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PROJECT NUMBER 93001

r, 1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Damage Assessment DRAFT
These factors will be considered when applying best professIOnal judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actIOns •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts • " (
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 There IS reason to believe that there IS continuIng Injury to the resource and/or serVice, but

the extent and/or mechanism IS not understood ••

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW (..$.. 3 votes)

Recommended for InclUSIOn In 1993 Work Plan

XNot recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

Fry Retroactive damage determination very difficult or ImpossIble to get
- Idea focus on what Injury IS stili occurring with some past Injury
• Do recreatIonal restoration under enhancement heading and do not do a damage assessment
study
- Approach TC to spend $ to do recreatIOn actiVities directly & not do 3tudy - have no
proposals In hand because we Will not have a restoration plan
- Information indicates damage to recreational services If not comfortable to make thiS, we
have proposals on table

(

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES §

* Restoration Frame

NOAA

August 5, 1992
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Recreat10nal Resources (93-001) - Ken stated that th1s proJect was
supported 1f there 1S 1nsuff1c1ent eV1dence through the federal
government econom1C study #5 or any state study deal1ng w1th
recreat10nal resources Ken stated that th1s proJect was cont1n­
gent upon any econom1C stud1es wh1ch are ava1lable Funds are
be1ng targeted toward d1rect act1v1ty and not a study. Th1s proJect
does not corne forward w1th any actual proJects Ken suggested as
an example uS1ng the educat10n proJect as a market1ng proJect to
show what has happened to the env1ronment Pam stated that
bU1ld1ng cab1ns was suggested before Pam thought that the th1s
study would be done 1n some form 1f the TC accepted there was
1nJury. Ken stated the vote was Ityes" cont1ngent upon the TC
say1ng we don' t have suff1c1ent eV1dence Dave stated 1t 1S a "no"
vote as th1s proJect 1S wr1tten and 1t was dec1ded not to do more
stud1es Con: The Restoration Team bel1eves that there was suffic­
1ent 1nformation from damage assessment stud1es to conclude that
recreat10nal resources and serV1ces were 1nJured and that 1f the
Trustee Counc1l d1saqreed, then we would move ahead w1th a study
s1m1lar to the one proposed. Th1s proJect w1ll need to be rev1ewed
and ref1ned. If the study moves forward, an RFP w1ll be recommend­
ed. Only 1f the TC wanted someth1ng along these l1nes, would we go
back Pam stated that educat10n accomp11shes a lot of obJect1ves,
but would not sell educat10n solely through recreat1on. Pam
suggested that th1s proJect m1ght need a cover sheet for explana­
t10n of the recommendat10n The vote was "yes" unless w1th -0­
budget Jerome suggested vot1ng aga1n because of concerns
expressed by Byron Dave recommended keep1ng the "yes lt vote and
document1ng the dec1s10n Pam stated 1t would be cleaner to say
"no" w1th no dollar amount It should be h1ghl1ghted as a un1que
case. Marty stated that we should be cons1stent w1th how 1t
appears on the f1rst l1st Th1s proJect 1S 1ncluded 1n the package
but w1ll not be recommended to go forward The 1ntent 1S not to do
th1s study, wh1ch 1S cont1ngent upon the Trustee Counc1l's dec1­
S10n Byron stated that to be cons1stent, 1t should be changed to
"no" It was agreed to change the vote to "no" and keep the above
]ust1f1cat10n statement

Note: The agreed upon JUst1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted.



PROJECT NUMBER 93002

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Damage Assessment

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 There IS reason to believe that there IS continuing Injury to the resource and/or serVice, but

the extent and/or mechanism IS not understood *.

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW l::;. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Continuation of FS-27
- 300,000 smolts out of Kenai River In 1992 (In 1991 2 5 million smolt)
- Trustee Council In June meeting added additional funds to thiS project
-Cook Inlet sockeye expenditures per year by ADF&G IS about $5 million (Montague)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES .Q

II--_NOy_AA--+-1_AD_yNR-----+-_U_:D_1--I--A_~E-C~_US:_A--+--_A~-FG_I

September 8, 1992 page - 5



Restorat10n Team D1SCUSS10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Sockeye Overescapement (93-002) Pro: The damage assessment
1nformat1on from th1S year st1ll 1nd1cates worsen1ng damages
cons1stent w1th the hypothes1s of overescapement. Th1S proJect 1S
t1me cr1t1cal. If noth1ng 1S done th1s year, we w1ll not have a
feel for the sever1ty of the problem. Vote was 5 to 1 "yes"; DOl
voted "no"

Note: The agreed upon Just~f~cat~on statements are h~gh11ghted



(

\

~\

Damage Assessment

( \

"'./

, "-
r

I

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, Including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that there IS continuing Injury to the resource and/or serVice, but

the extent and/or mechanism IS not understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

-ObJective

- Experrment to test If 011 caused sterility In pinks or IS It due to some other cause

- ThiS project IS strongest of all the proposed 1993 pink salmon work (Spies)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES .Q

~ NOyAA AOyNR __U_:_D_I_-f-_A_D_YE_C_-+__U_S_:_A A_D_:_G_~i
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

P1nk Salmon (93-003) - Form 3B should be expanded The vote was
6 to 0 "yes". Pro: The 1991 and 1992 1nformat1on 1nd1cates
cont1nued 1ncrease 1n 1nJury. Determ1n1ng the cause of the 1nJury
1S cr1t1cal. There 1S reason to bel1eve that the 1nJury to p1nk
salmon 1S not restored, but the rate, and extent, and/or mechan1sms
are not yet understood.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted.



\ _/

PROJECT NUMBER 93004 & 93013
(1045am)

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnitoring

These factors will be conSidered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to beheve that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
Oblectlves for 93004 & 93013
- Objective #1 - do work on reduced number of streams If defensible (straYing & In-season
management)
- Objective #2 - Contingent upon past results (break out costs)
- Objective #3 - Do If no cost
- Objective #4 - Reduced number of samples (see objective #6)
- Objective #5 - Otoliths for streams from subset of stream In objective # 1 (funding
contingent upon findings from past work)
- Objective #6 - Reduced level of project # 13 (perhaps 100 fish/stream and 2 hatcheries and
10 streams Do disparate parts of PWS to prOVide maximum change to detect differences

Sent back for new budget

Voting Record

September 8, 1992

TOTAL YES VOTES 4

__A_D_yE_C U_S_:_A_----4__A_D_:_G__~
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PROJECT NUMBER 93004

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnltonng

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Make It a scoplng project not full fledge analysIs of genetics (Fry)
- genetic studies already conducted on pink salmon In Southeast Alaska and Alaska Peninsula
- Tony Garret (Auke Creek) found genetic differences In same run based upon location In
stream (Hilborn)
- Hatchery straYing tends to be higher than Wild fish straYing
- If project 13 does not go forward the number of samples taking thiS project IS reduced
- 100 fish/stream and reduced number of streams
- Incorporate small component of genetic study #4 mto study # 13 (do disparate parts of PWS
to get maximum chance for fmdlng genetic differences)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES * No vote, Incorporated Into 93013

~ NOAA ADNR I USDI I ADEC I USDA I_ADFGII

September 8 1992 page - 20



PROJECT NUMBER 93013
(9 45 am)

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnltonng

These factors will be considered when applying best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- USing method suggested, thee has been no demonstrated population effects (Spies)
Objective #2 - Results % of past work not completed to our knowledge
- Objectives (Ray Hilborn)

- #1 - Good objective (adds accuracy to aenal surveys)
- #2 - Contingent on results of past work before funding

Voted on project as IS with objective #2 funding dependent upon results from past work

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES ~

September 8 1992
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

P1nk Salmon Documentat10n (93-004) (93-013) - These were comb1ned
and 1nclude work on a reduced number of streams The comb1ned
budget 1S reduced by $300,000 The genet1c samp11ng component 1S
reduced 1n those s1tes wh1ch 1nd1cate cons1derable stray1ng 1nto
the w1ld streams The vote 1S 4-2 "yes", DNR and DOI voted "no".
Pro: The ab1l1ty to 1mpose stock-spec1f1c management on the
commerc1al f1shery and reduce f1shery explo1tat1on on o1l-1mpact­
ed stocks 1S v1tal to the1r restorat1on. It w1ll help determ1ne
1f 1t 1S poss1ble to ma1nta1n genet1c 1ntegr1ty of the w1ld
stock. There 1S reason to bel1eve that there 1S cont1nu1ng
1nJury to the w1ld stocks or p1nk salmon, but the extent and/or
mechan1sm 1S not understood. Th1S proJect prov1des 1mportant
1nformat1on that would contr1bute to the1r restorat1on. Con: On
the 28th Bob sp1es stated that the proJect addresses a hatchery­
related problem wh1ch eX1sted pr10r to the sp1ll and 1S d1ff1cult
to support. D1fferent1at10n of w1ld stocks from hatchery stocks
1S a management 1ssue Wh1Ch eX1sted pr10r to the sp1ll and
cont1nues. We are unsure 1f the genet1c port10n of the study
w1ll g1ve us any results There 1S a fa1r level of uncerta1nty
that we w1ll get some def1n1t1ve answers. The eV1dence for
populat1on-level effect on p1nk salmon 1S 1nconclus1ve.

Note: The agreed upon Justlflcat10n statements are h1gh11ghted
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Bob prov1ded comment on the follow1nq proJects:

93-004 and 93-013 - These address problems that are ma1nly hatch­
ery-related conf11cts wh1ch eX1sted pr10r to the sp1ll and he would
have a hard t1me support1ng these These should be funded from
some other source



Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applymg best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project mto categorres of "high", "medium" and
"low" prrorrty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for addItional mjury resultmg from proposed actions, mcludlng long-term and

mdlrect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion m 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for Inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- "Passport In Time" (Pit) portion IS not cost effective and mtent IS covered by site
stewardship (07) proposal (Dummond)
- Remove ARPA training for Park Rangers ($10,000)
MOTION
- Postpone "Pit" portion for 1993 and do remalnmg portion of public education as proposed
- Pit too costly and not cost effective at $549,000
- Look at comblnmg with 009 later

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 5

September 8, 1992
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Archaeology (93-005) - Jerome quest10ned 1f th1s 1S one of the b1g
f1ve 1nJur1es and 1f there appears to be an 1mbalance of archaeolo­
gy proJects Pam stated that 1t has been pretty short shlfted
Slnce 1989 compared to the other resources The program has
dlst1nct components Wh1Ch f1t together 1nto a loglcal goal to
accompl1sh someth1ng Vote was 6-0 "yes". Pro: Th1S proJect is
time cr1t1cal to ensure that add1t1onal 1nJury does not occur.
There 1S potent1al for add1t1onal 1nJury to cultural resources by
not 1n1t1at1ng some programs. Cultural resources are non-renew­
able. Due to the 1ncreased number of people 1n the area dur1ng
clean-up act1v1t1es, 1ncreased knowledge of s1te locations
occurred, lead1ng to a h1gher rate of vandal1sm. It 1S poss1ble to
decrease th1s 1ncreased rate of vandal1sm through publ1C educat1on.
F1X budget and 1ncrease deta1l on contractual

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted



PkuJECT NUMBER 93006

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priOrity

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year *
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (,5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
*- Limit to 24 sites and of these that are repairable Work pending
- Independent review of McAlister report
- Duplication of sites With SUNY-B Damage Assessment Study (Archaeology)
- SUNY-B sites out of intertidal area were not Injured
- If sites are fixable, then do It but many are intertidal and are questionable for restoration
(Dummond)
- Previously Injured sites role of agency - what level of Increased vandalism
- Curatlon costs limited to sampling processing labeling, etc but not long-term storage
- Need McAlister report to venfy Injury (due 9/92)
- Take out Internment costs
- General Administrative cost Improperly determined (only 7% of contracts not 7% of line
300)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

~
NOAA

I

ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG iY Y Y Y Y Y

* Restoration Framework 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 3



Restorat1on Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

S1te Spec1f1c Archeolog1cal Restoration (93-006) - Th1S proJect
takes whatever restorat1on act10ns can be taken cont1ngent upon
peer reV1ew The costs have not been removed for bones wh1ch
need to be repatr1ated DNR's costs are tW1ce as much, and Marty
may need to expla1n th1s The focus 1S on known s1tes. The vote
1S 6-0 "yes". Pro: Th1S 1S d1rect restorat10n of known inJured
s1tes. It 1S t1me cr1t1cal to protect those 1nJured s1tes from
further 1nJury. Mon1tor1ng 1nJured s1tes 1S one component of
th1S proJect and 1S an appropr1ate restorat1on tool for cultural
resource s1tes.

Note: The agreed upon )ustlflcatlon statements are h1gh11ghted.



Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

Indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Duplication of 1992 work, "eliminate duplicatIOn" (I e I development of training matenals,
pnntlng, etc)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTE 6

II NOyAA I AOyNA __U_:_D_I_-I-_A_D_yE_C U_S_;_A_--+__A_D_;_G__11
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Archeoloq1cal S1te Stewardsh1p (93-007) - Th~s ~s a cont~nuat10n

of the study develop~ng mater~als for use by local v~llage

res~dents to enl~st the~r a~d ~n protect~ng cultural resources ~n

the~r area DNR ~s the lead agency Ken stated th~s ~s a lot of
money to keep the program go~ng Byron quest~oned the budget for
pr~nt~ng tra~n~ng mater~als and the fact there ~s no 1992 ap­
proved budget Pam stated all the budgets need a lot more work.
These budgets represent an upper l~m~t and w~ll need a more
deta~led look later The vote ~s 6-0 "yes" s~te stewardsh~p

bu~lds local educat~on and awareness. Fund~ng a program for a
l~m~ted area and expans~on of that program w~ll be done on a
case-by-case bas~s and w~ll not be locked ~n long-term Pro:
Th1S proJect cont1nues work that ,was bequn 1n 1992. The 1992
work prepared mater1als for the s1te stewardsh1p proqram, and
1993 work w111 1nclude recru1t1nq and train1nq of s1te stewards.
Th1S 1S t1me cr1t1cal to protect 1nJured s1tes from further
1nJury.

Note: The agreed upon JustIfIcatIon statements are hIghl~ghted



Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectIveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

LOW (~ 3 votes)

Not recommended for inclusIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- What IS eXisting level of agency efforts vs Exxon funding
- Will help public awareness
- Be coordinated with site-stewardship
- People (public) realize somebody cares
- More agency coordination needed - appears more IS needed & possibility reduce budget by
eliminatIOn of duplicatIOn

Votlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y y y

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Archaeolog1cal S1te Patrol Mon1tor1ng (93-008) - The vote was 6-0
"yes". S1te stewardsh1p and s1te mon1tor1ng are comp11mentary
proJects Ken stated he would l1ke a report of how many people
were contacted If you can make an example of a couple of people,
you can make a bl.g 1mpress10n You also show the pub11c that
someone cares. Pro: Increased awareness and presence of aqenc1es
1S 1mportant to deter vanda11sm. We need to scrut1n1ze th1S
proJect closer next year

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1gh11ghted.

.....--,
\



BOB SPIES REVIEW

Bob gave the follow1ng comments on 6-0 and 5-1 Restorat1on Team
votes

93-008 - Bob wanted to be assured th1s proJect was not too top­
heavy ~n adm~n1strat~on The balance between adm~n~strat~ve

tra~n~ng types and f1eld personnel actually ~nvolved ~n do~ng the
work was quest10ned Th1S can be rev~s~ted at a later date.



- cruise ship traIning
- pnntlng

o C" )ROJECT NUMBER 93009A

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoratIon actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness It

6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, Including long-term and
indirect Impacts *

7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service It

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Focus products to specific user groups/restoration of resources
- Very ambitiouS, scale back and focus on restoration end-point
- CrUise ship training matenal only, not bodies for boats
- High Quality products
- Pnce tag too high - reduce to $450,000
- ObJectives

#3 scale back to training only
- 1 Video (look)
- 3 brochures (look)
- school cUrriculum

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES ~

~
NOAA

I

ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

~, y N Y N Y N
I

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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PRO 'T NUMBER 93009B

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions
DRAFT

These factors will be considered when applying best professIonal judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medIum" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusIOn In 1993 Work Plan

) Not recommended for mcluslon m 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Revote $300 000

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 5

~
NOAA

I
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* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Pub11c Informat1on (93-009A) - Pam would l1ke to g1ve NPS and FWS
an opportun1ty to do some p1eces of th1s proJect Jerome stated
ADF&G was suppose to do the Watchful W1ld11fe Program component.
Pam would l1ke a comm1tment from Ken that some way to Sp11t
fund1ng w1ll be explored Art quest10ned the sense of 1mmed1acy
on th1s proJect for th1s year Ken stated there 1S a component
Wh1Ch deals w1th recreat10n resources, and the recommendat1on 15
to fund some proJects wh1ch deal w1th recreat10n resources The
vote 1S 5-1 "yes", DEC voted "no" Pro: We are respond1nq to
pub11c comment and a des1re for accurate 1nformat1on, wh1ch w1ll
he1qhten the level of awareness to m1n1m1ze 1nJury to resources.
Gett1nq accurate 1nformat10n out to the publ1c 1S lonq overdue.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1gh11ghted



P.CT NUMBER 93010

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

mdlrect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project wlthm the next year *
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion of In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Ranger for 8 months or RT suggest several Rangers In cntlcal time penod
- Concentrate on party boat (charter boat) captains before season
- Change emphasIs "all colonial nesting birds, not Just murres "
- What part IS normal agency responsibility
- Connection with Federal law agamst harassment of wildlife, add law enforcement
component but keep to a minimum

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

~
NOAA

I
ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

~J Y Y Y Y Y Y

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Murres (93-010) - Th1S lS an educat10n proJect targeted at
1nterven1ng to prevent d1sturbance of nest1ng murres and further
lnJury. There are 11m1ted opt1ons for accelerat1ng the recovery
of thlS spec1es and reduclng further decl1ne. Pam stated thlS
proJect targets the segment of the populat1on causlng the problem
more effect1vely than the other educat10n proJects Art ques­
tloned whether thls would fall 1n~o normal agency management.
The vote lS 3-3 DNR, ADF&G and DEC voted IIno ll • Pro: Th1S 1S a
pos1t1ve restorat1on act10n to affect the reproduct10n of an
onqo1nq 1n)ured resource. It 1S t1me cr1t1cal because the breed
patterns at the colon1es have not yet been restored. Any act10n
to prevent further d1sturbance has the potent1al for s1qn1f1cant
pos1t1ve effect on the colony. Con: Th1S 1S not t1me cr1t1cal.
Before spend1ng money on untr1ed methods, we should see 1f we are
qett1nq 1ncreased breedlng 1n these coloh1es thlS year. We are
look1ng at long-term recovery, and one year w1ll not make that
much d1fference. We do not have documentat10n that human d1st­
urbance of the colon1es exacerbates the low recovery that 1S
occurr1ng. In terms of sport commerclal act1v1t1es, th1s proJect
would not do any good, and people w1ll not change the1r f1sh1nq
techn1ques and equ1pment because of thlS program.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted.



PF ECT NUMBER 93011

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applYing best professIonal judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year *
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed actIOn benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion of In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Can latrine sites be used to validly predict populatlon--questlon reliability & possible
meanrngful information?

*New Proposal - much lower budget to prepare paper record of harvest pressure on HarleqUin
& river otters-greatly reduced cost, keep It below $5,000 Identify agency matchmg funds

• -24 HarleqUinS harvested per year
• -6,000 HarleqUinS In Prince William Sound

• Harvests very small

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES §

I NOAA

I
ADNR

I
USDI ADEC USDA ADFG I)

Y Y y y y y

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

R1ver otters (93-011) - Sples stated the budget was too hlgh and
he was not sure lt was worth dOlng Mark questloned why thls lS
not a one shot deal Byron questl0ned the amount for phone and
car rental under contractual The vote lS 5-1 "yes", DOr "no".
Pro: The 1nformat10n w1ll 1dent1fy whether 1ncreased management
empbas1s 1S an effect1ve tool as a restorat1on opt10n. It 1S a
potent1al cost-effect1ve method of restor1ng 1nJured resources.

Note: The agreed upon ]ustlflcatlon statements are hlghllghted



)

BOB SPIES REVIEW

Bob gave the follow1ng comments on 6-0 and 5-1 Restorat1on Team
votes·

93-011 - Bob stated he understands that the Harlequ1n Duck are not
pr~ze b1rds for eat1ng He wonders 1f the fund1ng requ1red w111
make a d1fference for 20 ducks He has a s1m1lar quest10n for
r1ver otters He 1S not sure th1s 1S worth d01ng for such a small
amount; however, for $5,000 he w111 not make a b1g 1ssue of th1s



PROJECT NUMBER 93012

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" priOrity

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 RelatIonship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for incluSion of In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Funding contingent upon result form 1992 work

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 4

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Genet1c stock - Kena1 R1ver Sockeye (93-012) - Pro· Fund1ng for
th1S proJect 1S cont1ngent upon 1992 show1ng a need to cont1nue
th1S work. The results from 1992 1nd1cate further dec11ne from
1991 to the most 1mportant salmon f1shery 1n the 011 sp1ll reg10n.
Th1S proJect 1S t1me cr1t1cal. Stock separat10n should be done for
effect1ve management. ThlS proJect needs component estlmates The
vote was 4 to 2 "yes", 001 and ONR "no" Con: The percent
contr1but10n attr1butable represents approx1mately 33% of the
ove~escapement. There are contr1but10ns Wh1Ch can't be attr1buted
to the 011 sp1ll. Only a th1rd can be attr1buted to the 011 sp1ll
The techn1ques 1n th1s proposal have broad app11cat10n for salmon
management 1n general. If agenc1es need th1s for management, they
should fund 1t out of the1r own bUdget. The problem 1n 1989 was
due to a management deC1S10n by ADF&G and tak1ng no other act10n
that would have m1t1gated the overescapement.

Note: The agreed upon Justlflcatl0n statements are hlghllghted



PROJECT NUMBER 93014

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Technical Support

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

Indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project provides essential support to restoration, monitoring, and/or damage

assessment projects

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (.5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for Inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Reduce It to a one year study

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES ~

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

"') N N N
* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992

Y y Y

page - 5



)

Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Qua11ty Assurance for Coded W1re Tagg1ng (93-014) - The vote was 3
to 3, DNR, NOAA and DOl voted "no" Coded wl.red taggl.ng l.S used to
gather l.nformatl.on for successful management of p1nk salmon l.n the
area Consl.derable money ($7m) has been spent already. Thl.s would
allow for better use of past and future results from coded Wl.re
taggl.ng efforts Thl.s proJect supports another proJect Reasons
not to go forward - Con: Th1S proJect 1S not t1me cr1t1cal and does
not support a restorat10n endp01nt. Th1s should be someth1ng the
agenc1es should do themselves as a matter of course.

Note: The agreed upon Justl.fl.catl.on statements are hl.ghll.ghted



PROJECT NUMBER 93015
'-~ /'

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

Indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not_recommended for inclUSIOn of In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES!

i NOAA

I
ADNR

I

USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

~Y N N Y Y Y
(
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Xena1 R1ver sockeye Salmon Restorat10n (93-015) - Th1s proJect was
began as the compan1on to R53 1n 1992. Th1s 1S the adult component
and 1S cr1t1cal for deal1ng w1th results from damage assessment.
Ken stated that the wr1te-up leads you to bel1eve that add1t1onal
techn1cal equ1pment must be purchased, and he thought th1S
equ1pment was bought last year. Th1S appears to be dupl1cat10n and
w1ll need further reV1ew The vote was 4 to 2; DOl and DNR voted
"no". Pro: The results from 1992 ind1cate further decline from
1991 to the most 1mportant salmon f1shery in the oil spill region.
This project 1S t1me crit1cal and maX1m1zes opportunity for
adequate spawner escapement in 1993. Con: The percent contr1bution
attributable represents approx1mately 33% of the overescapement.
There are contr1but10ns wh1ch can't be attr1buted to the 011 sp1ll.
Only a th1rd can be attr1buted to the 011 sp1ll. The techn1ques in
th1s proposal have broad applicat10n for salmon management 1n
general. If agenc1es need th1s for management, they should fund 1t
out of the1r own bUdget. The problem 1n 1989 was due to a
management dec1s10n by ADF&G and tak1ng no other act10n that would
have m1t1gated the overescapement.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted.



,
, --' PROJECT NUMBER 93016

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

RestoratIOn Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applYing best profeSSional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan
r- \

r
\. Comments

- Project must get necessary permits (RPT & ADF&G)
- Compensation project
- Very few salmon other than pinks In Chenega area
- Used pink salmon In past for subsistence, many pinks In area

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 5

~
NOAA

I
ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG I" Y Y N Y Y Y
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

chenega, Chinook and Coho salmon (93-016) - Art quest~oned ~f the
legal op~n~on has any bear~ng. The legal team d~d not spec~f~cally

comment on 93-016. Vote was 5 to 1 "yes"; 001 "no". Pro:
Replacement of inJured resource to provide Subs1stence serV1ce.

Note: The agreed upon Just~f~cat1on statements are h~ghl~ghted.



PROJECT NUMBER 93017

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to whIch the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service ..

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion of In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Jim Fall (#17) will do survey
How communities/villages Will Identify & prioritize sites to be surveyed for 011 Then thiS will
be fed Into project #38
- Perhaps Instead of transporting subsistence users to collect food Items, give Natives money
to clean-up beaches to their satisfaction
- Trustee CounCil will make deCISions on further 011 removal or subsistence plan, not subset
of agencies
- 011 spill commUnities should Identify where subsistence site and problem areas (011) but not
too what extent of removal of 0" at these sites
- Qn prolect 93038 Trustee CounCil should develop new standards for 011 on beaches (I e ,
on subsistence areas, 011 should be removed to a higher standard

Vetlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES 2

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y Y y
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Subs1stence Restorat10n (93-017) - Th~s w~ll be rev~s~ted next
week. Pam stated she w~ll ask Mar~a to share the Chenega Bay
~nformat~on w~th J~m.

Note: The agreed upon Just~f~cat~on statements are h~ghl~ghted.



Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Subs1stence Restorat1on (93-017) - Joe obta1ned an answer to the
quest10n of whether there was overlap on th1s proJect. MMS
1ncorporated the BIA proJect It was the 1ntent to take the
J01nt MMS and ADF&G study and apply 1t to what they want to do.
Pam asked what part of 93-017 needs to come out. It sounds 11ke
some p1eces of th1s study have already been done or are be1ng
done. Jerome stated that th1s 1S not dup11cat1ve. Byron had a
comment on the hydrocarbon analys1s and stated th1s study must
adhere to NOAA's cr1ter1a and go to the1r lab for analys1s. It
would be eaS1er 1f one of NOAA's lab d1d the analys1s rather than
through a contract Byron stated 1t would be f1ne 1f they went
to DEC labs also. Pam stated we should talk to J1m about the
percept10n of the commun1ty of sW1tch1ng horses Pam quest10ned
1f th1s change would affect overall costs. Byron stated 1t
should not Pam suggested add1ng that commun1t1es and v111ages
should 1dent1fy where geograph1c areas are and pr10r1t1ze them by
problems. The vote 1S 6-0 "yes" Art stated that 1f the pub11c
1dent1f1es and part1c1pates 1n the cleanup, th1s makes th1s
package work Byron suggested gett1ng legal gU1dance on the
statement "some m1t1gat10n of lost subs1stence use w1l1 be
prov1ded by mak1ng funds ava1lable to commun1t1es to support
travel to harvest areas away from 011ed s1tes or to areas where
resources have not been depleted" Dave recommended chang1ng
"w111" to "may" Depend1ng on the 1nterpretat10n from the legal
team, Art, Ken and Byron stated they m1ght change the1r votes.
Dave stated based upon the legal adv1ce rece1ved, the RT suggests
remov1ng "w1ll" from the text and the budget Pro: Th1s proJect
is t1me cr1t1cal to 1dent1fy the rema1n1ng Subs1stence 1nJury and
concerns. Subs1stence resources such as Harlequ1n Duck and
Harbor Seals have been damaged and are at reduced levels. The
conf1dence level of the pub11c 1S low. There cont1nues to be
concern that the1r Subs1stence resources are contam1nated. This
study addresses those concerns and takes appropr1ate steps to
ensure that there 1S full part1c1pat10n. We need to restore
confidence that Subs1stence resources are no longer be1ng affect­
ed by the 011 sp1ll.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1gh11ghted.
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Restoration Management Actions

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.$. 3 votes)

Recommended for mcluslon In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for mcluslon of In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

J

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y y y y
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Dolly Varden/Cutthroat Trout (93-018) - Byron doesn't agree w1th
Bob and doesn't th~nk the normal agency management argument holds
water. Ken stated th~s ~s a pOl1cy call. Dave stated th1S 1S
above and beyond normal agency respons1b111ty and 1S 1n add1t1on to
the work already be~ng done. The vote was 5 to 1i 001 "no". Pro:
without the 1nformat10n that this proJect prov1des, there is
potent1al for add1t10nal injury and 1t would be necessary to make
some management dec1s10ns based on inJuries to Dolly Varden and
Cutthroat Trout.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f~cat~on statements are h1ghl1ghted.



BOB SPIES REVIEW

Bob gave the follow1ng comments on 6-0 and 5-1 Restorat1on Team
votes:

93-018 - Bob lS of the 0p1n1on that th1s 1S normal agency manage­
ment respons1b1l1ty Art asked why th1s one st1cks out more than
some of the p1nk salmon and others. Bob stated that for th1s
reason, a lot of th1s lsn't be1ng funded.



(
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Restoration ManiPulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applying best profeSSional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high". "medium" and
"low" pnorlty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions. including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LeW ~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments - There IS a question over whether we should have the results of the
comprehensive subsistence study (#17) before proceeding Need legal opinions on several
questions relating to use of EVeS funds 1) Can EVeS mOnies fund any or all parts of this?
2) Can commercial sale of oysters be used to support cost recovery of subsistence oyster
venture? 3) Can legal interpretation of subsistence activities Include commercial oyster
ventures for their own sake? Pending answers to legal questions, the RT will give gUidance
for further technical work including 1) Need for peer review 2) Need to develop new
approach to reduce cost or else Justify present cost 3) Need to be cost effective 4) Need
to know feasibility of project including operating structure 4) Need to know how this project
IS Justified In light of the manculture activities In the villages

Votrna Record TOTAL YES VOTES 2

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

N Y N N N Y
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Restoration Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Chugach Reg10n V1llage Mar1culture ProJect (93-019) - Dave
suggested that each RT member read the legal team's comments on
93-019 and 93-020 The vote ~s 0-6 "no". Con: Based on legal
opinion, 1nJuries to Nat1ve econom1C well-be1ng and self-suffi­
c1ency are not 1nJur1es for wh1ch the natural resources trustees
could seek damages; 1t is a pr1vate cause of action for wh1ch the
Nat1ve Interests are seek1ng damages from Exxon. Use of joint
trustee fund mon1es to restore such 1nJuries does not appear
appropriate.

Note: The agreed upon Just~f~cat~on statements are h~ghl~ghted.



/, Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applYing best profeSSional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnorlty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW « 3 votes)- - --
Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for Inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Limit to conceptual pre-design feasibility study
- Develop site character sites and candidate sites
- Identify potential speCies, production goal per species
- Cost should not exceed $50,000
- FaCIlity should primarily focus on production

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 4

I NOAA ADNR

I

USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

~y N N Y y y
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

B1valve Shellf1sh Hatchery and Research Center (93-020) - Jerome
stated there 1S potent1al match1ng money. Pam stated th1S would
be a legal 1ssue Jerome stated that word1ng would have to be
wr1tten that the fac1l1ty w1ll restore damaged shellf1sh and 1f
1t 1S later used for commerc1al purposes, 1t would requ1re
purchase The vote 1S 3-3; Forest Serv1ce, 001 and DNR voted
"no". Pro: The proJect would prov1de d1rect restorat1on to
damaged shellf1sh resources Th1S 1nformat10n 1S needed to
determ1ne 1f transplant1ng shellf1sh 1S a v1able potent1al
restorat10n opt10n Th1S 1S a food source for many of the
1nJured resources. Con· Th1S proJect 1S not t1me cr1t1cal. We
do not know the extent and level of contam1nat1on 1n shellf1sh
beds. We do not know 1f they w1ll repopulate naturally

Note: The agreed upon ]ustlflcat1on statements are hlghllghted



Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

B1valve Shellf1sh Hatchery and Research center (93-020) - Jerome
stated there 1S potent1al match1ng money. Pam stated th1s would
be a legal 1ssue. Jerome stated that word1ng would have to be
wr1tten that the fac1l1ty w1ll restore damaged shellf1sh and 1f
1t 1S later used for commerc1al purposes, 1t would requ1re
purchase. The vote 1S 3-3, Forest Serv1ce, DOl and DNR voted
"no". Pro: The proJect would prov1de d1rect restoration to
damaged shellf1sh resources. This 1nformat1on 1S needed to
determ1ne 1f transplanting shellf1sh 1S a v1able potent1al
restorat10n opt10n. Th1S 1S a food source for many of the
injured resources. Con: Th1S proJect 1S not time critical. We
do not know the extent and level of contam1nation in shellf1sh
beds. We do not know 1f they w1ll repopulate naturally.
Kurres: Enhanc1ng Product1v1ty and Mon1tor1ng Recovery (93-
022) (93-049) - The vote 1S 6-0 "yes" Pro: There are very
l1m1ted techn1ques wh1ch can be used to attempt to restore
in]ur1es to murres Th1S proJect 1S evaluat1ng the feas1b1lity
of enhanc1ng the product1v1ty by uS1ng decoys, dummy eggs, and
record1ngs of murre calls to help 1mprove breed1ng success. Th1S
would be cons1dered t1me cr1t1cal because the breed1ng behav10r
1S presently unsuccessful due to loss of breed1ng synchronicity.
Joe asked that the t1tle be shortened for 1nput 1nto the data­
base. The t1tle 1S changed as follows Feas1b1l1ty of Enhanc1ng
Murre Product1v1ty and L1m1ted Recovery Mon1tor1ng.

Note: The agreed upon ]ust1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted.

"I



Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement DRAFT
These factors will be considered when applying best profeSSional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"'ow" priOrity

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, Including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

LOW (~ 3 votes)

X Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan- ,

Comments

- USFWS would not prOVIde permits to transplant chicks

- Do chick transplant only If wiped-out colony completely (Robey)

- Research project proposed by Podolsky

*- Major long-term commitment walt for Restoration Plan

VotlnQ Record TOTAL YES VOTE .2

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

if-! vt--> y~ 'f'(J 'f [-0 f~V
• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44 /

August 5, 1992



Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

B1rd/Ch1ck Restoration (93-021) - Th1S proJect was not t1me cr1t1­
cal. Perm1ts would not be 1ssued Con: Th1S is a maJor long-term
commitment and should wa1t for the Restorat10n Plan. The Restora­
t10n Team does not recommend th1s for 1nclus10n in the plan. The
vote 1S 0-6

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1gh11ghted.



Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
S Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Pilot feasibility study
- Very experimental, technically feasible, but a httle too much money
- RFP might be most appropriate (Fry) (2 names were given - Podolski & 1)
- Direct restoration project for murres
- Put dummy egg part Into objectives (not consistent throughout write-up)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES .2

~
NOAA

I

ADNR

I
USDI ADEC USDA ADFG iy y y Y Y Y

• RestoratIon Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 3



(
Restorat10n Team D1Souss16n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Murres: Enhanc1ng product1v1ty and Mon1tor1ng Recovery (93-
022) (93-049) - The vote lS 6-0 "yes" Pro: There are very
11m1ted techn1ques Wh1Ch can be used to attempt to restore
1nJur1es to murres. Th1S proJect 1S evaluat1ng the feas1b111ty
of enhanc1ng the product1v1ty by uS1ng decoys, dummy eggs, and
record1ngs of murre calls to help 1mprove breed1ng success. Th1S
would be cons1dered t1me cr1t1ca1 because the breed1ng behav10r
1S presently unsuccessful due to loss of breed1ng synchron1c1ty.
Joe asked that the t1tle be shortened for 1nput 1nto the data­
base The t1tle 1S changed as follows: Feas1b1l1ty of Enhanc1ng
Murre Product1v1ty and L1m1ted Recovery Mon1tor1ng.

Note: The agreed upon ]ust1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted.

(



Restoration Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Hurres: Enhanc1ng Product1v1ty and Mon1tor1ng Recovery (93-022) (93-
049) - Pro. There are very l~m~ted techn~ques wh~ch can be used to
attempt to restore ~nJur~es to murres. Th~s proJect ~s evaluat~ng the
feas~b~l~ty of enhanc~ng the product~v~ty by us~ng decoys, dummy eggs, and
record~ngs of murre calls to help ~mprove breed~ng success. Th~s would be
cons~dered t~me cr~t~cal because the breed~ng behav~or ~s presently
unsuccessful due to loss of breed~ng synchron~c~ty

Note: The agreed upon Just~f~cat~on statements are h~ghl~ghted.



I

'--- PROJECT NUMBER 93024

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors Will be considered when applYing best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (oS.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- USFS, AOF&G & Aquaculture Assoc have expended agency funds to do survey work and
purchase fertilizer
- Replacement Action
- NEPA document completed

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES ~

! NOAA

I
ADNR

I
USOI ADEC USDA ADFG

~Y Y N Y Y Y

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 9



Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

cogh1ll Lake (93-024) - The vote was 5-1; DOl voted "no". Pro: Re­
placement act10n for inJured resources. Replacement activity is
time cr1tical because of severely depressed stock.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted.



()

RestoratIon Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applying best profeSSional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

Indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for Inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Replacement Action

voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 5

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

I NO;A I ADyNR I__U_~_D_I_-+-_A_D_
y
E_C_-+__U_S_:_A_-+__A_D_;_G_--1!

September 8, 1992 page - 8
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Montague Island Chum Salmon Restorat10n (93-025) - The vote was 5­
1; DOl voted no. Pro: Replacement of 1nJured resources. Th1S is
consistent w1th the assumption of some limited d1rect restorat1on
programs to be implemented. The RT expects the Restoration Plan to
1dent1fy th1s as an act10n to be 1mplemented.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1gh11ghted.



( Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions .,
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year .,
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (..$. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Need to do NEPA documents
- Does eXisting faCIlity prodUCing results outlined In this proposal (Hllbourn)
- Agency Will pick-up out-year costs after construction (Montague)
- Replacement Action
- Spies -- wants Peer Review of flies project (Independent of agency people) Will not give
recommendation for or against It until review
- 1) Vote contingent upon Peer Review
- 2) Phased approach With NEPA document first
- 3) Meeting #1 & #2 then this IS the project

Votlne Record TOTAL YES VOTES 4

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

N Y N Y Y Y
., Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 7



Restorat10n Team D1scussion 8/28 - 9/2/92

Fort R1chardson Hatchery Water P1pe11ne (93-026) - Th~s proJect
proposes conduct~ng a workshop w~th peer rev~ewers and do~ng the
NEPA analys~s only Operat~on and ma~ntenance costs for 1994-on
were cons~dered. Jerome stated there needs to be analys~s of
what the ecolog~cal damage ~s Ken asked whether hatchery
development ~s an appropr~ate restorat~on tool w~thout a restora­
t~on plan be~ng ~n place Joe stated the ~ssues are ~f there
were no r~sks, would you want to do th~s proJect, or you want to
do th~s proJect, but want to analyze the r~sks. If they are
acceptable, you go ahead Byron stated hav~ng NEPA rev~ew would
prov~de better ~nformat~on on whether th~s proJect should go
forward. Pam stated the RT should vote on the mer~ts of whether
the proJect should go forward and not the NEPA analys~s. Mark
stated the synthes~s meet~ng w~ll prov1de an opportun~ty to
address future ~ssues and ~s ~mperat1ve to go forward. Ken
proposed gOlng forward w1th th~s proJect, pend~ng the synthes~s

meet~ng Art stated the 1983 EIS should be made ava~lable to the
peer rev~ewers pr10r to the synthes1s meet1ng. Jerome stated the
proJect was based on legal 0p1n1on Byron suggested vot~ng on
the full proJect and then NEPA Dave stated the f~rst step of
the proJect ~s NEPA ana1ys1s Ken stated ~f he votes "yes", ~t

needs to go forward w1th NEPA ana1ys~s. Pam asked ~s th~s

proJect worth Trustee Counc11 cons1derat1on Art stated he would
have to vote on the concept before vot~ng on the elements. The
vote on concept ~s 4-2 The vote on NEPA analys~s, cont~ngent

upon the synthes1s meet1ng th~s fall, ~s 3-3 Dave proposed
vot~ng on the ent1re proJect, and a synthes~s meet1ng w~ll be
held th~s fall to deterrn1ne the rner~ts of the ~ssue of w~ld vs.
hatchery stock The vote lS 3-3 Con: The percent contr1but10n
attr1butable represents approx1mately 33% of the overescapement.
There are contr1but10ns Wh1Ch can't be attr1buted to the oil
sp1ll. Only a th1rd can be attr1buted to the 011 sp1ll. The
problem 1n 1989 was due to a management dec~s10n by ADF&G and
taking no other act~on that would have m1t1gated the overescapem­
ent. Pro: Th1S proJect 1S absolutely essent1al. Damages will
preclude a sport f1shery ~n 1994 and 1995 on sockeye salmon on
the Kena1. Th1S would m1t1gate closure of the f1shery. Produc­
t10n of f1Sh 1S very cost effect1ve.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h~ghl~ghted.



I J

I

Bob prov1ded comment on the follow1nq projects:

93-026 (Fort R~chardson P~pel~ne) - F~sh and Game ~s compla~n1nq

about w~ld stock. A clear evaluat~on needs to be carr~ed out. He
1S not ent1rely aga~nst th1s proJect; however, there 1S not enough
1nformat10n. Jerome asked 1f Bob and the peer reV1ewers need more
t1me for d~gest~ng ~nformat~on Bob stated there has to be some
evaluat10n of the effects the hatchery would have on f1sh popula­
t10ns, and he cannot recommend the proJect as proposed w1thout some
plann1ng evaluat10n. Th1S mayor may not be occurr1ng outs1de the
EIS process.



Restoration ManIPulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be consIdered when applYlOg best profeSSIonal Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to sImply rank the project IOtO categories of "high", "medIum" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoratIon actIons •
2 PotentIal to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 PotentIal adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 RelationshIp of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefIts •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 PotentIal for additional Injury resultIng from proposed actIons, IncludlOg long-term and

IOdlrect Impacts •
7 Importance of startlOg the project wlthlO the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or servIce •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefIts more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW ~ 3 votes)

Recommended for IOcluslon In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for IOcluslon 10 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Replacement of oiled wetlands

- Recreate wetlands (wet meadow) created by earthquake and now being lost three
successIon

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES ~

il-_N_O_yA_A_--+__A_D_yN_R_-+I__U_S_ND_I_-+-__A_~_E_C_-+__U_Sy_D_A A_D_;_G__!
• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 5



Restoration Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Wetlands Replacement (93-028) - Pro: Th1S 1S the feas1b1l1ty aspect
of d1rect replacement for o1led wetlands Wh1Ch the Restorat10n Team
feels w1ll surface through the Restorat10n Plan. Vote 1S 5-1; DOl
voted "no".

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1gh11ghted.



Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW « 3 votes)- - -
Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

) Comments

- 2,500 total acres In PWS that have been cut In the 1970's
- Benefit IS long-range
- $400/acre to thin

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 4

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

II-_N_O_yA_A_-+I__A_Dy_N_R_-+-I__U_~_D_I_-+-__A_~_E_C_-+-__U_S;_A_--1f--_A_D_:_G i
September 8, 1992 page - 4



Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Second Growth_Management (93-029) - Pro: Before the work on second
growth 1S done, the hal)1tat needs to be l1nked to the 1nJured
resource and clear demonstrat1on of a restorat1on endpo1nt for
resources. Th1S proJect 1S t1me cr1t1cal and f1ts the assumption
that someth1ng can be done now. Vote was 5-1; DOl voted "no".

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted.



PF :CT NUMBER 93030

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnitoring

These factors Will be conSidered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnorlty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions ..
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety ..
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits ..
5 Cast effectiveness ..
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts ..
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year ..
8 There IS reason to beheve that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood""

RANK HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW « 3 votes)- - -
Recommended for Inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Contingent upon escapement of 150,000 fish In 1992 If get 150,000 fiSh, Will not do study
- Get results of fish escapement by 8/93 By this time about 50% of project costs Will be
expended
- Continuation of R-113
·Peer ReViewer (Ray Hllbourn) verify method of enhanCing sockeye fry through diScussions
w,th ADF&G to determine If we should do this project

Votlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES 4

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y N N Y Y Y
• Restoration Framework, 1992 pp 43-44
•• The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for
the Exxon Valdez 0,1 Spill 1991, vol 1, P 1 (paraphrased)

September 8, 1992 page·22



Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be conSidered when applYing best profeSSional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the prOject Within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- See attachment
- Ray Hilborn recommends Canadian and Alaskan experts be brought together this fall to
review all the sockeye projects
- ADF&G egg take IS scheduled for August 1993 so plenty of time to VISit the project

Votma Record TOTAL YES VOTES .§

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y N y y y

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Red Lake Restorat10n (93-030) - Pro: Th1S is cont1ngent upon a
sockeye synthes1s meet1ng bring1ng experts together and upon
escapement counts 1n 1993. The vote 1S 5-1; DOl voted "no."

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1gh11ghted.



c--------LJ~Oi--r'll:.-~OJ:fALA~.KA.

DEPARTMENf oF4lsa AND GAME

" DIVISION OF FISHERIES REHABILITATION.
ENHANCEMENT & DEVELOPMENT (FR,E P,)

To. Bob Spies FAX 510-373-7834
Ray Hilborn FAX 206-545-7471

cc Lorne White
Joe Sullivan

From Dana Schmidt
PrinCipal LJmnologlst
FRED DIvIsion, ADF&G
Soldotna, AK

Date August 27, 1992

SUbject Red Lake Restoration

Umnology Section
.4828 Kahfornsky Beach

Road, Suite B
Soldotna, AK 99669-3150
Phone (907) 262-9368
Fax (907) 262-7646
IGSCHMT@ALASKA

I have been asked by Joe Sullivan to prOVide you with a description of the
procedures FRED division normally uses for Lake Stocking for systems that

-. have defiCient numbers of spawners This process has not been Identified In the
) Red Lake Restoration project (93030) which is under consideration.

Because the lake in question has been subjected to large escapements with
SUbsequent poor production of smolt, it Is likely that the food resources of the
lake were adversely Impacted. It Is essential that these be evaluated and that if
juvenile stocking were to occur, the level of stocking be based on available
rearing potential of the lake which is present at the time the fish are added
Normally, FRED diVision undergoes three years of water chemistry and sampling
of the zooplankton community of lakes to be enhanced Based on models
developed from multiple lakes In Alaska, a stocking rate is recommended for
Juvenile sockeye Data used in making this determination Include biomass of
zooplankton Includmg seasonal trends, euphotic volume of the lake,
length/weight of fall rearmg fry in the lake, and smolt age/size from previous
years Under the damage assessment project, a time series beginning In 1990
provides for zooplankton data and their seasonal and interannual changes

Prior to the egg take and also prior to stockmg, the historical data set Will be
used to determme the recommended fry carrymg capacity of the lake An
estimate of natural stockmg from the escapement Will be completed and these
numbers subtracted from the hatchery based stocking level These procedures
will insure the carrymg capacity of the zooplankton community Will not be



PROJECT NUMBER 93031

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration ManipulatIOn andlor Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW ~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSIOn m 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Proceed With hatchery modification necessary In advance of proposed 1993 take Continued
funding for the 1993 egg take IS contmgent upon insufficient 1993 smolt at migration to be
reviewed by Chief SCientist and Restoration Team ADF&G to cost out hatchery
modificatIOns

Votlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES ~

estoratlon Framework, 199

NOAA

y

ADNR

y

USDI ADEC

y

USDA

y

ADFG

y

September 8, 1992 page - 12
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Sockeye Salmon (93-031) - Dave asked ~f th~s ~s a th~rd party
l~t~gatJ.on ~ssue. The RT stated "no". The vote ~s 5-1 "yes";
DOl voted "no". ThJ.s proJect J.s mJ.tJ.gatJ.on not compensat~on.

Pro: Th1S proJect 1S cost effect1ve and w1ll be used to restore
inJured resources. 1993 work 1S cont1ngent upon 1nsufficient
smolt out m1grat10n.

Note: The agreed upon )ustJ.fJ.catJ.on statements are hJ.ghlJ.ghted.



PROJECT NUMBER 93032

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration ManipulatIOn and/or Enhancement

These factors Will be considered when applymg best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to Simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional mjury resulting from proposed actions, mcludmg long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of startmg the project wlthm the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service •
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service •

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for mcluslon In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan
I
I

I Comments
- Describe matchmg elements These pinks are primarily up stream spawning and so should
use the fish pass Chances are excellent that fish planting Will not be necessary
- A Site-specific analYSIS IS required to meet NEPA compliance reqUirements

~V~ot~ln;;g:;;R~e:;;c~o;;;rd;.......=~T;,,;O;,;T~AL YES VOTES.§

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

yYYY Y N
• Restoration Framework,::::::1i=i9~9~20F,=p:::::::::P=4~3-::::::44~='======::!::::::=============d1

~)
I
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

P1nk and Cold Creek (93-032) - The vote ~s 5-1; 001 voted "no".
Pro: Th1S proJect 1S part of the 11m1ted implementation package and
is expected to be 1ncluded in the Restorat10n Plan. It is cost
effect1ve and does not requ1re long-term comm1tment of resources.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat~on statements are h~ghl~ghted.
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PROJECT NUMBER 93033

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnltorrng

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categorres of "high", "medium" and
"low" prrorlty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety ..
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

Indirect Impacts ..
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 There IS reason to beheve that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood"·

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (5. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments - Under $500,000 (93051 keep as IS)

- Concentrate more on broods than nests outside PWS
- Increase $ on blood chemistry (perhaps 20K) (Fry)
- A few broods found on perrphery of or! spill area
.. Population surveys or status work (objective #1) remove
- Add radio telemetry
tt Eliminate nest boxes work
• 8 nest sites In PWS
tt Reduce boat costs
- Ground truthlng of Harlequin portion of 93051 should be here 93051 purely office exerCise
Overlap of 93033 with 93051 eliminate this
Focus - No oiled mussel beds connection
- Increase work on blood chemistry (20K)
- Do more fecal samples to verrfy use of mussels
- Use local PWS residents to capture live birds In winter, put on radios and collect fecal
samples
Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTE §. (Vote taken on concept Budget to be reviewed

when revised )

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y Y Y
.. Restoration ramework, 1992, pp 43-44
.. tt The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for

September 8, 1992 page - 3



Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Harlequ1n Duck Restorat1on (93-033 A,B,C) - Art asked If elevated
blood perlmeters can be attrlbuted to the 011. Byron stated you
would have to look at control areas. optlon A addresses current
reproductlve fallure outslde PWS. Optlon B addresses reproduc­
tlve fallure on the Kenal and Afognak. Optlon C addresses
reproductlve fallure on the Alaska Penlnsula Dave asked 1f thls
proJect has changed Ken stated thls should be a contlnuatlon
proJect. Should Harlequln Ducks be studled? The vote lS 6-0
"yes". Byron stated Optlon A lS responslve to our dlrectlon.
Jerome stated that western PWS should be dropped and subtracted.
The bUdgets need to be very closely scrutlnlzed. The vote 1S:
Optlon A - 6-0 "yes", Optlon B - 1-5 "no"; Optlon C - no support.
33A Pro: Th1S w1ll help estab11sh the l1nkage between Harlequ1D
product1ve fa1lure and cont1nued hydrocarbon contam1natioD aDd
w1l1 prov1de hab1tat nest1nq character1st1cs outs1de of PWS.
Both of Wh1Ch are 1mportant components for any hab1tat acqu1s1­
t10n efforts relat1ve to the spec1es. Pam stated that she would
llke to see habltat characterlzatlon done on the Renal coast.
Pam asked If there wlll be some savlngs on Afognak because of all
the work belng done there Jerome stated the questlon lS how blg
an area lS the reproductlve fallure occurrlng ln Ken asked do
we need to know If reproductlve fallure 1S occurrlng on the outer
Renal coast to affect restorat1on

Note: The agreed upon Justlflcatlon statements are hlghllghted.
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\,_J PROJECT NUMBER 93034

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnltonng

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Cliff nesters
- Eliminate objectives #2, #4 & #3
- Statistics on populations bad - Impossible to determine population but definItely Injury to
birds
Focus
- Do objectives #1 but add paper search uSing boat survey data to predict colony location and
little ground truthlng
-Pigeon gUillemot habitat IS on cliffs (secondary effect not direct effect)
- Greatly reduce costs ($100,000 + reduction)
- Forage fish study necessary for objective #3 but forage fish study not gOing forward
Combine
- 1) 1 month pigeon gUillemot work, then
- 2) Boat surveys (If approved to go forward)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES §. (Voted on concept only Budget to be reviewed
when revised )

ADEC

Y

USDA

Y

ADFG

y II

September 8, 1992 page - 5
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

P1geon GU1llemot colony Survey (93-034) - Art stated he has a
problem w1th def1n1ng the restorat1on endpo1nt for th1s spec1es
Ken stated 1t 1S hab1tat protect10n but may not be acqu1s1t10n
Art asked 1f another set of comments w1ll be rece1ved from Fry.
Dave stated that Bob w1ll get further comment from Fry Mark
stated Fry appears to be comment1ng on a prev10us verS10n Ken
stated that past notes 1nd1cate a paper exerC1se was approved.
Th1s proJect conta1ns only ObJect1ve 1 (survey) Art agreed w1th
Jerome and stated that w1thout a clear restorat1on endpo1nt,
there 1S no p01nt 1n d01ng a survey Dave stated that he sees a
restorat10n endpo1nt Ken stated based on today's 1nformat10n,
we are cont1nu1ng some studles but we are w1l11ng to stop others.
Art asked why th1s survey could not be folded 1n w1th the boat
surveys Dave stated the reason these can't be comb1ned 1S
because of the late start The vote 1S 4-2, DNR and ADF&G voted
"no" Pro: Each year we keep say1ng we need to do someth1ng. We
feel 1t 1S 1mportant to do add1t1onal work 1n 1992. We have not
collected 1nformat10n on th1S spec1es to make 1nformed dec1s10ns
on what hab1tat protect10n measures need to be taken to help the
spec1es recover The maJor1ty of act1v1ty 1S near the 1ntert1dal
zone. The subtle affects need to be understood to effect1vely
manage the act1v1t1es 1n that zone. It would help to 1dent1fy
mar1ne hab1tat Con' Trad1t10nal act1v1t1es probably don't
represent a threat EX1st1ng regulat10ns and management w1ll
probably protect them from any potent1al threat. It 1S not a
h1gh pr1or1ty. Mark stated we need to look at th1s spec1es to
see 1f anyth1ng bes1des hab1tat protect10n can be done

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted.



BOB SPIES REVIEW

Bob gave the fo11ow1ng comments on 6-0 and 5-1 Restorat10n Team
votes:

93-034 - Bob stated M1ke Fry recommended aga1nst th1s because 1t
prov1des very 11tt1e for restorat1on and gett1ng a handle on
recovery Th1S proJect 1nc1udes speculat1ve techn1ques Ken stated
that three obJect1ves were e11m1nated and there was a $90,000
reduct10n Bob w11l ensure that th1s gets rev1s1ted by Fry



PI ECT NUMBER 93035

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Monitoring

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additIOnal Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Continuation of R-1 03C work
- Foraging of oiled vs non-oiled sites funded In 1989, 1991 & 192 -- no results eVident to-
date

Oblectlves
- Eliminate # 1 & #3
- Do objectives #2 pending results from 1992 field work Very close coordination IS need din
mussel bed study
* Short study, do fecal samples, band chicks and look for last year's banded chicks at 3 sites
(reduced scope)

)
-'

Voting Record

September 8, 1992

TOTAL YES VOTES 6

__A_~_E_C_--t-__U_Sy_D_A A_D_;_G_--I!

page - 7
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Black Oystercatchers (93-035) - Dave stated the bUdget was not
reduced very much ObJect1ve 2 1S be1ng done If there 1S no
eV1dence of cont1nu1ng 1nJury, 1t won't be done Th1S 1S pend1ng
results of 1992 The vote 1S 6-0 "yes" Pro: It 1S 1mportant to
determ1ne 1f you have pers1stent o1l1ng cond1t1ons 1n mussel beds
Wh1Ch are an 1mportant food 1tem for th1s spec1es. It 1S a
surrogate for the Harlequ1n Ducks. The results can be extrapo­
lated for other spec1es that use the mussels. It 1S an 1nd1ca­
t10n of transfer to h1gher level feeders.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted



preECT NUMBER 93036

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Monitoring

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

.x. Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Project complements 93038 - mOnitoring component of cleaned oiled mussels
- Do not have to do multi-year mOnitoring would need to monitor cleaned sites and set aSides
for several years
- Don't Include oyster catchers and Harlequin ducks as benefiting (Byron)

Voting Record

September 8, 1992

TOTAL YES VOTES 6

__A_~_E_C_-+-__U_Sy_D_A A_D_:_G__11

page - 16



, Restorat~on Team D~scuss~on 8/28 - 9/2/92

01led Mussel Beds (93-036) - Art quest10ned 1f the budget for
equ1pment 1S 1n I1ne (another computer) The vote 1S 6-0 "yes".
Pro: We st~ll have pers~stent contam1nat~on of o1led mussel beds
as eV1denced from 1992 f~eld work. Substant~al recovery 1S not
as far along as we would l~ke ~t to be.

Not«: The agreed upon )ust1f1cat10n statements are h1gh11ghted.



)

PROJECT NI ~ER 93037 & 93055

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnltonng

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnorlty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additIOnal Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- NRDA Studies
- No link to restoration
- Work on non-oiled sites, companng variability between control sites
- Seems late to be dOing work
- Injury to intertidal area IS pretty clear but If not then vaned approach

Voting Record

September 8, 1992

TOTAL YES VOTES 1

__A_D_NE_C_-+__U_SN_D_A A_D_;_G_--III

page - 2



-~ Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Intert1dal and Subt1dal Commun1t1es (93-037 and 93-055) - Byron
stated the lawyers addressed th1S study 1n the1r letter and
d1dn't th1nk 1t should be done because of the val1d1ty of the
methods used Th1S proJect appears to quest10n the val1d1ty of
the methods used to determ1ne olled and controlled sltes 1n our
damage assessment stud1es The val1d1ty of these methods was
tested before they were 1mplemented, 1t doesn't seem W1se to
rev1s1t th1s 1ssue The vote 1S 0-6 "no" Con: There 18 no I1nk
to re8torat10n. It seems to be I1t1qat10n dr1ven.

Note: The agreed upon Justlflcat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted.
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PROJECT NUMBER 930

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Technical Support

ead,93023 & 93027

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 RelatIOnship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project prOVides essential support to restoration, mOnltonng, and/or damage

assessment projects

RANK ~ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Do a phased study 1) survey, then take to RT, 2) clean up as appropriate
- Inclusion of cleaning Oiled mussel beds $150,000 with speCific objectives for work
- Total cost now about $482,000 ($332,000 + $150,000)
- Explain sequence (phases) of events (I e ,1st survey, 2nd results of mussel bed study & 3rd
clean mussel beds)
- Include all Trustees In Shoreline Survey
- 40 beach segments survey (estimate for 1993 survey), this IS a subset of FINSAP and also
Includes Oiled mussel beds & private ID sites
- 30 - 40 mussel bed sites can be cleaned for $1 50,000
- Rewrtte study to Include comments
- Fit Oiled mussel bed study (#036) with this project

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

i NOAA

I
ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG IJ

Y Y Y Y Y Y

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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-~ Restorat10n Team D1SCUSS1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Shorel1ne Assessment (93-038) (93-023) (93-027) - Mark stated hlS
Trustee Councll member stated the level of treatment work needs
to be determlned before fundlng lS requested Sandor lS commlt­
ted to shorellne assessment but does not want to presuppose the
need for treatment ThlS allows puttlng contracts ln place and
expandlng them later Art stated a lot of the cleanup can be
done manually The vote lS 6-0 "yes" Pro: The proJect w1ll
assess shorel1nes to determ1ne the extent of rema1n1ng hydrocar­
bons and the need for add1t1onal treatment. Funds would only be
spent 1f necessary. Treatment of o1led shorel1nes, where neces­
sary, w1ll hasten recovery of 1nJured resources and serV1ces and
the serV1ces they prov1de.

Note: The agreed upon Justlflcatlon statements are hlghllghted.
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PF :CT NUMBER 93039

1993 PROJECT EVALuATION FACTORS

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement

These factors will be considered when applying best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categorres of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional mJury resultmg from proposed actions, mcludmg long-term and

mdlrect Impacts *
7 Importance of startmg the project wlthm the next year •
8 Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service *
9 Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for mcluslon m 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for mcluslon m 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Fucus recovery slowest m upper mtertldal
- Testmg seeded fabric to understand propagation process, not as restoration activity IS
appropnate
- Doesn't make sense to use fabnc on ecological scale, may be useful locally as a restoration
activity
- We don't want to get mto fucas hatchery project
- Delete last sentence on Objective 5
- Objective 4 added to ongmal proposal by RT No field component
- Delete UAF as cooperating agency
- Form 2A needs to show out year costs for fmal report
- CH 1A will provide objective 4 mformatlon therefore delete from this project

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992
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Restorat~on Team D~scuss~on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Intert~dal Commun~t~es (93-039) - Th1S 1S a comb1nat1on coastal
hab1tat proJect Jerome stated 1t appears all the changes were
dealt w1th Art quest10ned 1f ObJect1ve 4 was dropped Dave
stated th1s 1S a d1fferent ObJect1ve 4 and the old one was
removed Art stated there appears to be a lot of 1n-state
travel. Dave stated that th1s 1S not unusual Art quest10ned
the use of a charter boat as opposed to a barge Dave stated
that the cost may be about the same because the pr1ce of the
barge was reduced Art suggested hav1ng a b1d for th1s serV1ce
to obta1n the best cost Mark stated the F1nanc1al Comm1ttee may
need to reV1ew the contractual 1tems The vote 1S 6-0 "yes".
Pro: The 1ntert~dal area ~s the most severely damaged hab1tat
from the sp~ll for hab~tat types. InJury to the ~ntert~dal

appears to be cont~nu~ng and ~ts recovery ~s slow ~n many o1led
areas.

Note: The agreed upon JUst1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted
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PROJECT Nl ~ER 93040 & 93054

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnitoring

These factors Will be conSidered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Delete non-agency organizations from cooperating agencies
- Project has value but duplicates other studies thiS project started outSide NRDA process
(Spies) Project looks at treatment types on recovery rates Project IS receiving funding from
other sources
- EndpOint In information that helps determine type and cleanup In future spills

Voting Record

September 8, 1992

TOTAL YES VOTES 1

__A_:_EC_--II--_U_SN_D_A A_D_:_G__~
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~~ Restorat1on Team D1SCUSS1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Long-term Ecolog1cal Recovery (93-040) (93-054) - Th1S 1S the HAZ­
MAT proposal Byron stated th1s was proposed as a cost share
program, however, there 1S no fund1ng beyond 1992 Byron stated
that he had asked Bob for some 1nput on HAZ-MAT but he has not
heard from h1m yet Art stated th1s would be very appropr1ate to
fund under the C1V1l rest1tut10n funds because of the language.
The vote 1S 1-5 "no" Byron voted yes Con: Th1S proJect seems
more appropr1ate to be funded under the rest1tut1on bUdget. It
appears that th1s should be looked at 1D terms of an overall
long-term mon1tor1ng program developed as ProJect 41, Wh1Ch 19
the appropr1ate place for 1t. Th1S 1S not t1me cr1t1cal for
1992. Any appropr1ate p1eces could be p1cked up when the Resto­
rat10n Plan 1S 1n place Byron stated there was add1t10nal
lnJury from cleanup and the recovery should be mon1tored

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted.



PF CT NUMBER 93041

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnitoring

These factors will be conSidered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year *
8 There IS reason to beheve that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

) Not recommended for incluSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Coordinate With eXisting monitoring programs (I e , RCAC)
- NRC report on monitoring be used as gUide (Boesch) (also *EPA look at gUidance program
examples of programs)
- What are the bounds of monitoring (magnitude of effort) (Boesch)
- Have contractor prepare detailed strawman for use at the workshop Challenge people to
Improve document "response to a model" rather than develop (Applicable to phase II)
- How does the $60,000 allocated to RPWG In 1992 fit Into thiS budget?
- Eliminate phase 3 diSCUSSion since phase 2 will define thiS

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES .2

September 8, 1992
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G PROJECT NUMBER 93042

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnltonng

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions It

2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery It

3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits It

5 Cost effectiveness It

6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and
indirect Impacts It

7 Importance of starting the project within the next year It

8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but
the rate, and extent and/or mechanisms are not yet understood It It

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

"II Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- NOAA present more than link to Injury In wrrte-up to stress restoration/enhancement
- Work being conducted In 1992 on Killer Whales by pnvate citizen
- Killer Whales were Injured by link to 011 IS questionable We cannot say If they were Injured
or not by 011

-Spies questions link to Injury due to 011
- Why doesn't the agency monitor whales on their own funding? (Fry)

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

1__N_O_yA_A_-+I__A_Dy_N_R_-+-__U_~_D_I_-+-__A_~_E_C_-+-__U_S:_A_--i__A_D_;_G__!
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

K111er Whales (93-042) - Dave requested that RT members read the
attorney comments Wh1Ch stated the bas1c quest10n st111 rema1ns
whether we are able to llnk the m1ss1ng whales to the sp1Il, and
these m1ss1ng whales do not appear to meet the def1n1t1on of
1nJury as proposed 1n the Restorat1on Framework Document Sp1es
ma1nta1ned there 1S no 11nk to 1nJury The vote 1S 4-2, DNR and
DOl voted "no" Con: The Ch1ef SC1ent1st does not be11eve there
1S a 11nk to 1nJury. Wh1le there 1S demonstrated 1nJury to
k111er whales, there 1S no def1n1t1ve 11nk to 1nJury accord1nq to
the Ch1ef SC1ent1st. InJury to k1ller whales does not meet the
def1D1t10n of 1nJury 1n the Restorat10n Framework. Pro: Desp1te
the lack of a def1n1t1ve l1nk to 1nJury, the proJect 1S Just1f1ed
1n terms of enhancement. It 1S 1mportant to understand what
recovery 1S occurr1ng to the those pods that suffered a loss
dur1ng the t1me of the 011 sp1l1. Because of the 1mportance of
the k1l1er whale popu1at10n to the people 1n the sp11l area, we
need to mon1tor the recovery of th1s spec1es even though the 11nk
to 1DJury 1S equ1voca1.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted.
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BOB SPIES REVIEW

Bob gave the follow1ng comments on 6-0 and 5-1 Restorat1on Team
votes

93-042 - Bob ma1nta1ns that there lS no Ilnk to 1nJury and thls
specles lS belng treated d1fferently from the others



PROJECT Nt IER 93043 & 93044

", 1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnitoring

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

Indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

) Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

(Postponed pending peer review comment)

Relationship to weanling study to oiled mussel bed study
(perhaps add this component to this study)
Close look at eXisting population model for soon to be developed
models

TOTAL YES VOTES

Question -

-
NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

PLEASE SEE NEXT PAGE FOR MORE INFO

Votlna Record

Comments - Possible overlap concerning development of population model (Spies) Garrett
& Eberhart have conducted a lot of work to develop population recovery model (this work
done In conjunction with litigation)
- This study does aenal surveys vs boat surveys In project #45 (no overlap)
- Bob Spies to fax this proposal out for qUick turn-around Peer Review What have we done
In modelling so far?
- Eberhart stili under contract to DOJ and they expect model In several months (Saan)
- USFWS did aenal feasibility study In 1991 by EVOS but no convincing results
- It IS believed that no radio telemetry pup work IS proposed this year by USFWS (USFWS
funded pup work In 1992)
Propose
- Defer until Fnday p m

Question -

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
* * The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for
the Exxon Valdez 011 Spill 1991, vol 1, P 1 (paraphrased)

September 8, 1992 page - 11



PRO. IT NUMBER 93043 & 93044
"'-_/

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Monitoring

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to beheve that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanrsms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (oS. 3 votes)

Recommended for Inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- See attachments
- See attached votes
- 4 pieces of project

1 Aenal Surveys
2 Reproductive Success - No
3 Population Model
4 Sea Otter Habitat

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 5

~ NO;A I AOyNR __US_yD_'_-+-__A_~_EC_--+__U_Sy_D_A_-+-_A_D_:_G_1

September 8, 1992 page - 12



Additional Information on Se tters 93043 & 93044

Portion of Study *

"1 1 Aerial Surveys

- Feasibility study funded In 19911 USFWS did surveys In 1992 on own funds Don Srnrff
beheves need to complete data analysIs before consider funding
- 120 - 140K
- 1993 work contingent upon findings & Peer Review

2 Reproductive Surveys

- Don Slnrff beheves It does not have to be done
- Delete
- $24 2K cost removed from 8/24/92 draft project description

3 Population Model

a Eberhardt/Garrat - Generic model
b Include more parts Into model

- RFP cheaper?
- USFWS stressing very strongly that they want to do modelhng
- 97K cost IS total allocation
- Eberhardt/Garrat assist USFWS In population model

4 Sea Otter Habitat

) - Marine habitat, not terrestrial habitats
- Only fund data analysIs (Don Slnrff) No new data collection
- $45K estimated cost
- Why not funded In close-out 1992 funds? = not part of 1989 - 1991 Damage Assessment
analysIs (USFWS) surfaced dUring Restoration diScussions
Total cost - 291 9K

*Bob Spies related discussions with Don Slnrff Carol Gorblcs also expressing conversation
with Don Slnlff

USFWS personnel present
Carol Gorblcs
Karen Oakley

September 8, 1992 page - 13
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PrOject Number 93-043, 93-04,1 ,""

PrOject Source

F) _t Title Sea Otter Population Demographics and Habitat Use In Areas Affected by the Exxon
Valdez all Spill

PrOject Category Restoration MOnitoring/Restoration Habitat Protection

PrOject Type Marine Mammals

Lead Agency U S Fish and Wildlife Service

Cooperating Agencies None

Project Term

INTRODUCTION

Start Date 1 Apr I 1993 Finish Date 31 March 1994

Background -The sea otter (Enhydra /ufns) IS a well-known marine mammal species In Alaska They
historically occurred throughout coastal waters of the Pacific, but as a result of fur harvests In the 18th
and 19th centuries, they came close to extinction They have since Increased In abundance and
distribution, and presently are found In most coastal areas of southern Alaska Sea otters prey on a
varIety of Invertebrate species, including mussels, clams, crabs and sea urchins and may have a strong
Influence In structuring prey populations

""-I,
~ ary of l"fury -Immediate losses of sea otters due to the Exxon Valdez 011 spill probably ranged
fr~11I ~,500 to 5,000 animals Current sampling of sediments and sea otter prey Items indicate exposure
of otters to hydrocarbons may be continUing The results of several NRDA studies indicate that thiS
exposure, at a minimUm, may be affecting sea otters at an organIsmiC level and, at a maXimum, may be
affecting survival and therefore recovery of the population ComparIsons of post-spill sea otter surveys
found no change In abundance between July 1990 and July 1991, with significantly lower densities In

the 011 spill area compared to non-OIled areas The age distribution of sea otter carcasses recovered In

Oiled areas of PrInce William Sound continues to reflect elevated mortality In prIme-age sea otters, and a
1990-91 study determined the survival rate of weanling sea otters was signIficantly lower In Oiled than
nonolled areas of PWS ThiS eVidence, together with results from blood and contaminant analyses,
suggests that the sea otter population within the spill zone may stili be compromised by exposure to 011

and that recovery to pre-spill levels IS not occurring

Location -The major focus of thiS project Will be on sea otters In Prince William Sound

WHAT.

Goals -The overall goal of thiS project IS to restore sea otter populations affected by the Exxon Valdez
011 spill by determining what IS limiting their recovery and IdentifYing areas with high value for sea otter
habitat within Prince William Sound for possible protection

Page 1 of 5



PI [:t Number 93-043 and 93-044

1 MOnitor the recovery of sea otters m oiled areas by determmmg their abundance, distribution and
mortality

2 Construct a populatIon model to evaluate the potentIal recovery of the sea otters
3 Identify patterns of habItat use
4 IdentIfy and evaluate areas with high value of sea otter habItat wlthm PWS for possible protectIon

WHY-

Studies to date have determmed that mltlal damages to the sea otter population were severe (a loss of
3,500 to 5,000 sea otters), and suggest that chronic damages to sea otters are also occurring, delaYing
recovery of affected populatIons Through monitoring of affected populatIons and evaluation of patterns
of habItat use, this restoration project will gUide the development of strategies to aid m the recovery of
the otters The various project activities will erhance our understanding of the demographics of sea
otter populations, and Identify potential sites for protection of sea otter habitat Protection 0 1 habitats
Important to sea otters (Including foraging, pup rearing, pup weaning and haulout areas) will promote
population recovery over the long-term as well as provide protection for other members of the nearshore
marine community

HOW

Methodology --In order to evaluate recovery of the sea otter population affected by the 011 spill, annual
mOnitoring will be undertaken Smce the spill, detailed data on population size has been collected
pr' "'{fly m the Prince William Sound portion of the spill area EffiCient standardized survey techniques
tl. jease precIsion and accuracy of population estImates were bemg developed through RESTORATION
FEASIBILITY PROJECT #3, which was conducted In 1991 but not m 1992 The project evaluated the
feaslblhty of uSing a small float equipped airplane (Piper P-18 super-cub) as a survey platform In a striP
transect survey of sea otters The deSign Involves counting otters along transects according to a Strict
protocol and conducting "intensive searches" at pre-determined Intervals to estimate the proportion of
animals that remain uncounted (e g due to diVing) dUring the striP count Through the information
gleaned In the feasibility project and subsequent work by the USFWS, thiS census technique can be
Implemented Within Prince Wilham Sound In 1993 Survey methodology Will be field tested outside
Prince Wilham Sound In 1993, and an extended mOnitoring program may be Implemented In subsequent
years In addition to aerial surveys, mortality surveys (recovery of beach-cast carcasses) Will be
continued as part of thiS project The mortahty surveys Will bUild on data collected over a decade In

PWS

A population model Will be developed based on age structure and age specifiC reproduction and survival
rates estimated from the carcasses recovered follOWing the 011 spill Model parameters WIll be modified
to reflect available informatIOn on post-spill population Size, reproductIon and survival rates (including
data from a 1992-93 USFWS study on Juvenile sea otter survival In PWS) to predict recovery rates under
a range of assumptions, including those related to potential restoration or management strategIes Data
collected In subsequent years Will be used to refine and update the model and predictIons

The habItat evaluation component of the project Will 1) utilize data from a 1992-93 USFWS Juvenile
survival study to develop a data base on sea otter movements and patterns of habitat use, 2) Integrate
thlC: mformatlon With other sea otter data on distribution and abundance (pre- and POSt-SPIll), and 3)

j
August 24, 1992 Page 2 of 5



r-" Project Number 93-043 and 9t~,":4
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eVliluate available data on commercial, recreational, and subsistence uses of PWS Continuing efforts
lned for 1994-95) will utilize the data base complied on habitat use patterns to Identify and evaluate
nt/al areas of high habitat value In PWS for protection

Coordination with Other Efforts --To date, aircraft and boat surveys have not been conducted
concurrently Collection of survey data by both methods In 1993 would complement both projects by
providing a baSIS for companson of methods and continUity of data collection In subsequent years Data
from both surveys will contnbute to the analyses of habitat use patterns

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

This project does not mvolve capture or handling of sea otters, or any other methods that are intrUSive
It appears to qualify for categoncal exclUSion under the National EnVironmental Policy Act

WHEN

The first year of the project Will be Apnl 1, 1993 to March 31, 1994 The population and reproductive
surveys Will be conducted m the summer of 1993 Mortality surveys will be conducted In the late spnng
of 1993 The population modelling and evaluation of habitat use patterns do not Involve field work
Data compilation and analyses for these components of the project will occur throughout the year
Progress reports for all components of the project Will be produced by January 30, 1994, and "fmal"
reports on 1993 activities Will be produced by March 31, 1994 The Identification of potential sites for
habitat protection would occur In 1994-95 I Monltonng of population recovery (through abundance,
distribution, reproduction and mortality, and continued modelling) IS planned as a long-term activity,
er''qdmg through 2001 (pending availability of continued funding), or through recovery

~ 'i

I

, !"--~

Apnl93 data compilation and entry, preparation for field work
Apnl-November 93 compilation and analysIs of eXisting data for habitat and populatIOn modelling work
May - September 93 - field activities for population, reproductive and mortality survey work
September 93 - January 94 - data entry, analysIs, report preparation
January 30, 94 - Annual Report due on progress to date
March 31, 94 - Final Report on 1993 activities due

\ /
Au~uSt 24, 1992

r
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Project Descnptlon Sea otter recovery evaluation, population ass~ss"L:n-e-n~t-a-nd~sy-n-:"t:-he-s-:-Is-o~f:-:'h-a-:-b-:-Ita-t-:-In-::f"""o-rm-a-t-Io-n-:'"to----:d,.....et:-e-rm---:-In-e-g-e-ographlc
areas of high value to sea otters Including foraging, pup rearing, pup weanling and adult haul-out areas

Approved Proposed*
Budget Category 01-0ct-92 01-Mar-93 Total

28-Feb-93 30-Sep-93 FY93

Personnel 00 1725 1725
Travel 00 145 145
Contractual 00 322 322
Commodities 00 171 171
Equipment 00 275 275
Capital Outlay 00 00 00

Sub-total 00 2638 2638
General Administration 00 281 281

Project Total 00 291 9 291 9

Full-time Equivalents (FTE) 00 36 36

BUdget Year Proposed Personnel FY93

Sum
FY98 &

FY 94** FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 Beyond

~

00 00 00 00 00

423 9 305 5 195 8 170 0 170 0

Amounts are shown In thousands of dollars

Months
Position Budgeted Cost Comment
Supervisory Biologist 1 2 7,800
Blostatlstlclan 3 6 20,100
Program Manager 3 0 15,000
Wildlife BiOlogist (2) 9 6 48,000
GIS Support 3 6 17,000
BiOlogist 3 6 12,600
Blotechnlclan (2) 90 27,000
Clencal 3 0 9,000
Blotechnlclan 6 0 16,000
*FY 93 Is a transition year from the previously used 011 fiscal year to the federal fiscal year This new project also Includes
proposed funding for January and February, 1993
**The total shown in FY 94 to closeout work started In FY 93 Is $147 5

17-Jul-92
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)

Travel To Prrnce William Sound
Outside Prrnce William Sound
Per diem

FY 93 FY94
55 00
60 00
30 00

Total travel FY93 14 5, FY94 0 0

FY 93 FY94
Contractual Aircraft charter

In Prrnce William Sound (100 hrs @ 170/hr)
outside Prrnce WIlliam Sound (80 hrs @ 170/hr)
Tooth reading
Shipping
Necropsies

170 00
136 00
06 00
05 05
05 00

Total contractual FY93 322, FY94 05

CommoditIes

Equipment

Fuel (1800 gal @ 3/gal)
Field camp supplies & food
Office supplies, books
Computer training (Arclnfo)
Publication costs
Miscellaneous

Safety gear
Radio equipment
Vessel maintenance
Computer hardware/software

FY93 FY94
56 00
45 00
20 1 0
30 00
00 20
20 20

Total Commodities FY93 171, FY94 50

FY93 FY94
45 00
80 00

100 00
50 20

Total equipment FY93 275, FY94 20

17-Jul-92
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August 19, 1992 - ------------

To

From.

Re·

Dave GIbbons, InterIm Director, Exxon Valdez Restoration
Team

Bob Spies, Chief Soenhst fIf;
RevIew of proposed restoration projects 93-043 and 93-044
on sea otters

In the August 12-1Sth Meeting of the Restoration Team in Anchorage I
promised to have these two proposals Peer reVIewed. Bob Garrott and Lee
Eberhardt have not been available to review these, but our other peer
reVIewer for sea otters, Don Slmff, was able to take some time out of Ius busy
summer schedule to write the attached reVIew. As you can see £rom the
Don's letter, he has serious reservations about the proposals in terms of the
abilIty of the projects to produce the kind of data that will support apphcabon
to a populahon model, the track record of the USFWS m publishing the
results of past studIes and the number of man·years proposed for the work.
On the baS1S of these comments I feel that I cannot recommend support for
these projects on the baSIS of the subnutted proposals. On the same baSIS it
would be equally difficult to recommend a project that combines the goals or
this present proposal with those of other projects

ce. Bergman
Broderson
Montague
Morns
Rice
Rutherford

,
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19 August 1992

Department of Ecology, Evolution and Behavior
109 Zoology
3'8 Chvrch Stre~1 S E
Mlnneapohs. Minnesota $54SS

($12) ~$-4466
(!ax (612) 625-4490

Dr. Robert·spies
Applied Science.
2155 Los Poat!as Court, Suite 5
Livermore, ca 94550

Dear Boba

As we have ~i8CUGaed on the phone, 1 have reviewed the ~S
~roject No. 93-043, P3-044 on Sea otters, for whioh they ~re

requesting funding under ae8to~atio~ Monitoring/Restoration
Habita~ Protection. The following are Comments I would ~kQ

&bout this propos~l, along the lines that would be expected if I
~$re consid~ring it a submission to NSF, DOE, NIH, or other
funding agencies.

%t is difficult to obtain a ~ood idea of what haa been done,
~nd thus it is difficult to understand what ~ill be done. Let me
.ugg&st ~ few problems % 8ee.

As I understand it, the ~ata ~ill be collected via air, and
~ith spring beach w~lks. With these techniques an4 considering
how thay will help obtain their objecti~es, I am doubtful they
~tch ver,y well. Some notion of abundance an~ ~i8trlbut1on might
be obtained, b~t certainly not mortality estimates one could p~t

into a model. ~~ age 6ata from the oil kill I do not think wi11
be useful for what they ar& proPo$ing. Further r pup/~dult ratio.
will not give $uffi¢ien~ precision to obtain reproductive data
that will help in a model. Patt$rns of babitat uso I WOul~ think
are fairly well doo~ented from previous studies. Have these
previous data be~ considered? Who is going to monitor the pupa
being put out now? This stu4y is not mentioned here but I would
thi~ could give so~e good data that would assiat with the
pOpulation model. Which brings up tha qu~stion of wbo will do
the population model? ~he model that Bob and Lee did for
reoover,y is somewhare end eoul~ be updated as d~ta from the
telemet~ studies become ~vailable. Has this been considered?

This ie a difficult task for me to ~o bac~u.e we ha~e had
(and continue to bave) Qxoellent coopar~tion from FWS on our
pro~ects and thus I do not want to be overly critical. nut, x
really do not und~r.tand how thi$ propo!al fits with their other
~ork. The~ have a lot of data that needs publication so W~ can
see WhQre we ara going. The effort they have in this proj~ct ~or

the fir8t year (April 1, 1993 to March 31, 1994) is 6.35 full
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Dr. :Robert spies
~'\ Page 2

\ 19 AuguSt 1992

ti~a equiv~lent8. I ~ust cannot imagine thi. project, as
d~sc~ibed, will take that kind of effort, Further, if the people
li$te4 in the budget are current FWS employees, % wou14 think
they already have enough to do without taking on more.

I am 8orr,y to sound eo negative about all this, but thia is
simply not a complete enough proposal to ~\ldge 'Ve.ry well. Maybe
the FWS feels we do not need to worry ~bout affort and per80nnel
but, as you know, this is a major part of eve~ NSP grant, to
ma~e pe~p1. aocount for their time and to sea who will ~o the
~Ork. I hope these remarks help you ask a few queetions. Call
if I can discuss any of this on the phone.

Sincerely,

RozU
Donald 8. Siniff
Professor
Baology, Evolution and ~ehavior Dept.

D2S:dkb
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Exxon Valdez!n Spill Trustee Counc'
Restoration Office

645 aG" Street; Anchorage, AI< 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

August 21, 1992

KEKORANDUX

PROHI

Dave Gibbons, EVOS Interim Admin1strative Director

~~amela Bergmann, Department of the Interior,
Restoration Team Member

EVOS

SUBJECT I Review of Br1ef Project Descript10n for Sea otters

This correspondence is 1n response to the memorandum dated Au~st
19, 1992 from Bob Spies to you ~eqarding "Review of proposed
restoration proJects 93-043 and 93-044 on sea otters". The
Department of the Interior (DOI) was very surpr1sed and conQerned
to learn through this memorandum that Dr. Spies is recommending
that no sea otter projects go forward for consideration in the
draft 1993 Work Plan.

As you, members ot the Restorat10n Team, and Dr. spies know from
the discussions on th1S proJect during our Restorat10n Team
meetings, the brief project description 1S comprised of more than
the development of a populat10n model. Nonetheless, the population
model seems to be the focus of Dr. Donald siniff's and Dr. Spies'
comments. It appears that Dr. S1niff' s review and Dr. Spies'
recommendation were made on incomplete 1nformation.

We are disappointed that Dr. Spies would make a recommendation
against funding any sea otter work 1n 1993 without affording FWS
representatives an opportunity to prov1de both Dr. spies and Dr.
siniff with additional information to clarify and expand upon the
br~ef project description. This dialogue shOUld have occurred
during the August 4-7, 1992, Restoration Team meetings. However,
as you know, there were no peer reviewers at the meet1ng with sea
otter expert1.se. S1.nce the in1tial discussion of sea otters during
the August 4-7, 1992 meeting, DOl has continually asked, and has
been continually been assured, that the FWS program manager be
allowed to partic1pate in a discussion with Dr. S1niff and Dr.
Spies prior to any recommendat10ns be1.ng made.

Following receipt of August 19, 1992 memorandum, I asked the FWS
Program Manager, Carol Gorbics, to contact Dr. S1.n1ff directly to
discuss his questions and concerns. As shown in the attached
report dated August 20, 1992, it appears that Dr. Siniff does
support sea otter work in 1993. FWS is preparing a revised brief
project description based on that conversation and w11l prov1de it
to me, Dr. Siniff, and Dr. Sp1es by Tuesday August 25, 1992.

State of Alaska. Departments of FIsh & Game. Law. Natural Resources. and EnvirorvnentaJ Conservation
United States Natlonaf Oceanic and Atmospheric AdmInIstration. Departments of AQriaJlture. and Interior
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According to Ms. Gorb~cs, Dr. Siniff is willing to Participate in
a conference call at either 10:00 a.m. or 11:00 a.m. on August 27,
1992. Since the Restoration Team was prepared to discuss the sea
otter brief project description on August 27, 1992, please ensure
that arrangements are made to set up a conference call with Dr.
Siniff at either 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. Thank you.

Please call me if you have any questions.

CC: Bob Spies
Restoration Team
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J'J!!B:lICT' Phone C01n'ersation of August 20, 1992 p

A DCln _ I wanted to capt.ua:. QUa: phontt conver.ation while it W&I frolll in IIy miJld. we A
X &t:ttU1ptec1 to ~ic!e YOg additional lnformaU.r:ul en the propo.ed project 1:1.1\0. you oX
P telt you~ UldftV reoOdllUndatiClns with a laelt of info~t:ion. 'I'h. follow111i' ... ..
A t.be point. we Conl~ildt A

% Objeot1ve 1 - Aed.l survey.. Y'ou agreed that it would be untu1 to develop a Z
F lo~t.nt p1'Q9raa of -e1\1~ring t.h. r.covery ot .ea otter. in PWS. You p
A ~nu, .. t aue Lf th.ie V&JI ~ha techniqull tka~ .bould be Ulle<S, howevu, you A
X agreed ~hat it Ihoulc! be lett in with tha under.tanding that yo,", ",111 proTide X
'P t.ha M.t~at:1on '1'..m and Chiaf Soientht. wi'tb f1nal ;uWance on thb ..ft;ezo

revLewlnq the renlU ot the prnicu. Rudy. ~bu will l1Mly OClour tM. tan .,
A &net I. flnal declilon ,,1.11 be made at that tiM. Thi. o1:Jjeat1ve will Iltay 111 A
% t.tua ~..,1 • .s project:. witb the nec•••a.qo C1avea~. X
P ,
A Objecti"e 2 - ~uetive Survey81 You Ildvi_d that tl118 obj.~iy••hould be A
X dala1:.d. 1~ 11 not useful to collect the reproc1u.etiY. 4&ta at thiJI time ~aZ'

the yariaty ot re••on. we d!acu88ed an the pbone Tbl. objective w111 be I
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

Sea otter (93-043) (93-044) - The 1992 aerlal surveys would have to
be rev1ewed by the peer reVlewers. The habltat lnformatl0n needs
to be fast tracked. Pro: There 1S s1gn1f1cant eV1dence of 1n)Ury
and w1thout th1s 1nformat10n, 1t w1ll be 1mposs1ble to determ1ne
the extent and rate of recovery. There were no restorat10n funds
allocated 1n 1992 for sea otters, and the aer1al surveys w1ll
prov1de the f1rst overall populat1on est1mates for sea otters
follow1ng the sp1ll Wh1Ch w1ll be used 1n restorat10n plann1ng.
The vote 1S 5-1; ADF&G voted "no".

Note: The agreed upon ]ust1flcatlon statements are hlghllghted.
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PROJECT NUMBER 93045

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

RestoratIon MOnltorrng

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categorres of "hIgh", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actIOns to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.::;. 3 votes)

Recommended for InclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Was not done last year
- Close-out report for Damage Assessment study funded In 1992 due In fall, 1992
- Final TC approval Contingent upon final report

Voting Record

September 8, 1992

TOTAL YES VOTES 6

__A_~_EC_--+__U_S_:_A_--+__A_~_F_G__!

page - 8
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Boat Surveys (93-045) - Art stated that the budget 1S way out of
l~ne, and outboards do not need to be replaced every year. The
vote ~s 6-0 The cost of equ1pment was quest10ned In the deta1led
budget, the range of gas cost needs to be addressed. Pro: In order
to understand the rate of recovery of these 1nJured resources, 1t
1S appropr1ate to mon1tor these on an alternate year bas1s unt11 a
monitor1ng plan ref1nes th1s. It prov1des 1nformat1on on mult1ple
speC1es wh1ch were 1nJured.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted.



j PROJECT NUMBER 93046

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration Monitoring

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, Includrng long-term and

mdlrect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW (.5,. 3 votes)

)
Recommended for inclusIOn In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Cooperating agencies should be Trustee AgenCies only and no contractors or cooperators
- SpeCify that a recommendation be made In report on restoration options/actIOns
- Highlight agency contributIOns other than just this work In proposal

Votrna Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y Y Y

* Restoration Framework 1992 pp 43-44
* * The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for
the Exxon Valdez 011 Spill 1991, vol 1, P 1 (paraphrased)

September 8, 1992 page - 10



Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Harbor Seals (93-046) - Jerome stated ~t was determ~ned that th~s

proJect would wa~t a year and be recons~dered th~s year The
data from surveys w~ll be compared to post-sp~ll data to deter­
m~ne recovery rate Th~s ~s proposed as a two-year proJect,
1993-1994, w~th a f~nal report ~n 1994 Dave suggested add~ng

"for a one-year per~od only" so that ~t does not ~mply fund~ng

for two years but for 1993 only. Art stated that regulat~on of
take ~s necessary, and ~f not done, may promote self-regulat~on.

The vote ~s 6-0 "yes" Pro: The rate of the recovery of Harbor
Seals is unknown. They were not mon1tored last year and 1t
appears appropr1ate to mon1tor them th1S year to determ1ne the
rate of recovery There 1S also some rat10nale for q01nq forward
w1th th1s study because 1t would prov1de a Subs1stence serV1ce.
It 1S 1mportant to understand what is happen1ng w1th harbor seals
to help to manage the spec1es for that serV1ce. It would be
helpfUl to the regUlators and SUbs1stence users. It would also
character1ze hab1tat use as part of the hab1tat protect10n
strategy.

Note: The agreed upon Justlflcatl0n statements are hlghllghted.
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PRO, \T NUMBER 93047 & 93056
'-/

(93056 subsumed In 93047)

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Restoration MOnitoring

These factors Will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions Including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that the Injury to the resource and/or service IS not restored, but

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms are not yet understood * *

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW ts. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Remove UAF from cooperating agenCies category
- Reflect budget changes (pg #4 Item #3 - change 93 to 114K & change 94 to 12K)

Also change forms from 2A & B to 3A & B (Form 2A/part II - P S 7K/travel
O/C S 223/Com O/EqUip OlTotal Same)

- Part I/NMFS/O'Clalr - more $ spend on Microbiology (M Brodersen) B Spies Jeep Will make
detail call Bob & Jeep to tell her, Joan B how many sites, etc & she'll give speCifiC budget
figures wi 50K the approxImate
- Make approval of the project contingent on a receipt of Close-Out Report
- We are funding 1 year at this time and WIll address every other year vs 2 years and out

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 2

September 8, 1992 page - 15



Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Subt1dal Mon1tor1ng (93-047) (93-056) - Th1S proJect 1S cont1ngent
upon the closeout reports Byron stated the restorat10n endpo1nt
1S natural recovery Dave stated the 1ntert1dal f1Sh were
dropped because there was no 1ndlcat1on of absolute 1nJury Art
stated that Sp1es d1d not have any adverse comments to th1S
proJect Mark had recommended add1ng m1crob10logy Dave ques­
t10ned the cost for equlpment The vote 1S 6-0 "yes" Pro: Th1s
study was postponed 1n 1992 to be conducted th1s year. Damage
assessment 1nformat10n through 1991 showed cont1nu1ng contam1na­
t10n and eV1dence of 1nJury to subt1dal env1ronment resources.
The purpose of the study 1S to determ1ne and mon1tor the rate of
natural recovery.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted



(,,~' PROJECT NUMBER 93048

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Technical Support

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 The project provides essential support to restoration, mOnltonng, and/or damage

assessment projects

RANK _ HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

..2l Not recommended for Inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

Cost prohibItive (10-100 million) and alternative service will be available In 3-5 years (new
information obtained)

Votlne Record TOTAL YES VOTES

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

N N N N N N
Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 2
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BOB SPIES REVIEW

Bob gave the followlng comments on 6-0 and 5-1 Restoratlon Team
votes

93-049 (comblned wlth 93-022) - Mlke Fry commented that l.t l.S
l.mportant to do monltorlng on three to flve year lntervals Pam
stated that Fry's comments appear to apply to the flrst round
rather than the current

Bob stated that he would generally recommend those proJects
recelvlng 5-1 and 6-0 votes Mark asked Bob for comments on fl.nal
recommendatlons Bob asked If the package lS gOlng out on the
14th. Mark stated "yes" and there l.S dl.ffl.culty l.n fl.ndl.ng tl.me to
do proper reVlew Pam stated l.t would be helpful to go through
Bob's comments on 4-2 votes



Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Restorat1on Mon1tor1ng (93-041) - Th1S proJect focuses on a
conceptual plan for mon1tor1ng Phase I was funded by carryover
money from EPA Dave asked 1f EPA would ask for re1mbursement.
Ken suggested footnot1ng 1n sect10n 2A or 2B that th1s was EPA
money glven to the agency Art also quest10ned 1f another
computer 1S necessary Dave stated th1s was presented as Phase I
to be funded by the $60,000 on hand and Phase II needs to be
funded The vote 1S 6-0 "yes" Pro: Th1s plann1ng needs to be
conducted to develop the mon1tor1ng component of the Restorat1on
Plan for next year and 1S t1me cr1t1cal. It also def1nes the
schedule for mon1tor1ng 1n the future. Dave quest10ned 1f the
money should be double counted under RPWG Mark stated we have
approved money so 1t goes 1n the approved column Mark stated
the rema1n1ng money has been obta1ned from the court and we have
approval to spend 1t

)
Note: The agreed upon JUst1f1cat10n statements are h1gh11ghted.

)
/
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~ )PROJECT NUMBER 93050
--./

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Technical Support

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project provides essential support to restoration, mOnltonng, and/or damage

assessment projects

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for incluSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Cost not $9,449,600 but $9,499

- If not completed by Preston, Thorgnmson etc, or OSPIC then we must do

- ADNR to determine Item #2

Votlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES Q

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

N Y Y y y y

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 4
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Update: Restorat10n feas1b111ty (93-050) - Th1S proJect prov1des
an annotated b1b110graphy of all l1terature out there for use by
the PI's. Th1S proJect 1S proposed to update 1nformat10n and
wr1te abstracts of each c1tat10n. Ken asked how much the current
verS10n 1S be1ng used. Art stated that 10g1cally the l1brary
should do th1s and wr1te the abstracts so that all the 1nforma­
t10n 1S 1n one place, hav1ng Just a t1tle 1S 1nadequate to most
people. The vote 1S 3-3; DOl, NOAA, and Forest SerV1ce voted
"no". Con: Th1S proJect w111 only prov1de S11ghtly more de­
ta11ed informat10n than 1S currently be1ng prov1ded by OSPIC. It
1S fa1rly redundant w1th work wh1ch OSPIC 1S already d01ng.
There 1S some quest10n about how much use the current verS10n 1S
rece1v1ng. It 1S not t1me cr1t1cal. Pro: It puts 1n one volume
a l1st1ng of the ava11able I1terature on 011 sp1l1. Interested
part1es can get cop1es w1thout g01ng to the 11brary. It prov1des
annotated 1nformat10n, 1.e., an abstract of each c1tat10n and
prov1des 1nformat1on regard1ng access to the 11terature, address­
es and contact numbers for users to obta1n papers and stud1es.

Note: The agreed upon )ust1f1cat10n statements are h1gh11ghted
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,,--.-/?ROJECT NUMBER 93051A

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Land Inventory

"­

"I

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project mto categories of "hIgh", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, Includmg long-term and

mdlrect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project mventorles habitat Important to the restoration of Impacted stocks or species

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5.. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Re-do budgets to reflect comments below (get new budget numbers from each respective
agency)
- Remove objectives # 1, #7 & #3

1) SynthesIs 8 eXisting information (goes to 93060 & 93061)
7) Remote Sensing/GIS Technical Support (put Into 93061)
3) USFWS already has information GIS on Sea Bird colonies (put mto 93060)

6) Wetlands - USFWS check wetland mapping status (USFWS)
*4) M Murrelets - Use dawn watch but also use some limited Radio Telemetry (Fry) USFWS
lead with USFS cooperation on this component
*5) Harlequins - 93033 overlap with this component (ADFG) Reduce overlap
- HPWG lead with cooperative agencies as co-leads

* Both are to key on habitat characterizatIOn (stands of vegetation)

Votma Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y Y Y

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 2



PRI CT NUMBER 93051 B
reVIsit on 8/12

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Land Inventory

These factors will be considered when applying best professional Judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" PriOrity

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project inventories habitat Important to the restoration of Impacted stocks or species

RANK HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

)
Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments
- Objective #1 needs to focus on stands and not individual nests
- Objective #2 delete 1st sentence Combine second sentence Into objective #1
- Objective #3 delete
- Add Afognak
- Include USFS component

TOTAL YES VOTES NO VOTE TAKEN SEE VOTE ON 93051A,

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Votlna Record

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 8
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Hab1tat Protect10n (93-051) - B was removed because 1t 1S bU1lt
1n as part of A The correct total 1S $1,691,000 Art ques­
t10ned the equ1pment for the stream hab1tat assessment port1on.
Jerome stated that some of th1s was last year's Art stated
there should be some way to reV1ew and conso11date GIS to get
some cost sav1ngs Dave stated when the deta1led study plans
corne back, the bUdget should be closely scrut1n1zed. Mark
quest10ned the personnel costs Byron asked 1f there should be a
requ1rement to l1st out pos1t10ns Mark stated "yes", and he
assumed th1s was an overs1ght Wh1Ch should be corrected Art
asked 1f some of the work can be p1ggy backed. Ken stated th1s
proJect and stream assessment should be rolled together Dave
stated that some remote GIS techn1cal support has not been done
Ken stated that some better d1rect10n and coord1nat10n needs to
be prov1ded on levels of prec1s10n requ1red Mark stated that
coord1nat10n of the fleld work and data process1ng may reduce the
bUdgets substantlally Ken stated the d1sconnect has been an
1ns1stence that obJectlves for stream assessment can not be
1ncorporated lnto channel typlng Art questloned who wlll do the
rad10 telemetry work Byron stated that thlS proJect descr1pt10n
1S unacceptable to hlm Dave stated there needs to be add1tlonal
d1Scusslon Ken stated that Ken Holbrook's work needs to be
cleaned up and some more budget reVlew done Mark Kuwada was
asked for some lnput Mark K stated there was dlrect10n to do
channel typlng WhlCh was based on a flgure of $250,000 for one
year's work H1S lmpresslon was that channel typ1ng procedures
spec1f1c to the 011 splll would be developed and would allow them
to prov1de habltat lnformatlon to be used to compare publlC vs
pr1vate lands On the stream habltat assessment, there were
three components 1) documentlng the number of streams and
10cat10n, 2) puttlng together a GIS that portrayed them ln
d1g1tal format, and 3) channel typlng to glve some relatlve value
to publlC and prlvate lands Ken stated that th1s budget was
put together very fast Pam stated that someone needs to spend
some tlme today reworklng the budget Mark K 's assumptlon was
there would be a fleld crew out for only a few months Ken
stated that you want the lnformatlon for the whole sp1l1 area so
you can extrapolate Pam stated you want to be pro-act1ve Dave
stated that the cost for channel typ1ng lS very hlgh Dave asked
Mark K h1s Vlew of coordlnated 10g1stlCS Mark K. stated they
can't carry anyone else on the hellcopter so you would have to
make double trlps Mark K stated he doesn't understand why they
can't take some of the measurements needed for channel typlng.
Mark K. stated he would need to get the lnformatlon from Ken
Barber to rework thls budget The Restoratlon Team provlded
d1rect10n to consolldate the loglstlcs of stream habltat assess­
ment and channel typlng and slgnlflcantly reduce the channel
typlng portlon Comblnatlon of the 10glStlcs for Marbled Murrel­
ets also needs to be explored Art stated the loglstlC support



-"
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)

1S $340,000 Ken quest10ned the necess1ty of walk1ng every
stream on pr1vate lands Mark K stated th~t depends on whether
you want Just a guess Pam stated the t1tle 1S m1slead1ng and
should be changed The t1tle was changed to Hab1tat Protect1on
Informat1on for Anadromous streams and Marbled Murrelet The
vote 1S 6-0 "yes" Pro: Th1S proJect supports the hab1tat
protect1on process through collect10n of new 1nformat1on. The
channel typ1ng and extrapolat1on port1ons need to be beefed up 1n
the descr1pt1on Art stated he assumed the cho1ce of Katchemak
Bay was for pract1cal reasons Pam stated 1t was

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1ghl1ghted.
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CJ PROJECT NUMBER 93052

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Land Inventory (Habitat Protection)

These factors will be considered when applymg best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

, The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 RelatIonship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional mjury resultmg from proposed actions, mcludmg long-term and

mdlrect Impacts *
7 Importance of startmg the project wlthm the next year *
8 The project mventorles habitat Important to the restoration of Impacted stocks or species

RANK HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (.5. 3 votes)

Recommended for mcluslon In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for mciuslOn In 1993 Work Plan

Continuation of Damage Assessment whIch was not funded In 1992 so do not
do m 1993
Part of Habitat Protection Work Group, do not do#3 ­

#2 ­
#1 -

- Dead birds but cannot measure contmumg Injury after bodies

Comments
- ObJectives

#4 -

Votme Record TOTAL YES VOTE 1

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

N N Y N N N

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 3



~ Restorat1on Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92
1

Bald Eagle Hab1tat: Ident1f1cat10n and Protect10n (93-052) - The
vote 1.S 0-6 "no" Con. Bald eagles seem to have fully recovered.
The Ch1ef SC1ent1st 1nd1cates there 15 no cont1nu1ng 1nJury.

Note: The agreed upon Just1.f1.cat1.on statements are h1.ghl1.ghted.

)
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lJ PROJECT NUMBER 93053

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Technical Support

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project provides essential support to restoration, monltonng, and/or damage

assessment projects

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for InclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Necessary for data Interpretation and data base management

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6! N_O_yA_A_--+I__A_D_yN_R_--+__U_S_yD_I_--+__A_D_yE_C U_S_:_A A_D_;_G_--1!

September 8, 1992 page - 6



~) Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Hydrocarbon Data Analys1s (93-053) - Art quest10ned that the PI
15 a b1olog1st Ken quest10ned the f1n1sh date of 2000 The
vote 15 6-0 "yes" Pro Th1S 1S a techn1cal support proJect that
prov1des hydrocarbon data analys1s 1nterpretat1on to all other
c11ent restorat10n proJects.

Note: The agreed upon Justlflcatlon statements are hlghllghted.
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\ pROJECT NUMBER 93057-A
~ DA GIS

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Technrcal Support

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to sImply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additIonal Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project Within the next year *
8 The project provides essential support to restoration, monrtonng, and/or damage

assessment projects

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments - What has costal habitat requested for slope/aspect and terrain modelling?

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES .2

I
NOAA

I

ADNR

I
USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y Y Y
* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
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~ Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

GIS (93-057A) - Dave stated the pr1ce tag for damage assessment
closeout 1S h1gh Ken stated the fund1ng request for the rema1n­
der of the year 1S too h1gh Mark stated restorat10n w1ll need a
reasonable, cleaned-up database to ut1l1ze damage assessment
data Art stated that what 1S proposed 1S QA/QC, wh1ch 1S
s1m1lar to wr1t1ng a f1nal report Mark stated th1s 1S a damage
assessment closeout proJect. Byron stated 1t 1S almost 100%
personnel cost The vote 1S 6-0 "yes". Pro: the GIS Work Group
will approve expend1ture of funds Wh1Ch w1ll only be expended as
needed. Th1S 1S a damage assessment closeout proJect to prov1de
a QA/QC database. Pam stated she wants to rev1s1t the costs
(base fund1ng) Pam wanted an answer to the follow1ng pr10r to
vot1ng: Of the total bUdget, how much 1S ava1lable to respond to
spec1f1c request versus how much 1S needed to have the system up
and runn1ng?

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat1on statements are h1gh11ghted.

)

I
.-/
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UROJECT NUMBER 93057-B

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Technical Supcort

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 The project provides essential support to restoration, mOnitoring, and/or damage

assessment projects

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments - How many weeks of work IS actually available' What percentage of the total
IS fixed overhead'

Correct FTE definition on spread sheets

Voting Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992

__A_D_:_C U_S_D_yA A_D_F_:_...,1
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss1on 8/28 - 9/2/92

GiS (93-0S7B) - Th1S w111 be rev1s1ted

Note: The agreed upon )ust1f1cat1on statements are h1gh11ghted.
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Restorat1on Team D1SCUSS10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

GIS: Restorat1on (93-0S7B) - We are show~ng $140,000 to do
restorat~on GIS The work done by DNR for that proJect needs to
be reapproved by the GIS Work Group If the GIS Work Group does
not approve suff~c~ent work to use up that money, the only f1xed
charge 1S contract ma~ntenance, and the rest w~ll be returned to
us. The vote ~s 6-0 "yes". Pro: The GIS support 1S needed for
the 1993 restorat1on program Th1S level seems to be appropr1­
ate. We w111 only approve what 1S necessary.

Note: The agreed upon Justlf~catlon statements are h1ghl~ghted



PROJECT NUMBER 93058

1993 l -!JECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Land Inventory
DRAFT

These factors will be considered when applying best professIOnal judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions •
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits •
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 The project Inventones habItat Important to the restoration of Impacted stocks or species

RANK @IGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

X Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Jomments

- No funding request for 1993

- "Grand Plan" for Habitat Protection

- Remove 93058 because presentation rather than project

VotlnQ Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

;liJ yr--J ;f~ ;f.:J /~ f\J

• Restoration Framework 1992, pp 43-44

August 5, 1992
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Hab1tat/land Protect10n and Acqu1s1t1on (93-058) - Th1S 1S an
overV1ew wh1ch should be 1ncluded w1th other proJects. Pam
recommended that th1s be deleted because 1t 1S not a proJect w1th
1ts own budget but s1mply a descr1pt10n Dave stated th1s should
be deleted w1th d1Scuss10n 1n the Restorat10n Plan Ken stated
that th1s should not be k11led because the publ1C w111 not know
what happened to the1r proposals for hab1tat acqu1s1t10n. Dave
suggested putt1ng all these under 1mm1nent threat Ken stated
the problem w1th that 1S w1111ng sellers. Dave suggested stat1ng
th1s was a comment and not cons1dered an 1dea Joe suggested
add1ng a comment that "all of these 1deas were referred to the
Hab1tat Protect10n Work Group for cons1derat10n". Art stated
that not show1ng the publ1c what was done would be a m1stake.
Byron stated th1s 1S a packag1ng problem Byron suggested uS1ng
th1s as an 1ntroductory narrat1ve to hab1tat protect10n and
acqu1s1t10n Joe suggested g1v1ng proJects w1th A and B new
numbers so that computer sorts w111 work properly Mark suggest­
ed gett1ng r1d of the A and Band mak1ng 1t one proJect The
vote 1S 0-6 "no" con: There w111 be a wr1te up 1n the 1ntroduc­
t10n to the proJects sect10n wh1ch w111 track the publ1c's 1deas.
A cover sheet w111 recommend that th1s d1Scuss10n be 1ncluded 1n
the draft Restorat1on Plan. It 1S not the 1ntent of the Restora­
t10n Team to vote aga1nst hab1tat protect1on. (The dates need to
be f1xed )

Note: The agreed upon Just1f1cat10n statements are h1ghl1ghted
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PF ECT NUMBER 93059

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Land Inventory

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categorres of "high", "medium" and
"low" prrorrty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness •
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project Inventorres habitat Important to the restoration of Impacted stocks or species

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5,. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Two parts
- USFS lead on $24,600 (do not show The Nature Conservancy (TNC) as lead agency)
- 0 K TNC to collect data m near term (USFS)
- TNC as cost-share agreement (both sides contrrbutlon to data collection) not sole-
source contract
- $5,000,000 as cap on set-aside money - not part of 1993 Work Plan project budget
- Split SO/50 State & Federal

Votmg Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Imm1nent Threat Hab1tat Protect10n (93-059) - Dave was concerned
w~th Table 3A's general adm~n~strat~on cost Ken stated he w~ll

double check the calculat~ons Pam suggested show~ng the TNC
($42 2) contract and the $5m for poss~ble ~mm~nent threat acqu~­

s~t~on as separate A and B (93-059A and B) Dave w~ll do the
three-page wr~te up Renumber~ng w~ll be addressed later. The
vote ~s 6-0 "yes" on 59A TNC (93-059A) - new t~tle Ident~fy~ng

and Categor~z~ng Ava~lable Data Sets for Hab~tat Protect~on.

Dave suggested add~ng "the lead agency for A w~ll be deterrn~ned

by the Trustee Counc~l," and Forest Serv~ce has the lead on B.
There w~ll not be a 3A The vote on 59B ~s 6-0 "yes" for the $5m
proJect to go forward to the Trustee Counc~l Pam quest~oned

whether $5m ~s an adequate amount of money and stated the RT
should suggest an amount Wh1Ch makes them comfortable. 59B ~s

for ~rnm~nent threat and not large scale acqu1s~t~on or hab~tat

protect~on Pro: We need to ma1nta1n our opt10ns on parcels that
may be threatened or have lost opportun1ty. We need to be
respons1ve to the needs of the resources 1nJured by the Exxon
Valdez 011 sp1ll and to the people's concerns.

Note: The agreed upon Just1f~cat10n statements are h~ghl~ghted
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PA :CT NUMBER 93060

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Land Inventory

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" pnonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery •
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety •
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts •
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year •
8 The project Inventones habitat Important to the restoration of Impacted stocks or species

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (~ 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- 93060 initial data base collection

- Assume no agency cost for providing data to TNC

Votlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

.-/1

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y Y Y
• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 6
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Hab1tat Protect10n: Accelerated Data Acqu1s1t1on (93-060). The
cooperatJ.on J.nvolves gJ.vJ.ng up free data The vote J.S 6-0 "yes".
Pro: We need to acqu1re certa1n p1eces of 1nformat1on pr10r to
mak1ng hab1tat protect1on and 1rnrn1nent threat dec1s10ns. We need
to move along qU1ckly on the 1rnrn1nent threat process Wh1Ch
1ncludes acqu1r1ng as much relevant 1nforrnat10n as poss1ble and
to 1dent1fy data gaps and reformat data.

Note: The agreed upon ]ustJ.fJ.catJ.on statements are hJ.ghlJ.ghted
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P ECT NUMBER 93061

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS

Land Inventory

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categones of "high", "medium" and
"low" prlonty

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actIons *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actIons, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 The project Inventones habitat Important to the restoration of Impacted stocks or species

RANK X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 votes) _ LOW (.5. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Unanswered question from project 93051

- Continues on after completion of 93061

- By January 1, 1993, return to Trustee Council with detailed plan uSing 93060 & 93050
·portlon) as baSIS for ID holes In database (How, Who & What)

Votlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES 6

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

Y Y Y Y Y Y

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44

September 8, 1992 page - 7
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Restorat1on Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

c

r ,

Hab1tat Protect1on: New Data AcQU1s1t10n (93-061) - The vote 1S
6-0 "yes" Pro: We need to move along qU1ckly on the hab1tat
protection process, and th1S 1nformat10n w1ll enable us to make
informed dec1s10ns and f1ll data gaps. The lead agency 1S to be
determ1ned

Note: The agreed upon )ustlflcatlon statements are hlgh11ghted.



Damage Assessment

These factors will be considered when applYing best professional judgement to evaluate these
projects The purpose IS to simply rank the project Into categories of "hIgh", "medium" and
"low" Priority

1 The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions *
2 Potential to Improve the rate or degree of recovery *
3 Potential adverse effects on human health and safety *
4 Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits *
5 Cost effectiveness *
6 Potential for additional Injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and

indirect Impacts *
7 Importance of starting the project within the next year *
8 There IS reason to believe that there IS continUing Injury to the resource and/or serVice, but

the extent and/or mechanism IS not understood * *

RANK HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW (.5. 3 votes)

Recommended for inclusion In 1993 Work Plan

Not recommended for inclUSion In 1993 Work Plan

Comments

- Previously project R105
- Funded as restoration Implementation project In 1992
- Fund for Restoration close-out project until the sole purpose of removing field eqUipment
needed for 1992 activities

Votlna Record TOTAL YES VOTES

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG

See Attached Note For More Info

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44
* * The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for
the Exxon Valdez 0,1 Spill 1991, vol 1, P 1 (paraphrased)
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Restorat10n Team D1Scuss10n 8/28 - 9/2/92

Survey and Evaluat10n of Instream Hab1tat and Stock Restorat1on
Techn1ques for Anadromous F1Sh (93-105) - Ken stated that the
PI's may have put 1n strong word1ng to Justlfy thlS program Pam
agreed and stated lt may be confus1ng and not supported by the RT
and Chlef SClentlst The vote 1S 6-0 "yes" Pro: Th1S 1S Trustee
Counc11 equ1pment and we need to get 1t back. Th1S 1S money to
remove f1eld equ1pment that was funded 1n 1992, and th1S proJect
1S not be1ng recommended for fund1ng 1n 1993.

Note: The agreed upon Just1flcat1on statements are h1gh11ghted.



RESTORATION TEAM VOTING RECORD

August 28, 1992

proJect # ADF&G ADNR ADEC USDA NOAA USDI

01* N N N N N N
02 Y Y Y Y Y N
03 Y y y y y y
05 y y y y y y
08 Y y y y y y
12* Y N Y y y N
14* Y N Y Y Y N
15* Y N Y y y N
16 Y y y y y N
18 Y y y y y N
21* N N N N N N
24 Y Y Y Y y N
25 Y Y Y Y y N
28 Y Y y y y N
29 Y Y Y y y N
30 Y Y Y Y y N
32 Y y y y y N
43,44 N y y y y y
45 Y Y Y Y Y Y

)
September 1, 1992

46 Y y y y y y
48* N N N N N N
50* Y Y Y N N N
37,55* N N N N N N
57A y y y y y y
57B Y y y y y y
58* N N N N N N
59A Y Y Y Y Y Y
59B Y y y y y y
60 Y Y y y y y
61 Y Y Y Y Y y
4,13* y N y y y N
6 Y y y y y y
7 Y Y Y Y Y Y
9 Y N Y Y Y Y
10* N N N Y Y Y
11 Y Y Y Y Y N
17 Y Y Y y y y
19* N N N N N N
20* Y N Y N Y N
22/49 Y Y Y Y y y
38,23,27 Y Y y y y y
26 (full) N Y Y Y N Y
26 (NEPA) N N N Y y y

.J
I

38



y N y y N N
y y y y y N

~~.ti Y Y Y Y Y Y
33B y N N N N N
33C No support for thls level (optlon)

September 2, 1992

R105 y y y y y y
34* N N Y Y Y y
35 Y Y Y Y y y
36 y y y y y y
39 Y Y Y Y y y
40,54 N N N N Y N
41 y y y y y y
42* Y N Y y y N
47,56 Y Y Y Y Y Y
51 y y y y y y
52 N N N N N N
53 y y y y y y

*ProJects not moved forward for now

39


