­
day ·on the pending lawn:il3, e:<· 
cept b say f'lat throughout lbe 

Cne of the ~a·.v~uits is set fo>r 
lr:al i11 sta le ct>urt h<!re nut 
mont h. It r..Hks unspeci.6oo dam· 
A~s t'o:- l.n !\u~sta, Ga., r:um 
whc· caklle north t•> manage a 
lxu-ge that housed oi\spiD work· 

Gwr~e M. Kapolcbok said Woo· 
:l€Sday his cli~nt, Davi:l Driver, 
:us lingeriag skin protl~ms 
•:s•.ued b1 exp:>~:ure tJut 1\apol­
chok ~ay$ ·riolated Oc.'Cupll~ional 
Safet)' and Healb Adm·.nist.ra· 
:ion rules 

Dr.v;,r's suit names the J.:>cal 

\'EOO o.wa3 E!JOCOn's ~rime a:.n· 
:ractcr far tt.e multibillion-dollar 
-:leanup ~t.emm:ng fum the 
8;n<on Valdez tanker ac:c:dent. 
VECO lnt.€.mat.i.onal i3 :>wr.ed by 
Bill t\llen. 

Pe:e Lealh:nd, 'IECO preJi· 
Bee Cleanup, back page 

) 

Cleanup 
g~~~~~ ~~~ pa~ ~f~~ 
dml, :mid w~dlle:;chw the Ullm)-1\· 
n) tested it3 'l.'or:<(l'S, Mod provid· 
ed p-t,tt.cli ~e cbthin!( ar:d b'l:)ar to 
guard against l:llcic e.O(.,:()!)ure. 

"'l'o ny bxJ...,.Jedge, e•ret)'thing 
~Yas deemed ~are," ~alh'll'd !!Eid. 

D•·iver tol::l ValdEz radio 
I<CHU he 1vas capfflir:,cf 1 barge 
Hut rou~ worke;-s cleanirgoily 
be11ch;,s wi:h li chemical kwwn 
as lnipol. 

Althwgl·. the ~n!\ol was tol-:i it 
wr.s ~are, Criv~r said he re:Used 
In wnrk a .1ywhere near ;tn lnipo>l 
si~ af..e~· he fot:.nd Dul the chemi­
cal coctasi:>nalh :amed hiOJd 1o 
sb&o.w up in \V(•rkers' urine. 

.., Knpolch->k 5Did he also was 

to,wo y~ &g>> whf.e wor~ a l a 
deanup 3ite ia Seldo\-i.a , about 
tEO rr.il>-S SI}Lthwest of Ancho:-age 
•>t: Kache:nal; Bay. 

The suit a :!lks fo1· ro:npE:mati•)l: 
:o:· pain and suffe ri r g for Bun 
a.r.d his wifu, laurie Ann, ru1 Wo!ll 
as the coau Jf medical t-are and 
re;tabi I it.ation. 

"Iloelieve ':lm is wm"$e Jf.' than 
a quodriplqic,' l':apokhok sni:l. 

"W?:'ve got a guy who is p;!'lma· 
· nen:IJ r.l i3e b:ed a l 3'2 yea rs o ld, 
whds gilt a wife and child . He Ius 
:se·,en:· he:i.cache~. ht:'s g>>t to dra~ 
al'lUld an o':ygen tat.k and h~'s 
got a wh•>l~ ho-st l)f other p roD· 
~mll," l<apol.chok said . . 

Burt :says he was wt.Tl:ing f.>r 
Ar1chon:.g.rbased Mutech Inc. in 
.Tune :999 whe:1 he Wl'S given o:t· 
ly a rah suit aJld a paper lllter 
mas·~ as he 11.•as s ent i.n bJ clet:n 
crude oil :-eiidt:e colled~d in lo.wo 
tanks. 

The ~awsuil says •m e of t.t.e ,'""""~:>-------------representing 1'imo:hy Burt nf 
c:J~ 0 ~ IQ C ~ Cl ,Juneau who dairto.tl he go>l sick 

~ ~ c;:' ~ ~ '\~ ~ 1·----------------------­
!: ;'l :g ~ :s ?a. 
~- g :IE ~ ::E L~ 6 

G')-.'"a~if 
~ :IE ' :I 
G> c.;) ~ ;-

tm<:l; Wl'S H-reet.t.all a~d had & 

hat=h in the roc:of for veol;i]atic•n. 
Burt says h~ 9pe:1t E.bJut. three 
hour~ in on~ tan~ and aoout :)0 
mir.ute~ ·in the ubu. He used E. 
higil-pressure. st.ea,, hose that. 
-KlpoiChok clai:n3, fat'ood loxit \'8· 
pors ·.nw the .ot.ir for B-Jrt to in· 
hale. 

The Eo<~ton Globe r£,ported 
S11r.d~s thai Melvin Belli'.~ S11n 
Fra.1.<is."l0 law tirm was recei·ring 
:alh :laily from rom\Cr cleanup 
1'/i)~ers :md ha:l t.aken at. least 
->r.eofthe lavrsui:.s. 

Comp~aints al:o·Jt improper 
gear ar.d safety p:"'oodures date 
:0 Lhe Earlie...~ phases of cleanup, 
whEn c:rews returning ll->n oily 
?fince \"i'illiam Sour.d l:caches 
said c:ude uil fumtS wera :nakillg 
th!!m sick. 

Ernie Piper, who> 'NIS a.."Signtd 
lA> n·.onioo:- th~ dean up aJ an aide 
lo then-Go ... Stev~ Cowper. ~-.d 
W~esday the first _,ix wrek.s fol-

lowing l.l:e spiD · w~r~ ·~confusing ~­
ti.:ne.' 

''A~y J:e~sonal belie:· is there 1 
was :nsuf"ident monitoring of ' 
warke111 then, but n:Jl kno\<'ingly, 
ot· negligent!_•( f>irer said . "'t was ~wt tlwt noiJOdy knc:w 
what lhey were dealing with. It 
w~ a C•Jnfusing lime: 

Piper, \"ho •·eccnt!y ··~lligned 
arter nenl.r ;\•o yetus as tile 
:~tare's •m-~ne :oord:n:1tor, ~aic 
lle did not know specilics oJf lilt: 
late3t kwsuits. 

But he 3aid workers li3Signed 
as late ru. .:uty followi'l.g the l!pill 
in Mar:l: mig:1t still h11ve l:een 
exposed L> cnJc.e oil initanu mch 
as benzene. 

"['ve bee11 ? lenty crilie.al 1>f 
~XXDII li>r a lo~ of thing.s,e P:p->...r 
said, "bnt f(•l' tl-.e most part, given 
the h~tds!-.ips of what was out 
there ll:1d runni:11: a aat'Ety pm­
gram, they d:d a pretty goo<.l joo. 
Tt.e:r "'ere genuineiy careful ... 
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The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) appreciates this opportunity to conunent on 
the Restoration Framework for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. This framework is set out in a 
document entitled Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration, Volume I: Restoration Framework 
dated April 1992. Conunents h~ve been requested by June 4 by the Trustee Council. 

NRDC has been carefully monitoring the damage assessment and restoration planning process 
for the Exxon Valdez oil spill for the last three years. We believe that it is essential that this 
process be carried c:)Ut with the utmost care since what happens with respect to this spill will 
1\erve ~s R. mod~l for oil ~mills tw~rvwh~ri".:J~l.~ full rnno~ of imn~r.ts T~snltino fmm this ~nill 
must oonunue w oe CJlplorea w Ulat Ult: 1uu~nu, ~UDlt:Ulal t:Ut:el!i, as weu as Ult: IlllintX.llat.e -z. 
impacts of this massive oil spill are well documented] 

We are pleased that the scientific data from the studies carried out to date by the federal and 
state governments are finally to be made available so that the public will have full access to 
the findings so far. However,1we strenuously object to the state's failure to release t'le 
economic studies that indicate 1fie valuation of the natural resource damages of the spill. ~ 
Without this infomiation, it is impossible to assess the full ramifications of the spil!] 

At the same time thatill_ is important that the assessment and restoration process be carried out 
carefully, the process should not be used as an excuse for foregoing key restoration options in 4 
t.~e interim.] There are a number of proposed timber sales, for example, on lands which 
provide important habitat for species such as marbled murrelets and harlequin ducks which 
were adversely affected by the spill. Timber harvesting could subject these species to further 
environmental insult and could also harm other spill-impacted species, such as wll_d salmon 
and cutthroat trout which utilize streams adjacent to such lands. (!reventing this timber 
harvesting is crucial for the restoration of these important specie_!] ~ather than allow the 
opportunity to acquire such rights to slip by, the Trustees should identify and immediately 
undertake interim actions to acquire such rights] [he framework document is inadequate in 
that it fails to provide for such interim actions or to establish a process for canying out such 
actions before the final restoration plan is finalized] 

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

COMMENTS ON CHAPTER II (PUBLIC PARTICIPATION) 

1 

For the public to participate meaningfully in the damage assessment and restoration planning 
process, it is essential that they have access to the scientific data (including summaries, 
reports, scientific interpretation and conclusions) showing the extent of injury to date, the 
continued availability of oil for uptake by marine and terrestrial organisms, etc. [.o facilitate 
the public's access to that data, a notice should be issued to all interested parties (e.g., all B 
those who have conunented on the damage assessment and/or restoration framework as new 
information is filed with the Oil Spill Information Center -- infonning people of the title of 
the report(s), the form(s) the data are in, the period of time the study covers, etcl]This will 
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( alert people to the availability of this information in a timely way and in a way that will 
allow them to obtain the information they most want in the form they can handle. 

~ believe that it is very important that the public advisory committee be given a substantial q 
role in the damage assessment and restoration planning procesS] The only way this will be 
accomplished isig it has some real independence from the Trustee Council and has the 10 
capability to review and assess different restoration options] In the long run, a strong and 
independent advisory committee wilJ stand the process and the Trustees in much better stead 
than a committee that merely rubber-stamps what the Trustees do or that has no clear role 
greater than the role provided the general public through participation in the restoration 
process. 

To make the public advisory committee effective, we recommend: ~independent staff and 1 l 
a separate budget for the advisory committee sufficient tn permit independent review and 
analysis of the damage assessment and of the restoration proposalsiJand§t important and l"1. 
concrete role for the advisory committee, for example each year formulating a proposed set of 
restoration ~ro.i;cts to,.the Trustee ~ouncil tha~ the Co~cil woul~ ~a~e to consider and either 
accept or reJec,!j [0 make the adv1sory conumttee· credtble, the mdtvtdual named to serve on 
the committee should be someone nominated by the interests he/she is selected to represent 1":::> 
and each of the identified interests should have a representative on the committee] 

CHAPTER Ill (RESTORATION PLANNING TO DATE) 

Reference is made to the fact that the rate and adequacy of natural recovery may be 
considered when evaluating restoration measures.(p. 17) ijowever, there is great uncertainty 14 
in most cases concerning the timing and completeness of natural recovery. Therefore we urge 
that such consideration not be used as a reason against undertaking restoration actions which 
will clearly benefit the affected speciefl J!he potential for natural recovery should not be used \ S 
as an excuse for no actio€1 

CHAPTER V (PROPOSED JNJURY CRITERIA) 
. ~~ 

!]he definition of injury to natural resources is too constraine4) ~loss which may be due to 17 
exposure to oil spilled by the TN Exxon Valdez should be considered a consequential injury] 

\ 'b ~ertainty should not be required] E_articularly important, the words "significant" should be 1 ~ 
eliminated from the definition of loss] Declines in productivity or populations, for example, 
should be considered a loss whether they can be characterized as significant or not. The data 
may not be available as yet to determine whether the injury is significant; or the data may be 
ambiguous about the significance of the injury. It would be counterproductive to require a 
showing of significance before restoration could be undertaken. 

Similarly,(!he definition of natural resource services should not turn on a showing of 
significance] 

:. i ~ ~ ~ 
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Because of our concerns about factoring natural recovery into the restoration planning 
process, ~e recommend that the document state in the last sentence of page 41 that: "it would Zl 
be worth considering" rather than "may be worth considering" restoration optiontJ 

CHAPTER VII (SCOPE OF POTENTIAL RESTORATION ALTERNATNES) 

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

TWe strongly recommend that the conceptual approach to the analysis of restoration options be 
that set forth in F~ 7 rather than in Figure B \!!,abitat protection and acquisition should 
not be the restoration option of .last resort, but one considered simultaneously with other 
options. There is no reason that this optio~hould be treated last when in our view it will be 
the most valuable and effective option of al!J 

~e also believe that natural recovery should be considered simultaneously with other options 
rather than considered firsQ Natural recovery may not prove as rapid or effective as 
restoration and should be compared to other options rather than set on a different plane. 

0:'e are very concerned about one of the options proposed for consideration--Option 32, to 
establish a restoration endowment using all of the available proceeds from Exxon.(p. B-373] 
To put all the settlement money into an endowment would mean that very little would be 
available in the initial years for any significant acquisition of important habitat. This option 
would essentia11y be foreclosed--a terrible mistake, which would remove from the Trustees' 
restoration options one of the most valuable possible uses of the money. 
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l"!·r Dave Gibbons 
Restoration Team 

De.:n~ !"!;~ Gibbons 

\ 
('~ ................ ~:!!f I - <.. 

:=)am Boohel~ 

4387 Roswell Rd 
Augusta, Ga 30907 
22 May, 1992 

After watc~i~g Wally Hinkle on the TV snow 60 Minutes. 

~on~ev-ned as to how tne funds wi!l be SPenL. 
[]do Plans call for the restoring and preserving of the 

coas~al ecosystem or will it be spe~t to develop the area to 
f ac U i tate m~ n 's exploitation of the coastal ecosystem]? 

::_ offer t.hat ~Jally Hink1e ha.s no compunction as to hovJ 
he would use these funds to support h1s ouilding Programs. 
I offer ~nat his croposed uses are in conflict with the 
orjqinal Jntent in obtaining these funds . 

. ''·1v -f;yst c·once-.-·n· ic- +-ner;:,p.,..ecoe·r'J"'.,.;On 0"",- •·J'Ic'li-fc , , ! , ... • <.,.... • ' I , _... ~ ,_., ' L..!:::.i .._, I ........_ ._......, • or· ..L ,..L.. -. • '-• 

habi t.s: that dePend on Ancient Forests. In the .J-e-t;:rer 48 we -z. 
n2\/(=: dest.rQ~\ii. r-t_:_,u.s_ll>1 all of .:)u.J-s.. That ~~.Jhich is left 

fL~J.:':~t ~:~z~ ~:·~·:ci;,J . ,. ,.-, : c .._.:... """) ; ~ ·-- __ ..,::: v ....; : k T , _ J , / 3 :.;. ._.c\...unu conce1 .. J • ..:.Ul,e ... c • ..t...L;;'::I c.:: ,,ou.ta .. .:.Slana D) 

its owne;~s ( i\lative America:ls) for develoPmerrtJ IJ:... offe1· that 4 
anv funds used to preserve this Island network and the 
l<,odiak Bear is critical to the bears survivaj] BY last concern and I am sure it is shared ~Y most 5 
Americans is the preservation of Wilderness shorelines:J!I"'f 
this money is not used to fund the Protection of forest~ b 
coastline habitat, Alaska's coastlin~ is going to resemble 
t.he tirnbert=:rl area.s c·f Orc'tgon and ~.Jashi ngt.on stat~- a 
disgrace that wo must all share the blame. 

Any thing you can do to support the above ideas will be 
appreciat.ed. 
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EXXON VALDEZ Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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4780 Cambridge Way 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
June 4, 1992 

JUN 04 REC'D .... 

Comments on the EXXON VALDEZ Oil Spill Restoration Framework and 1992 Draft Work 
Plan, Vols. I and II, date April 1992. 

Restoration activities funded from the joint trust fund are limited to: 

* Restoring * Replacing 

* Enhancing * Rehabilitating 

* Acquiring equivalent natural resources injured as a result of the spill and for reduced 
or lost services provided by such resources 

0vailable data (until recently) indicates baseline information of injured resources in the 
spill area are limited and in some cases, completely absent. To this extent, it is difficult to 
determine the naturally operating relationships of the ecosystems, within the areU Further, it is 
suggested that the impacts of the oil spill have been identified for at least 500 miles away from 
Bligh Reef (pollack, p. 36 Vol 1). Conversely, song birds were not documented as being injured 
and bald eagles were not "measurably affected"-"in Prince William Sound" (p. 30 and 27 
respectively). Ifhe impact to~ bald eagle populations was not discussed.:J 

Recommendation 1: IThe area of concern, or impact area, attributable to the EXXON VALDEZ 
be identified for each resource or services impacted] 

Rationale: This will assist the public in understanding the importance of the various resources 

3 

and their habitats and potential impacts from subsequent restoration plans and for proposed 
federal and state resource development, protection, or enhancement programs. For example, 
would a resource development program, such as timber harvest or a new resort, in an oiled area 
add to already stressed conditions attributable to the Spill? Would the same resource 
development program in an unoiled area affect the rate of recovery of damaged resources in an 
oiled area? Would the same resource development program in either an oiled or unoiled area 
impact the biodiversity of the spill area as a whole or a significant part? ~tter public 
understanding of the impacted resources and its distribution is needed. This would facilitate 4 
public input to federal and state plans and for subsequent permits to use public resources in the 
Spill area.J 

1 



( Recommendation 2: 1Qse consistent descriptors for describing resource impacts associated with 
the Spill,] 

Rationale: IThis will assist the public in understanding the degree of impact so that an 
independent assessment can be made of the proposed restoration activity or proposed federal or 
state land use authorization/plan] Most of Vol. I describes impacts between oiled and unoiled 
area in terms of percent change of a life stage. Cutthroat trout, however, discusses mortality 
in term of percent difference between oiled and unoiled streams (p. 32). Since the overall 
population of cutthroat trout is small, the rate of mortality can not be judged on the same basis 
as sea otters or Orcas. 1!hese descriptors should be used consistently by all resource planners 
in the Spill area to facilitate public understandin~ 

~p A compliance documents prepared before the Spill and those prepared before the 
complete damage studies are available need to be re-evaluated to determine whether the proposed 
action would cause an unexpected cumulative impact to resources or uses damaged by the Spi~ 

Recommendation 3: ~ch federal_ action agency should review its pending actions in the light 
of the recently released information. This can best be done through a professional review of the 
cumulative impacts analysis originally prepar~(see CEQ 40 CFR 1508.8 and 1502.14, 
1502.15, 1502.16, a.Tld 1508.9). 

Rationale: Public input to existing, approved plans for federal and state lands in the Spill area 
were without benefit of the knowledge just now becoming public. Prior NEPA compliance is, 
therefore, potentially incomplete since there may not have been a rigorous discussion of the 
potential impacts of biodiversity or on the rate of recovery of impacted or stressed environmental 
components in the Spill area. 1Ihis Recommendation would include describing and evaluating 
cumulative impacts on resources and uses. in inter-relationships of oiled and unoiled areas 
associated with the Spill for potential impacts to the rate of recoverf] Do unoiled areas act as 
reservoirs for natural recovery? Are there especially sensitive areas, such as sheltered bays, in 
the oiled and unoiled areas that act as basic genetic reservoirs for the ecosystems in the Spill 
area? 

Recommendation 4: lJ;ch state agency should develop a review process for pending actions 
similar to that sugges in Recommendation 3 for federal actionsJ 

Recommendation 5: Th- specific, coordinated public involvement process should be developed 
for Recommendations 4 and 5 J 

Acquisition of private lands creates polarized controversy. Restricting uses of public 
resources on state or federal lands also creates controversy. Unless condemnation authority 
exists, acquisitions of private lands takes funding and a willing seller and a willing buyer. 
Restriction of uses on public lands, except for limited emergency conditions, requires a lengttry 
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public involvement process. Frequently federal or state enabling legislation is required. Courts 
are increasingly asked to intervene, further delaying the final decision and ultimate 
implementation. Resource development programs (timber harvest, hatchery operations, lodges, 
subdivisions, roads, airports, marinas, anchor buoys, . etc.) create a variety of primary and 
secondary economic assets and liabilities. These economic changes extend throughout and well 
beyond the Spill area. 

llhere is an opportunity to reduce, or eliminate controversy thtough about resource 
development/preservation/use in the Spill by prudent use of the Restoration funds] 

Recommendation 6: ffixplore the option of acquiring timber rights for the period that it would 
take for a cut-over area to return naturally to its present existing conditio~!] 

Rationale: Lands are not removed from the tax roles and other uses, such as marinas and 
specified term lease subdivisions, could generate income. This also leaves to the future the 
decision on the proper role of timber resources in the natural ecosystem and in the state and 
local economy. 

Recommendation 7: tbcquisitiori of resources with Restoration funds should identify and 
compensate for net secondary economic gains that would have been realized if the resource were 
not purchased] . 

Rationale: In addition to the in-place value of a resource (such as timber, hatchery site, or a 
commercial recreation use) there are secondary economic gains that are impacted when a 
proposed use is foregone. These include tax revenues from the operation of a local sawmill and 
local suppliers, taxes paid by workers, sales taxes generated by suppliers, etc. [(he Forest 
Service has developed economic models to display the economic impact to local communities 
from timber operations in Alaska. This methodology should be used in determining the extent 
of secondary impact to the local communitief] These modeled secondary economic gains should 
be paid directly to the concerned local community to assure that there are no cumulative 
economic losses resulting from the Spill as a result of a Restoration action. ~yment for 
secondary economic losses to the local community should be on a "net" basis. This takes into 
account the fact that local utilities, schools, or other public services would not be stressed, 
upgraded, or expanded] 

Recommendation 8: @estoration funds should be used as matching funds for state and federal 
grants in the Spill area. These sources should be identified immediateli] 

Rationale: [he Restoration fund has been created from a non-public source. Therefore, these 
monies may be used for matching existing progr;~ Itotential sources of federal matching 
monies include the Land and .Water Conservation un for state programs to acquire private 
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7.:~ 
lands and resources for public outdoor recreation purposeB !ittman-Robertson and Dingell-
Johnson funds also may apply to state wildlife and fishery programs associated with the SpiJ.O 
IThe Land and Water Conservation Fund also is available for federal land and resource inholding 
acquisitio'i] The National Science Foundation supports good science. 

Desires for research and monitoring funding expands to exceed the amount of funding 
available. Examples of research programs and monitoring programs in Alaska that lacked good 
planning and follow through are studies for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS), and 
NPRA. Scientists and state and federal land managers in both cases insisted there were 
important and substantial gaps in the knowledge needed to make good land use decisions. 
Numerous studies were generated and initiated. When the special funding for research or 
monitoring dried-up there was little effort to obtain regular state or federal or scientific 
institutional funding from within an agencies' or researcher's normal budget. This was very 
apparent when Alyeska, after the pipeline was in operation, started asking why a particular 
research program designed to answer construction issues was still underway. Similarly, studies 
on NPRA largely stopped when special Congressional funding ended. Sometimes there is an 
attitude "if not mine, data are not useable". This leads to duplication of effort. Often, 
publication takes years to become available and has only limited distribution. In the meantime, 
land management decisions continue without benefit of the data. One example was the discovery 
of dinosaur fossils in NPRA and federal oil and gas leasing decisions. 

Recommendation 9: \Eesearch and monitoring programs should be within the framework of 
pending management decisions associated with expenditure of the Restoration fund for 
restorationJ 

Rationale: (Each research and monitoring proposal should be within an approved scientific 
design that clearly shows--

* how the proposed expenditure supplies missing data; 
* how that missing data would be used in restoring, enhancing, replacing, rehabilit­

ation, or acquisition of natural resources or services reduced or lost as a result 
of the Spill; 

* other missing d~ta that must be collected or evaluated before the proposal can be used 
in decision making; 

* why the proposed research or monitoring proposal can not be funded from existing 
fund sources and programs; and 

* when and where data and results will be available] 

Recommendation 10: ffiesearch and monitoring programs should generally be funded from 
existing federal, state, and private sources rather than from the Restoration funding] 

Recommendation 11: @esearch and monitoring programs requiring several phases over a period 
of time should not be approved for subsequent funding without data and progress reports being 
subject to peer review and available to the general publii} 

4 

'"2.:2. 



( 

( 

( 

Rationale: There is a perception that research and monitoring are used by state and federal 
agencies and researchers as a means to meet shortfalls in their normal operating budgets or by 
researchers for collection of esoteric data that has no value for land management decisions. 
Recommendations 9, 10, and 11 will help provide better public input and understanding of 
research and monitoring programs paid for by the Restoration fund. 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Trustee Council 

Anchorage, AK 99501 
Attn: Restoration· Framework 

Dear Trustee Council: 

II II ... ..... 1. 

·..-\· • ; ~-:-:: ; i I was visiting the Anthropology Department at Ari~ona State 
University CASU) the other day, I happened upon Volumes 
of the Exxon yaldez Oil Spill Restoration Framework and decided 
to to make some comments on them. I am a MA student ~n 
Bioarchaeology at ASU and am somewhat familiar with cultural 

r· s•sc•lYr· c ·=-· H:a r·;a•;t::;r;-:ent c.T: f,l--~-----~drr.-.~1·.~--.:.'_~.-.-.:._1::. ,: .~_-;,.:,:=.~~L~=-~ .. =_: ·,-~-~.-,- ~-- -~·-·.--_.artr_:.._ 1 ~i~ .1,:. :_t~---i_._ ~L-,L~,: -~-· ! .. ·~-· ~.· ·.~_',:,:1'U E.t s c~ member of the public. ~ .. · _ . _ , = ~- ---
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framework put together for the cultural resources that were 

:~~;r~--~~ti:t ~· i :~:i~~~,-~ :;:::~C ~~•~C ~~~~~ i ~ :·i~: ·i~:e~~~:]. rh~:~e t:::S~:~0-~1 i ~: !.'~E.'~h~-~~1 get 

into more genera} issues as I cJ.ose this letter. 

VOLUME I, APPENDIX B: POTENTIAL RESTORATION OPTIONS 

OPTION 1: Creation of a Site Steward Program to watch over 
-t.h·r·~:::at-;nt::·d Plr·cr·,;:~.eo:::o1oqic<::<1 sit.t::~s (Also Volume II, ''HestoPat.ion 
Proceduresu in this particular case). 

While a Site Steward Program would be helpful in educating 
the public about archaeology and the ~xisting Legislation 
that protects these unrenewable resources, it also has many 

First, if the function of Site Stewards is to 
watch over threatened archaeoJ.ogical sites, then the result 
may be more headaches to land managers than it is worth to 
stal~t. t.he a prograrn. The·r·e ~ potential fol~ some of the :::;i t.e 
Stewards or their associates to loot the archaeological sites 
they claim to watch over, and it is nearly impossible to 
scl~ee•n out. C•l~ catch such i·ndividual~-siJ , 

Second, in Arizona, Site Stew~rds mainly function to let the 
land managing agency know of vandalism that has already 
occurred rather than prevent vandalism. Site Stewards cannot 
be expected to turn in vandals, especially if Alaska is like 
Arizona which ha~ gun-touting lootecs who are serious about 
the:ir· looting. Qo deal with such in~viduals is too 
dangerous and should be handled only by experienced law 
enforce.•ment. pe·f'sonnelJ 

Third, notifying the land managing agency about. previous 
vandalism creates headaches for the agency archaeologist who 
has deadlines and has to push projects through her/his 
office. Such an individual usually does not have the time to 
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m~ s1 tes. ~ven 1 f .· Trust · money :·1s .·appl~.;;::·pr ·:~,ated :·:f9.r ·-.-,~·sse~~l.J?·~ 'i ~~ 1t' ;-(2''_..::~":!·~;, 
looted sites, a full-time specialist is needed to carry out 
-t. h '.7.'. '::> tc.' --· , t. :i_ \.-' :i. 1:. i E.'.' iJ 
Fourth , it is important to cut off the vandalism at the 
source . As me ntioned above, Site Stewards cannot be expected 
to interfere directly with vandals; especially if their lives · 
are t hreatened . Even if they are able turn a vandal in and · 
t he vandal goes to court , it does not necessarily mean that 
the vandal will be prosecuted and that the si t e will be saved 
from future 0anda l i sm. Curren t ARPA legislation makes it 
-·' ..: ~-­

' .•. L :_,; .l. : .. t-·' i : ... :;::.!,?.C: Ll L-t-:.' ]. T thev ar e orosecuted 
' 1 ~ ., 

1.-l!e EtC 1.- L~.:::. J. 

damaged context are worth monetarily and scientificial l y. 
I have heard of instanc es here in Arizona where individuals 
were caught looting sites ~red handed~ but were determin~d 
~~+ q u ilty and never served time . , ~ 1s also p ossi ble tha t 
the v andal could go back out af+c~ h~ing released and 

s i tc .. ~ .. 

readily ava i lab l e Spec i al Agents and Level IV law enforcement 
:·-!:--==··-.. ::::.c::-;-, 1'--· t::= ~ .... _.:j .. ·: c: ::?.-f.~=c• r: t .? ] j :;:~f.=: :i n ?'iF~F'9 T t. H1~:~\.: [~q-;;.- E.=::-::r.::!t-?r-;s i -..../e 2rn:I 

time c8nsum1ng , DU~ it is much mo re effective. 
Arizona, there are few archaeological sites that have not 
been looted at one time dr another, and is really 
disheartening to come upon a site that. has been looted to 
s uch an extent that. very little integrity left. 

F:i.'ft.t-: .. (W~!eT·E.· is a.1~~() t.J·-:E: r-rr- c)!: ,J. erf: c1f t·r·2ir:i1-19 t.t-:e ~::;i t. e 
Stewar(D Many Site Stewards in Ar izora have pursued 
archa e ology as an interest , but they do not have any formal 
·c. Y··G.:!_·,-··:i.·: .. ·; cJ ir"; t!-:e SLJt';jf2Ct.. 3 ·nc! T~::;J.J. t .c; Li r; clE-:-:T·s-t.a ·n ~j sc~ ri'Jl3.' c: f t.!-;e 

concepts and l anguage T + .;, : .. · can also be f rus trating when 
Site Stewards report recent v a ndali s m which turns o u t to old 
and insign i ficant. 

Sixth, a no t her problem with Site Stewards has to do with 
injuries. I f a si~e stewar d qets i~jured while inspecting a 
SlLe , who pays for it? What h appens if a Si t e Steward has a 
t-'~t?ct ·r·t. attack or gets shot by ·a lootei~? If(Jhe !:::ite !::: t.ewal~d 
program i s the option chosen, it i s important to deal 
di-r-ect.l·y \,,,.'it.h this ~oblem s o no s ur-prises s uch C:-<S a lav . .'suit 
or two come up late1~ · 

To sum, lthe best t.h i ng t o do is to educate the pub 1 i c , 
on specialized law enfo r cement pe-r-sonnel and toughen up 
Though Site Stewards are u seful in their function, they 
c ann ot prevent. mor e looting. 

I 
a 
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archaeological sites. 

. . ' 

First, the terms, uinjured 'artifacts•u are not too 
appealing. Ar--t.ifacts de• not have- value in themselves; it is 
the data/information that they provide archaeologi~ts that is 
valuable_ CThat is, after all,. what some people say makes 
archaeologists different from looters). Also, what about 
damaaed features or ecofacts? Does-uartifactsu mean uisolated 

:;,;,:~~:;s::.;., ·L;7 ~-m~oLf s~;::rr:~~~ct .~;:t.Q· ·Q=·lez.;_se usf:: a h~!:'.s paiT1ft..1l 9' 

;~.;. .:,;~: -~,;;r:·: ~ ·~: i. ~~ -~ ~-:~ :[r··..f ·;· ~~~·/ t ~:,: \' :;..~~~ ·"•.l;:~ ~~~~~ , ·t .. ;~· ~: :·: ·- ~- h~~;;.:: ';~: n b: ·:· ::. ~..~~:eon c e 10 

the site is removed from management, land managers do not 
have to worry about looters or erosion. Nor do they have to 

'.--. : .. · ·,-. · ... · : .... C;i_..;·!· .. 

: .:· =·;~ r·~ c:: t .=::. Tl 

::. ::;; t f-; 7~: c= r~ J. ··:-/ 

law 2nforcement or continual lcotir .. :g. 

expert en Alaskan archaeology, ~ut if Cl4 dating 
way that the damaged sites can by dated, then I 

encouage the development of new cleaning techniques or even 
·l-i ;.:·:· ·~-=.} ci .:::!. t. i r: '.:J rn t:~= t. i·-; c: cis~ t. {) c.t :i. cl i -;--; ci i7.:., 'L ::.:.:: r· ri'; i r·i i ·c'i g t. i·-; E.= ct g r:.~.: c:; f s-~ i t E= s_] I 

' t.t ;:f. tik ·' 
!- .. 

'·'' '.;:·: stv]i~~~~ attributes of artifacts 
·, ... ; ,;, : .. .; ·:::·. •".:.: ~J ;::;, •::: .:~:i. \:' ::.:.:: Cl :::=. ~ :L ·,-·: '.:~~ ··:-, :.:::.' t. l'-l C; Cl ~:::- ::::; -r· t i-i c: ·;;:.:.~ E_: =· :i. t.t::.:: ;::.; 

:.·~~are damaged by oil, are they damaged in their entirety? 
~ct, it may prove useful to sample those sites and recover 

c:r·-: 1. ·.;, tf .. :c.~ t V-.1! ... ; ~:. c :·-~ , ... iCt"::~ ·;-:c't t!E.'e·n clarf:2~9E''j t1'/ t.t-te c: i l . A·c:ctt.f-,er'lo 
option would be to excavate both areas of the site. and cross-
rl~t~ the materials. Features that are damaged by the oil 
spill may have to be written off unless there are other 
dating methods that can be used, but ~orne data rec6very is 
better than allowing the sites to be looted even more. 

OPTION 35: Replacement of archaeological artifacts by 
purchasing "specific pieces for public institutionsu. 

The/i:ur-chast:; .:)f a·r··t.ifacts fr-om pr-ivate individual~ absu·,~d. 
and will do not.hing· but. er1ccrur·age m.o·,~e loc•tin,SJ To the best 
of my knowledge, it is not the role of the land managing 
agency to go around and purch~se artifacts which may have 
been stolen from the very land it manages. This option 
reminds me of a little museum where I did some volunteer wor-k 
as an undergraduate. The museum purchased some artifacts 
from <:t pl~ivate individual f,:,·,~ quit.e a sum of money only t•::. 
find out that many of them had been stolen from the very same 
museum some years prior to their- purchase. Another analogy 
would be to find artifacts at an antique dealer that were 
c:: u- r - c:: -· -' t - t-· - -- - r - t -~ . - -~ - -· I r' - - · · ' l- " - r.:. ·,- . " - ·t - - 1 1 - - t - -~ ~u,...'r-"-'-"t::''.J ·'-' ~'t::' ,·t:::'r-'':\ ., J.ciL:t::'C!. cil;yl'.·IIJ.ll•;_:j, ~·J. .cl ·t::' C•-'- t::.'L ·L'' s 
should be educated and e~couraaed to either donate or loan 
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collected artifacts, I do, .and always will, support such'an 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS/QUESTIONS ABOUT ARCHAEOLOGY 

When I reviewed Volume II of the Draft Work Plan, I got the· 
impression that archaeological surveys were not conducted until 
two years· after the occurrence of the oil ~pill. I hope that my 
. . 1mpress1ons are wrong. However, if my impressions are correct, 
am curious to know why it took two years, since earlier surveys 
and knowledge about the danger the damaged sites could have 
helped reduce looting. Some stabilization could also have been 
done to help reduce erosion. 

I was disturbed by the fact that Volume I only briefly mentions 
damage done to Native sacred and burial grounds, and Volume II 
only briefly mentions working with Native Corporations. Cur·T·ent 
legislation (i.e. NAGPRA) requires•that Federal land managers 

~-··;_·,_-.·~:.~., t:' .• '·-~---·-·~~~ ~ !: ; ;: "r :.;::: ~=: ~ ;,~o :_~_:,. ~.-~.' '·~---~ .. ! -.~.~ .•.... ~:. :,; ~. ,s_;-_._ .. · -~.:.--.~ ~~-~-~.: ... ·.·::·>·;-·~-·-~ .. :.:_~_ .. ·.· ·~~.-.. <= .. ~: .. ·._'_ •. ~-•~ I~.·~;:~: :df: ;, ; :, ~ ~:~~ ~ ~: n t 14-
. damaged sacred lands _ _ __ _ ~ 

[!!:. mention is made abot..Jt .. pot.ential data recover·'/ o·~~ r-elocation of 
the damaged burials] Perhaps this oversight is on purpose, since 
the subject of managing aboriginal satred lands and burial 
arounds is a sensitive issue. but if that is the case, then why 
,:;2t~::. it.. s::·-...·s··n H1entions·d'? ijf d~t.a r·ecover·y is fe2-.sible, it should 
be conducted in the most sensitive manner. It should also be as 

~~~;r;·~~:.~:,:;~~~h~:~o~~·~·:~i ;.~~/~·~~d t.~·~cl~·:~h:~.~~:~;~,~~:~:r and qua 1 if i ed 

Since most archaeologists from ASU are anti-contractor 
academicans and it has worn off 9n me somewhat, especially when I 
do thesis research. I have become wary about any kind of 
contractor, whether it be environmental or archaeological, 
because very few standards have been developed where direct . 
comparisons can be made Cit can be very expensive tracking down 
and re-analyzing materials from c6ntract reports--if they can be 
found). Contractors are businessmen first and foremost, meaning 
that profit replaces caring. As a result many contractors seem 
to have become insensitive to the issues at hand. Instead of 

l5 

r·el yi ng heavi 1 Y On COnt.raC tS 1 Q WOUld 1 ike tr:1 See "ffiO}~e SChOOlS 
get involved and I would like to see grants given to graduate ll 
students who study the effects of the oil spill on cultural 
·,·. C:. C:: ,-, I I ·,~ ("" C:. C: ::0 )-. oj .j. 1-.. -. .-. ( ,-, <:: \1 C: t e "1"1:-t 
1 "- _,.._ "-1'1 0 - '-• _j .._ .. 1•- I,..• I JC,, c;" 00 -· .::J. 1 ...i • I ~ 

Thou.~h I am no e::-::pert, fr .. feel t.hat. the estimated budget. fr:•r 
cultural resources (and general environmental recovery) is lower 
than what. the act.u.::tl cost will be] Since such an e::-::t.ensive and 
damaging oil spill has never happened before in U.S. history, it 

l8 
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

Natur~ seems to have a way of healing herself in terms of natural 
disaster. Mount St. Helens and even Yellowstone National Park 
are pl~ime examples. \!:2-• t.erms of t.he E::-::xon Valdez c•il spill, "2o 
'-JJ-•IoiO::."•./O"o~ ·,··,.-, ::'•I" f -i ,-,,-. -i <::: ·,-11-,f th.::. ::.·,~<::loiC"•"•::-\ £'-=:or- U<=O::. :OCt i -,-,~c: t•-• l"' 1 .:::0::.>-1 _ . .,.,_ ....... ~. 1 ••. _ .... ,""" ......... ·-·il "'--~ • _ ....... , ·- .,._;.\•I- ......... ·U _, .......... c:t _.,_ .... , '"'·'-·~- .. _ ................ '-.. ,, 

up the oil spill did not happen as quickly as it should, I am 
doubtful t.hat the pre-spl!l ecosystem will ever come back to its 
pre-existing condition. I also think that Exxon got away with 
Ecological Murder and should be paying a larger fine than Sl 
billion over the next ten years. 
comments on the two volumes. 

Listed below are some general 

1) After reviewing the options in Volume I, ! found that most, if 
not all, listed for the injured plant and animal life will have to 
be enforced to some extent, especially the manipulation of the 
various resources and the protection and acquisition of habitats. 

Q support the idea of replacing the harvest of animals injured by 
the nil spill by establishing alternative areas of harvest (i.e. 21 

overharvesting the undamaged areas to the point w&re genetic 
· •- ·· : ·- t. " ' · + · · - ·- -I l -, · ~ - ~ ·- - -I, r .J. • - • • c: t i- -~ - - ' - ·- - rl---, r;. - 1 ~ - <= • · ·- r - ·- ' \tc.-:,)'1.;::\i_!.l . .i.J. ~-·}·' ciii!_;,.· :_.j"' ) t·.-!: . ..ll'i_l!, . .iU.._ L.J.l_fil l...; .,If L-:!ci"t-t=lit:'l-~ L4 dJ.:::;!_I -·L..ii-it-!i_ii"l:, 

that attempts will be made in re-establishing injured animals in 
sii:..u ·r·athe1·· than impor-ting other st.oc~:J I Wi:?.S suT·pi··i·:;ed, 
however, to find that only a minor amount of data recovery on 
coastal habitats in the Prince William Sound area have been 
obtained prior to 
recovery, perhaps 

t.t":t.:t Ctil SF!ill. Pts. Ct ·r·E·T·LA1t. 1 ~>::i..t:.:r:si\/t.; c~.::.it.z:~ 
more than that addressed in Volume II, w111 

have to be caried 

2) Though the Restoration Framework mentions how the - .: , 
!_! .1. J. 

through the food chain will affect wildlif~, it does not 
emphasize the effects as much as it should. I doubt that 
scientists have yet to fully understand how the minutest 
living organism consumed by a gastropo4-or any other creature 
c<:tn affect animals on a highe·.~ t·:~ophic leve1. [thus, mo1~e 
emphasis should be made on the effects of the oil on different ~4 
trophic levels and more studies should be carried out on this 
subject than is pl~esc r i bee[) 

3) [fie know t.hat. t-he oil spill has definit-ely affected mal~ine 
plantlife, but will it affect terrestrial plant life? If so, ~5 
how? Will the oil act like fertilizer, or will it kill? This 
!?:'.ubject WEtS not addi-·f.::sst=..:od in eit.hel~ \iolur:':U ~:at happens 'if the 
terrestrial plant life begins to die? How wil. it affect. the z~ 

rest of the environment? Hciw will it affect the wildlife and 
<=L•h<= ·i c:+ -=··,-,-.::.?1 TW.-.,., ,,,.; 'J 1 + 1-.::. -;, -.of of-.- t + r-- 1- c =-, 1. -,..,~.::.c t ~ •e.-·-·'"·-''•'._.,,L._~ l!..!,'-·'"' '"'·'· .... ;,...Jf,_ J_f,,.J, c;., ,t:;t._ · \.•tft::Z !_I '-"J. lr:::; ..... , 

popul~<.tions? Will insects becor:':e a problem in the fut.ur'ei] "'Z.. 7 
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. 4) lt is sad~~:to.:<see. that/':~~i rit .. r~oduced f r:.>i.es~. riJay ·need' t.::. be ~' . 
eli rrti na ted n'c·ria _;is 1 ands·>·t.hat•. al~e· i rl'lpC.l"tant. .~ {.:. r-iest.i n~ rnal~t ne 
birds, especially when humans placed them on the isl~nds in the 
fi-r·s;t pl<::<Cf.'. ~a·;J·:~s·e t..t-,E,t. thE .. fo::-::e .. s r:-:c:,·y· h2\!e to bE: -r-er:K•\!E.·d, but 
is there an al1:.er·nc.:d .. ive to out.rigr·d:. slaughte!-J] C;::,n tl ... u=.·-:,.' be r-e­
introduced into their original habitat or be taken elsewhere? 

5) I noticed in Volume II that the majority of the project 
personnel are male. What happened to equal opportunity 
employment? 

Though I have questions 2nd comments on many other 1 o , 

s.t..il":).J ec 1..s J t. :i. rnf:.:· 
·· .. ·~,.-4 ;-,·-:.:::.:.1 ·:-. ~ ,·.:~. 2 :::.:..:: .-:.·~ ·.·-(··+ -:: .... ' -·- ..} . ...... -· ·-·- .!.!- -.-· :::. ·-.--: ··~.l=.·:·i-.::·-::-.: .!. .. ~ • .::~·.: 

;;~:; .. ;;;::u :;·,;; . i:;~;: ·' 1 ;: .. :p·· ;:~· ·Lc• ·-··~:: .. ·,~-~.:·- t:,:::-::~::.~-~~- ~~~.~~ . :ntL·:;;o '- ~:~:~: :~·-,~k :··' ·~~;~: .. ~,e~ .. :~.: ; .. ~, :··;:h~>;:~- t :1. r;.;t:;~ .;~. 
and wildlife h2rvests and 2ny other activity that m2y upset the z~ 

delicate balance even more should be halted in and surrounding 
the ecosystem is able to -r-ecover to a good 
considering my comments. 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

Mr. Dave Gibbons, 
Acting Administrative Director 

Restoration Team 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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RE: Vol I. Restoration Framework 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

Document ID Number 
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The Wilderness Society is pleased to provide scoping comments on the proposed 
Restoration Plan for the Exxon Valdez oil spill. National interests are trulv at stake. 

~ -
Most oiled shorelines were within the boundaries of conservation units designated by the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Act. Designated Wilderness shorelines of Katmai 
National Park and Becharoff National Wildlife Refuge, proposed Wilderness in Chugach 
National Forest and Kenai Fjords National Park, and the spectacular defacto wilderness 
coasts of other national parks and wildlife refuges were harmed by the oil spill. As well, 

'lQie federal Trustees must represent the public trust of all Americans in their decisions 
concerning natural resources and services that were damaged by the oil spi!!] 

"2... fue priority of the Restoration Plan should be an ecosystem approach that 
protects threatened fish and wildlife habitat within coastal forests, rivers, and shorelines 
by acquiring land, development or timber rights, or conservation easements on a willing 
seller bas!D ~e recommend that 80% of the Spill Settlement funds be used to acquire 
habitaTI 3 

Old-growth forests provide nesting sites for some of the birds most harmed by the 
spill, including bald eagles, harlequin ducks, and marbled murrelets--tree-nesting seabirds 
proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act in the lower 48 (and 
recommended for Alaska by many scientists). Pristine riparian and upland old-growth 
forests provide crucial habitats for other species injured by the spill such as mink, river 
otter, salmon and other anadromous fish. Such forests protect the quality of streams, 
rivers, and watersheds.Qntact forests provide for permanent jobs and strong, sustainable 
economies--not the "boom and bust" of logging--from commercial and sport fishing, 
tourism, recreation, and subsistenc~ 4 

ALASKA REGION 

430 WEST 7TH AVENUE, ANCHORAGE, AK 99501 

TEL. (907) 272-9453 FAX (907) 274-4145 



The Wilderness Society 2 

( Since the 1990 Public Symposium held by the Restoration Planning Work Group, 
5 [the Wilderness Society has advocated that acquisition of equivalent resources be a high 

priority of restoratio!TI fu this time, we believe that habitat acquisition--by preventing 
further damage to the coastal forests and shorelines of the Prince William Sound and the 

~ Gulf of Alaska ecosystems--is the most meaningful form of restoration that can be 
undertake.!D !!: would be impractical, and more damaging to remove the remaining oil, 1 

and thus httle money should be allocated for this purpose except in Chenega B~ ~ e 
are concerned that the restoration plan benefit an array of species more broad than the 8 
commercially important on~SJ While we recognize that management actions may be 
necessary to rectify the damages to certain species, i::_e believe that habitat acquisition ~ 
can provide the most benefit for restoration of the entire ecosystem and its services, and 
therefore, that spending most of the Settlement funds for acquisition is justifiei} 

UYe recommend that habitat acquisition be given priority--or at least concurrent-­
consideration in the plan using an imminent threat process for Native Corporation and 
other private lands including areas within Chugach National Forest, Kenai Fjords 
National Park, Cape Suckling, Afognak Island, Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska 
Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, and Kachemak Bay State Paz!] 

10 

~ 

We are disappointed that the Trustee Council has already approved more than 
three times the funding for restoration management action than for habitat protection 
planning. Ironically, the habitat acquisition projects could provide restoration for species 
in which serious injury is well documented, whereas most of the fisheries management 
action projects and the Red Lake sockeye restoration manipulation project are justified 
using only speculative damages. Yet, the Trustee Council approved restoration 
manipulation/enhancement and management action projects in this year's planning but 
funded NO actual habitat protection or acquisition projects despite the fact that the 
public had expressed acquisition as a high priority and the Trustee Council had received 
specific proposals for imminently threatened lands. We caution that this may contravene 
NEP A regulations which state that "agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing 
selection of alternatives before making a final decision" {CEQ Regulations, July 1, 1986, 
40 CFR Section 1502.5(f)l] 

These following additional major issues should be addressed in the Restoration 
Plan. 

Chapter II. Public Participation 
''-

ll 

Public Advisory group. [§eats should be designated for each interes!J fibe Public 
Advisory Group should make consensus decisions where possible, but majority 1"::> 
recommendations with minority views should also be put forward to the Trustee Council] 

[!f the Trustee Council acts contrary to the recommendations of the Public Advisory 
Group, it should justify its reasons with written findings of fact. · 
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( 
member (chosen by the Public Advisory Group) should be placed on the Trustee 
Council, as was done by the Trustees of the Shell oil spill settlement in Californi~ This IS 
is the only way to ensure that input from the Public Advisory Gro.Ep is a meaningful part 
of the Trustees decision-making process as mandated by the Cour,!j 

[the Group must have access to the restoration team and other staff to have as 
complete of information as possible for making recommendations. A dedicated staff 
member should work with the Public Group and regularly report to them about meetings lb 
of the restoration team and work group and habitat acquisition team that they attended. 
In addition to the Public Advisory Group, we believe that the public deserves the 
opportunity for continued direct contact with the Trustees] 

Chapter IV. Summary of Injury 

Inadequate time to review damage assessment studies. @nee volumes of 
information from the Natural Resource Damage Assessment studies were only released 
to the public on June 1 and scoping comments are due June 4, we believe that there may ll 
be additional significant issues pertaining to injury or restoration that may need to be 
raised at a later dateJ Furthermore,WJe economic studies that determined a contingent I~ 
valuation of damag6 to resources and services still have not been release~ Because the 
Federal Register notice of April 10, 1992 stressed the importance of raising issues early 
in the process, we caution that other concerns may emerge after we have adequate time 
to review the relevant studies. 

As the Framework document points out, some injuries may not be manifested for 
some time, yet the Federal Register notice states this EIS will guide restoration for the 
next 10 years. ®ile we believe that our framework of restoration priorities is based on 
a long-term vision, we caution that the process must be able to respond to new 
information that will only be available in the futurfj 

'2.0 

IJ?efinition of injury must encompass more than population level effec1il We 
believe that the definition of inju~ should not focus on detected effects to populations, 
butl§pould als<fillclude degradation of habitats and sub-lethal effects including changes "'2.1 
in physiological or biochemical changes or productivity change.i] This is crucial since, as 
the Trustees acknowledge, pre-spill population data is lacking for many species. So far, 
we have been unable to compare the summaries with the detailed investigations to 
discern the extent to which the population-level effect focus may have resulted in some 
effects of the spill (such as elevated hydrocarbon levels in tissues, etc.) not being 
described in this section. 
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to effects must be made explic~or example, the heavy direct mortality of yellow-billed 
loons was of great concern smce this species has low population numbers. Situations 
with such signfica. nee, even though no population effects could be measured, should be 
describei]~11_e "Summary of Injury" should more fully describe the more subtle effects; 
for example, the increased significance of rockfish mort~tt_or physiological changes for 
such a long-growing species that may live 100 years (p.312J trhe si~cance of 
petroleum metabolites in the bile of fish should be explained (p.342J 

Bald eagle injmy downplayed. In particular, the section on bald eagles (p.27) 
appears to downplay the injury. Although bald eagles in Prince William Sound were 
most intenSively studied, what about the effects to eagle productivity, health, and nesting 
populations in other oil spill areas? Are there still lasting effects from the lost 
productivity in 1989 and nest occupancy in 1989 and 1990? ffpe carefully-worded 
conclusion that population indices suggest that the Prince William Sound eagle 
population is not measurably affected downplays effects there may be outside the Souni] 
o{lhat there may be other lasting effects, such as to their nest occupancy, or 
contaminant uptake from degraded habitatEJ l..f..:> 

Better information about In·u to Archeolo ical Resources neede We 
recognize that specific information about archeological resources needs to be kept "2. 1 
confidential, but if possible, maps or description of which ANILCA conservation units 
had injured resources would be useful] It is hard for the public to appreciate the 
magnitude of damage without better information. 

[!njury to ecosystem needs to be described. The summaries of injury to habitats 
are a good start at describing the injury to the entire ecosystem, but further synthesis of 
effects on coastalt-!iverine, and upland habitats and the array of species they support is 
needed] As well,lf9od web relationships need grclter attentiori] For example, the 
ecological significance of uptake of petroleum hydrocarbons by deer from eating kelp 
was downplayed with the statement "it was determined that the deer were safe to eat," 
(p.25) especially since the intertidal habitat section failed to mention the kelp-deer 
interaction (p.35). I}nitial and potentjal long-term human health effects from the spill to 
residents and oil sp1ll workers should be included in the summary since humans are part 
of the ecosystem] 

Chapter V. Proposed Injury Criteria 

[.Natural resources" should include the ecosystem (p.39)] 

Definition of injury to resources needs to be more inclusive. [}ye are troubled by 

31 

the definition of "consequential injury" that may give more priority to significant 
population declines than to habitat degradation or contamination (p.39-4QIJ ill. habitat or 
sublethal or chronic effects to adults or any other life stages are ccf!~~r,, mrH!~~~--.. 

~~CJ 
~:.1~~~ 

___ .c-.:.:.~=-· ~~ ~ ~ 
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yet been manifested or inferred at the population level, there may still be a problem for ~:, 
which restoration is warranted] Otherwise,fure are supportive of the definition of injury ~4-
to resourcef] 

1>5 
\Recovery concept must include protection of habitat that contributes to natural 

recoveriJ ~ e believe that enhancement of ecosystem protection is justified under the 31'.o 
terms of the settlement and the recovery concept as written is too narrowJ 
For example, the apparent "recovery" of bald eagles in Prince William Sound is 
dependent on maintaining abundant old-growth forest habitat where they nest and that 
supports the salmon they fed upon, and areas that provide significant feeding or 
migratory habitats such as 'Cape Suckling. Therefore, ~en if bald eagles are found by 
the Trustees to have recovered (so far, we have not yet been given adequate evidence "?> l 
that this has indeed occurred), it is justified to use restoration funds to protect their 
habitats in order to sustain the recove~ 

Chapter VI. Evaluation of Restoration Options 

lf:ost-benefit analysis cannot fully be evaluated by the public unless the State's :,B 
economic damage studies are released to the publiSJ Furthermore, it may be difficult to 
calculate the financial benefits from preventing future damages to injured resources or 
services from habitat protection. 't!Ee cost-benefit analysis should take into account the ~~ 
experiences in places such as Redwood National Park, Golden Gate National Park, San 
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, etc. where waiting until logging or other 
development pressures occur mean that degraded lands may end up being purchased and 
the price has skyrocketed] 

Qpis criteria should be added to the list (p.44 ): "Th.e degree to which the proposed 40 
action minimizes further impact on an injured resource or serviceZJ 

Wve believe that the work of The Nature Conservancy for the Trustees has 
provid~ adequate information to properly evaluate habitat and protection options, 4l 
contrary to the statement made in the Framework (p.458 

Habitat Protection and Acquisition Process (Additional Handouts distributed after 
Framework Released). TIYe support use of the "Imminent thre'!!.,P,rotection process" 4'2 
described in Fig. 2, not the "Evaluation Process" shown in Fig . .lJ l,futsed on the 4. 3 
information we have at this time, we prefer Threshold Criteria Set A.] We believe that 44 habitat protection and acquisition should be at the top of a hierarchy of restoration 
optionS Considering the options given in the Restoration Framework, E:e strongly prefer 45 
concurrent analysis (Fig. 7--we prefer revised Fig. 7 from handout that shows habitat 
acquisition on same level as management and manipulation) and are opposed to the 
hierarchical analysis (Fig. 6) where habitat acquisition may only be onsidered as a last 
resor9 ~ both Figs. 6&7, the "adequate" rate and degree of reco tf' t tJ;aQir,to "no 

:::a ~ iii: :z"::::: ~~ d e !il:~cn 
"1!1~ ~ &l8: ~ 5i 

~~~~t~~ 
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further action" should be changed to reflect that monitoring will continue to assure that 
further injury wasn't detected or arise later as a result of latent injury or complex 41:::. 
ecological interactionsJ 

41 
(Long-term recovery monitoring should comprehensively approach the entire 

ecosystemJ Especial~y in this year's proposed work pl~n, mo~toring ~nd restoration work 
focuses on commerctally-harvested and sport fish species. Wtrds, marme mammals, 48 
invertebrates, and other "non-game" species need to be monitored as a significant part of 
the entire ecosystem:J Furthermore,tf.elatively little attention has been given to the 4'? 
effects on National Park resource5.1'[5ye believe long-term monitoring of the ecological So 
effects of the oil spill is crucial ana' are supportive of an integrated-ecosystem approacl[] 

1}y e prefer that on-going research efforts be directed by a board of independent scientists 
in consultation with the National Science Foundation so that research projects are 51 

conducted by the agency or research center most qualified to do s<2] 

Chapter VII. Restoration Alternatives and Opti~ns 

A New Alternative is Needed. From this year's work plan, it is already obvious 
that each alternative, not just #6(F), will be a combination. Therefore,§_e recom111end 5 2. 
that alternatives be developed which stress the different priorities yet includes all 
categories] ~e believe that the preferred alternative should give priority to habitat 
acquisition to prevent further damage to injured resources and services, as well as to ~~ 
compensate for loss of equivalent resources and services (using 80% of the restoration 
funds for this purpose)] Your proposed Alternative #4(D), Habitat Protection and 
Acquisition, fails to include fee simple acquisition in addition to purchase of timber or 
other development rights and conservation easements. ffi'e recommend that the Alt. D 54 
also include "prevent further dama_~ to resources or services," and "Protect or acquire 
forests and watersheds" (Option 252J M.cquire 'inholdings' within parks and refuges" 5S 
(Option 24] and0-cquire tidelan,d~ (Option 21DA.s written, Alternative #4, describes a 
hierarchical approach in which arl)r acquisition would be a last resort, whereas we believe 
it should be the priority, or at least given concurrent consideration. [Language should be _ 
added to make it clear that restoration actions outside the spill area are allowable and S1 
may be appropriate. This is especially the case for areas such as Cape Suckling that are 
within the spill-affected ecosystengbu€t"eas used by ~atory bird populations outside 5B 
the spill area may need to be considered at some poin!J 

In all alternatives,lfbanges in management practices on public lands should be &~ 
done concurrently but not as a major component of the plan so long as agencies 
managing public lands in the spill affected ecosystem do not take actions that 
compromise the natural resource values there no£1 While[agency management planning 
is related to the restoration plan, we do not believe that it Should be the primary focus ~0 

of the Trust~e Council's efforts] J ~ f.!:l 

-' ~ ~ 
s~:=~~~ 
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~or all alternatives, manipulation of resources should emphasize management that <cl 
protects wild fish stocks and natural wildlife diversity and should avoid focusing on only 
single speciei"J @nhancements should not compromise wilderness and recreational valuei] ~ "Z. 

,~iW.e are opposed to construction of intrusive, new recreational facilities including roads, 
ports, hotels, or otherjJ@'e are opposed to an endowment alternative should one be 
suggesteD «c.t\--

ljmployment of local residents should be a priority. The Federal government 
should make full use of local-hire provisions. Monitoring and long-term research 
programs, site stewardship of archeological and other cultural resources, and restoration 
projects should hire rural residentS 

Appendix B 

As stated above,&e support options that maintain or restore the natural diversity c...c.::. 
and populations of fish, wildlife, and habitats and the scenic beauty of the wilderness 
environmeniJTIYe are especially concerned that 'restoration projects for fisheries may be 
dominated by projects to develop artificial populations whereas the emphasis should be ce:. 1 
on protecting the genetic diversity of wild salmon stock~ 

70 

!Sye believe that options 1, 4, 6, 20-27, 31 are most appropriate, and we have the 
most enthusiasm for options #22, 23, 24, 25, and 27] [Options 9, 10, 17, 29, 30, and 33 
are also useful but at a lower ,..g_rioritYJ \Qption 6 should be divided into separate options 
for each type of designatio~ f:Ption 25 should be expanded under "background and 

1 
l 

justification" to include populatiOns of salmonids, harlequin ducks, marbled murrelets, 
cutthroat trout, river otters, and bald eaglef} !!_nder "action" in this option, the words 
"adjacent to anadromous streams" should be o~tted because other types of upland 
habitats are valuable to some injured specieil U! is surprising to see Option 31, since it 
seems to be included already for the "no action" as well as other alternative.£] 

-n .. 

[!be magnitude, siti~, and other factors will be needed to assess the suitability of "14-­
some optio~ In ~neral, ~ oppose option # 18 and many projects that may fall under l 5 
#ij For example, ~e are opposed to the Red Lake sockeye salmon project #113 
proposed this year as it is similar to the one at Tustemena Lake, Kenai National Wildlife &b 

Refuge where restocking a wild lake with hatchery fish created new problems.] 
[F.estoration projects should not sacrifice wild salmon in order to enhance hatchery fish] 1/ 

IJV e are generally opposed to Option 12 (creation of new recreation facilities) unless it re 
will decrease negative impacts of human use on the ecosyste@aml:-~trongly oppose 
creation of new facilities that will degrade or compromise wilderness valueil 1 ~ 
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0ption #34 because we believe that such an institute would needlessly duplicate the 
functions of many existing agencies and research institutionD H anything,~ new private 
foundation with a board of independent scientists might be useful to coordmate research B3 
efforts done various existing bodi:D 

The Wilderness Society is a national environmental organization with 350,000 
members nationwide, nearly 1,500 of whom live in Alaska and many who reside along or 
use the shorelines of areas affected by the spill. The Wilderness Society has had a 
longstanding commitment to protection of the natural values and integrity of Alaska's 
parks, refuges, forests, and other public lands and was influential in passage of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. We appreciate this opportunity to 
comment and look forward to continued involvement in the Restoration Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela A Miller 
Asst. Regional Director 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
645 G Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Trustee Council Members: 

~~ 

Document ID Number 
q;;..ott;~J-.1. ltJ!J-

Q A·92 WPWG 
Q 8·93 WPWG 
(YC.RPWG 
VD·PAG 
(J E ·MISC. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Restoration Framework. 
Many of the natural resources and services addressed by the Framework are of vital 
concern to The Nature Conservancy. Therefore,fue strongly support the development 
of a process and structure to guide effective and cost efficient restoration effort8 

We commend the Trustee Council, Restoration Team and other working groups 
for the countless hours expended trying to establish a solid foundation for future 
restoration activities. Based upon our experience elsewhere, as well as our limited 
involvement in Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) restoration efforts, we offer the following 
specific comments for your consideration: 

1. Chapter I, Proposed Action. The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), dated 
August 28, 1991, specifically provides for meaningful public involvement in the 
restoration process. The Trustee Council has affirmed its commitment to public 
involvement continually sinoe damage assessment and restoration efforts 
commenced. Accordingly .l!fis appropriate that the proposed action statement "2... 
incorporate a strong reference to public involveme'!!J 

2. Chapter II, General Comments. As a supporter of effective public 
involvement, we recommend that: 

A. [!he Public Advisory Group (PAG) support staff should be directly 3 
accountable to the PAG, to the extent legally permissibi~A direct 
relationship between the PAG and its support staff will promote trust 
between the PAG and the Trustee Council and credibility in the public 
eye. 

601 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 550 · Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2226 
Telephone 907-276-3133 - Facsimile 907-276-2584 
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B. ~AG members should be provided reasonable advance notice and an 4 
opportunity to attend Restoration Team and working group meetings] 
Reasonable participation in Restoration Team and working group 
meetings by PAG members will help to foster a positive and effective 
working relationship between the parties. 
C. I!he public should be provided agendas and reasonable access to 
meeting materials at least seven days in advance of scheduled Trustee 5 

Council meetingfJ 

3. Chapter IV, General Comments. Overall, the injury criteria provided in 
Chapter IV provides an excellent basis for decision making. However, an 
ambiguity in linkage to the "recovery concept" creates what is probably an 
unintended potential to delay restoration actions indefinitely. Specifically, 

~estoration options may be worth considering "if it appears that time to (p 

recovery is prolonged (emphasis added)J6Ye suggest that a reasonable time 1 
frame be established within which recovery is desire~ 

4. Chapter VI. General Comments. We suggest the addition of the following 
criteria: 

A. t:_Degree to which the proposed action provides an opportunity for 
public/private partnership efforts." A public/private partnership proposal 8 
will result in leveraged public dollars. North American Waterfowl 
Management Plan projects are an excellent example of this concept at 
work] 

B. (oegree to which the proposed action negatively impacts non-public 
natural resources and services." Unintended damage to private natural ~ 
resources and services could be avoided by this additio~ 

Regarding "Evaluations of Options for Identifying and Protecting Marine and 
Upland Habitats," we intend to provide comments after being provided an 
opportunity to review the supplemental framework document announced at the 
April 27, 1992 Trustee Council meeting. 

5. Chapter VII. Based upon the Conservancy's ecosystem conservation 
experiences elsewhere, a complex process such as EVOS restoration is best 
served by a variety of tools and approac~. Therefore, "§e strongly support 
Alternative F, "Combination Alternatives. :J 
~e also recommend the concurrent approach to the analysis of restoration 
options. Our recommendation is based upon the Conservancy's institutional 
commitment to cost-effective conservation actions. The concurrent approach 
enables restoration planners to consider mt alternatives when evaluating cost 

I'D 
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effectiveness] For example, if the hierarchical approach is used the resource 
managers might be forced to refuse a donation of an interest in private land 
until such time that it is concluded that a more expensive management action 
is determined to be ineffective. 

Once again, thank you for providing the Conservancy with an opportunity to 
comment on the Restoration Framework. 

Sincerely, 

~/---- L. 2~ 
Susan l. Ruddy C 
Vice President/Stat~ ~, 
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