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Motions 



Motions will be distributed at Nov 19 meeting 

'! 



DRAFT 11/18/2014 

Draft Motions for November 19, 2014 Trustee Council meeting 

Agenda Item 2: November 19, 2014 Agenda and April 8, 2014 Meeting Notes 
I move we approve the November 19, 2014 draft meeting agenda. 
I move we approve the AprilS, 2014 draft Trustee Council meeting notes. 

Agenda Item 3: Executive Director's Report 

Investment Policy 
I move we approve the revised Investment Policy, dated April 9, 2014. 

Reporting Policy 
I move we approve the revised Reporting Policies, dated October 9, 2014. 

Agenda item #4: Investment Fund Asset Allocation 
I move we approve the following Asset Allocation for FY15: Domestic Equities 47% +/- 7%, International 
Equities 23% +/- 7%, Domestic Bonds 30% +/- 5% and Cash Equivalents 0% + 1%/- 0%. 

Agenda Item 8: Annual Program Development and Implementation (APDI} Budget, 15120100 
I move we approve $2,319,025, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of the Annual Program 
Development and Implementation Budget Project 15120100, revised as of October 9, 2014. 

Agenda Item 9: Long-Term Programs 

Motion regarding EVOSTC Long-Term Monitoring Program (GulfWatch Alaska}, Long-Term Monitoring 
of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources and Services, 15120114 
I move we approve funding of $2,803,060, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of the Long-Term 
Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources and Services Project 15120114, dated 
September 18, 2014. 

Motion regarding Bochenek Supplemental Data Management Project, 15150114-T 
I move we approve funding of $121,803, which includes GA, for FY15 funding for work proposed in 
Supplemental Data Management Project 15150114-T for a Herring Program Data Coordinator and for 
work associated with becoming a DataOne. 

Motion regarding PWS Herring and Monitoring Program, Herring Research and Monitoring, 15120111 
I move we approve funding of $1,365,678, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of the Herring Research 
and Monitoring Project 15120111, dated September 19, 2014. 

Agenda Item 10: NOAA Harbor Protection Program Projects 

NOAA Harbor Protection Projects - Project Management, 15120112 
I move we approve funding $6,104, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of Project 15120112, of the 
NOAA Harbor Protection/Project Management, dated August 29, 2014. This amount reflects a reduction 
from the proposed funding as we are excluding the funding for NOAA personnel to travel from D.C. to 
Anchorage. 
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NOAA Harbor Protection Program - Cordova Clean Harbor, 15120112-A 
I move we approve funding $72,996, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of Project 15120112-A, ofthe 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Marine Habitat Harbor Water Quality Improvement Program, dated August 18, 
2014. 

NOAA Harbor Protection Program - Snow Management Analysis, 15120112-B 
I move we approve funding $141,315, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of Project 15120112-B, of the 
EVOS Legacy: Reducing Cordova Snowmelt Pollution to Marine Habitat, dated August 28, 2014. 

Agenda Item 11: Pigeon Guillemot Restoration Research in Prince William Sound, 15100853 
I move we approve funding of $391,206, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of Project 15100853, of 
the Pigeon Guillemot Restoration Research in Prince William Sound, Alaska, dated August 27, 2014. 

Agenda Item 12: Marine Debris Removal Program, Northeast Montague Island Marine Debris 
Cleanup, 15120116 
I move we approve funding of$310,650, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of Project 15120116, of 

the Northeast Montague Island Marine Debris Cleanup, dated September 1, 2014. 

Agenda Item 13: Lingering Oil in PWS Update, Lingering Oil in Prince William Sound, Alaska, 15150121 
I move we approve funding of $114,570, which includes GA, to fund Project 15120121, of the Lingering 
Oil in Prince William Sound, Alaska: 1) Update of the Spatial Synthesis of Lingering Oil Distribution 
Modeling with 2013 Population Data for Sea Otters; and 2) Selection and Treatment Methods/Costs for 
Priority Lingering Oil Sites, dated September 2, 2014. This funding is authorized for November 20, 2014 
through January 31, 2016. 

Agenda Item 14: Subsistence Survey Update, Update of the Status of Subsistence Uses in Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Area Communities 2014, 15150122 
I move we approve funding of $281,969, which includes GA, for FY15 funding of the Update of the Status 
of Subsistence Uses in Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Area Communities 2014, dated October 1, 2014. 

Agenda Item 15: 2014 Update Injured Resources and Services 
I move we approve the draft 2014 Update Injured Resources and.Services, dated November 10, 2014, 

with the following revisions: 

1. The Pacific Herring Status will remain unchanged as "not recovering;" 

2. Cutthroat Trout recovery status edits to remove additional statements after "Cutthroat trout are 

very likely recovered;" 

3. Rockfish recovery status to remain "Very likely recovered;" 

Executive Session: personnel 
I move we go into executive session to discuss personnel issues. We will adjourn from executive session 

without coming back to the public meeting. No action will take place during executive session. 
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Resolutions will be distributed at Nov 19 meeting 
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Em ails 



Womac, Cherri G (EVOSTC) 

·om: 
O».!nt: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello Trustees, 

Womac, Cherri G (EVOSTC) 
Friday, November 14, 2014 3:30 PM 
Brookover, Thomas E (DFG); Cantor, James E (LAW); 'Hartig, Lawrence L (DEC)'; 'James 
Balsiger Qim.balsiger@noaa.gov)'; Pat Pourchot; 'Terri Marceron (tmarceron@fs.fed.us)'; 
Peter Keller; Kent, Lynn J T (DEC) 
FW: Steiner Article in ADN Today 
11.12.14 Unsolicited Proposals Background Info.docx 

Rick Steiner has an article in today's ADN: http://www.adn.com/article/20141114/exxon-valdez-spill-isnt­

over. Earlier this week, he contacted our office regarding speaking during public comment so also attached is 

information circulated to you earlier this summer regarding his Herring Permit Buy-Back Proposal, should that 

be one of his topics. There is a three-minute limit on public comment. 

Mr. Steiner's article discusses the draft IRS' Pacific Herring recovery status. Please note, we received new 

information on Tuesday from ADFG and, based on that information, revised the draft IRS to retain Pacific 

Herring as "not recovering." This recent revision will be discussed with you at next week's meeting. NOAA 

and ADFG were em ailed notice of the change as they provided review for Pacific Herring. 

Please let us know if you have any questions and we look forward to seeing you next week. 

Elise 

<11.12.14 Unsolicited Proposals Background Info.docx> 
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Womac, Cherri G (EVOSTC) 

ircm: 
_/jent: 

To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello Trustees, 

Womac, Cherri G (EVOSTC) 
Thursday, October 23, 2014 1.07 PM 
'Hartig, Lawrence L (DEC)'; Brookover, Thomas E (DFG), Schorr, Jennifer L (LAW}; Cantor, 
James E (LAW}; 'Terri Marceron (tmarceron@fs.fed.us)'; 'James Balsiger 
Qim.balslger@noaa.gov)'; Pat Pourchot; Kent, Lynn J T (DEC); Peter Keller 
'Hsieh, Ehse M (EVOSTC)' : J 

1 of 2 sending Nov 19 meeting m~tenals 
TC mtg materials for Nov 19.zip ; 

We look forward to meeting with you: 

For an Informal Briefing: Tuesday, October 28, 2014, 1:00 p.m. to 2:30p.m. for a pre-meeting briefing in preparation of 
the November 19, 2014 Trustee Council meeting. The briefing will include an update on Habitat matters and is 
scheduled to be held at the EVOSTC office, Grace Hall Conference Room 233, 4230 University Drive. Jim Balsiger, and 
anyone else who is out oftown, can call into the conference room at: 907-786-7170. 

For an in-person Trustee Council Meeting, Wednesday, November 19, 2014, 9:30a.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the Glenn Olds 
Conference Room; lunch will be provided in the EVOSTC office in Grace Hall. 

Regarding the Meetirg Materials: 

\...herri made notebooks for each of you, tabbed with each agenda item and all attachments to this email. The notebooks 
were delivered to your office Wednesday morning. 

All proposals are confidential unless funded. Due to their volume" detailed budget sheets are not included in your 
notebook but are available from our office upon request. 

Meeting Materials, excluding full proposals, are also available on the EVOSTC website at 
http:/ jwww.evostc.state.ak.us/index.efm ?FA=events.home 

If documents are subsequently updated or added: Any documents that are updated will include a note with inform,ation 
identifying changes so that review can be limited to the revisions. Documents we anticipate may be updated or added 
in advance of the Council meeting: 

Habitat: we will for-Ward any developments re habitat to you for review 
2014 Draft IRS: If agency comment results in revisions after October 315

\ a revised IRS will be forwarded to you. 

All FY15 references refer to the EVOSTC fiscal year: February 1, 2015- January 31, 2016. 

A draft motion sheet and draft resolution(s) will be provided to you at the meeting. 

Notes regarding a few of the Agenda Items 

· - .ecutive Director's Report 
,t.testment Policv: The Investment Policy is updated to remove a reference to the Koniag Sub-Account hi Section 14 as 

that Sub-Account was unencumbered and closed in early 2014. 
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Reporting Policy: EVOSTC staff continues to work with the EVOSTC Science Panel and the Long-Term Programs to refine 
reporting requirements. Changes are summarized in a comment on pg. 13. 

:Y17-21/nvitation Process: The first five-year EVOSTC long-term programs contract administered through NOM ends 
1n 2016. EVOSTC staff anticipates issuing a FY17-21 invitation Dec. 1, 2015. The PAC was excited and pleased to 
continue the long-term programs and also requested that the FY17-21 invitation include efforts regarding PSP effects on 
seabirds. Below is a draft time line for drafting and review of the FY17-21 Invitation based on an anticipated 
continuation of the long-term programs in their current framework. If other topics or new frameworks are to be 
included in the draft invitation, a PAC and TC meeting may be required and perhaps earlier in the year (January or 
February): 

2015 Invitation Prep draft schedule: 
February 4-6, 2015: Long-Term Programs' Science Workshop with EVOSTC Science Panel 
March 2015: EVOSTC staff drafts FY17-211nvitation 
April15-16: EVOSTC Science Panel meeting to review draft Invitation 
May: Draft circulates to Agency Personnel and Law, EVOSTC staff continues to refine draft 
July 1: Draft Invitation circulates to TC and PAC for rev1ew 
Mid- July: PAC telephonic one-hour meeting to review draft 
Mid-July: If desired, TC telephonic one-hour meeting to review draft 
August: EVOSTC staff refines draft as needed 

2015 Fall Meeting Prep: Resume normal review cycle- with draft invitation alongside the annual work plan, 
budget, etc: 
Mid-September: EVOSTC Science Panel review 
Mid-October: PAC review 
late October- Nov.: Annual Trustee Council meeting review 
December 1: FY17-21 Invitation Issued, proposals due Aprill, 2016. 

Asset Allocation 
The EVOSTC Investment Working Group (IWG) recommends the Council maintain its current asset allocation for 
FY15. The IWG met in April2015 and, based on their review of information presented by Callan, Assoc., the Council's 
independent investment advisor. At the Nov. 191

h meeting, Callan Assoc. will review an investment fund performance 
presentation, which will be an updated version ofthat presented this spring to the IWG. ADOR will also be available to 
answer any questions. 

fY15 EVOSTC Annual Program Development and Implementation (APDI) Budget 
The APDI is reviewed annually by the Council and includes funding for the program administration and implementation, 
including the EVOSTC office and trust agency staff working with the EVOSTC program. For FY15, the APDI includes 
funding for proposals that in past years were funded outside the APDI: the ARUS document digitizing proposal and the 
Great land Trust contract. The APDI increases funding for additional habitat and ARLIS public response support due to 
the increase in activity in both areas. 

FV15 Draft Work Plan 
The Draft Work Plan contains abstracts for all proposals submitted for FY15 funding. It is a public document and is also 

available on the EVOSTC website homepage. The FY15 Draft Work Plan includes past and present funding 
recommendations by the EVOSTC Science Panel, Public Advisory Committee, Science Coordinator and the Executive 

Director. 

t:nr FY15, the long-Term Programs and non-Program projects are moving along as scheduled and as expected. This year 

'e long-Term Programs, EVOSTC Science Panel and EVOSTC staff worked together to improve reporting and proposal 
submissions and this process continues to be helpful for review and coordination. Things are going smoothly overall as 
the majority of projects in the FY15 Work Plan are established: this is Year Four of the first Five-Year contract for the 
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long-Term Programs and the independent projects are also into their subsequent years. New proposals for FY15 
include the AOOS Data Supplemental, Faii/ADFG Subsistence Survey and the Mrchei lingering Oil in PWS proposals. 

\t their meeting last week, the PAC supported the funding recommendations of the Science Panel and Science, 
;:oordinator to fund all proiects and programs as proposed, with two exceptions and one condition: 

1. Jennings NOAA Harbor Protection- Project Management (see 10.20.14 Draft Work Plan page 121): a reduction in 
NOAA personnel trav~ling from D.C. to Anchorage resulting in a total funding of $6,104. 

2. Bochenek Supplemental Data Management Support (see 10.20.14 Draft Work Plan Page 73): support funding for a 
Herring Pmgram Data Coordinator and for work associated with becoming a DataOne node for a total funding of 
$121,802. All parties support waiting on other two proposed activities related to preparing data for inclusion .in 
additional databases. 

3. Fall Subsistence Survey Update (see 10.20,.14 Draft Work Plan page 17): the PAC noted the project should conduct 
outreach with the subject communities prior to surveying. The proposal does outline pre-survey community outreach 
activities. 

!EVOS'fC Injured Resources a1111d Services List (I IRS) 
The status of injured resources on the list provides the Trustees and the public a way to monitor recovery of ecological 
functions and human services that depend on those resources. The list has been updated five times since 1994 ~ith the 
most recent update occurring in 2010. The 2010 update can be found, along with prior versions, on the EVOSTC website 
at: http://www .evostc.state .ak. us/index.cfm ?FA=status.in jured 
Information for the 2014 update was gathered from the following sources: 
1. Trust agency personnel- are reviewing the document, comments due by October 31. 
2. Past and present EVOSTC researchers -have reviewed sections appropriate to their field of study. 

Peer reviewed publications- both EVOSTC funded and non-EVOSTC funded publicatio:'s were reviewed and. 
incorporated where appropriate. 

4. Agency reports and publications -were used for baselhle population information and current agency policies. 

While the document is quite lengthy, the primary revisions are as follows: 
Barrow's Goldeneye- move from Recovering to Recovered 
Clams - move from Recovering to Recovered 
Harlequin D~cks - move from Recovering to Recovered 
Kittlitz's Murrelets- move from Unknown to Recovering 
Marbled Murre lets- move from Unknown to Recovering 
Mussels - move from Recovering to Recovered 
Pacific Herring- move from Not Recovered to Recovering 
Rockfish - move from Very Likely Recovered to Rec,avered 
Sea Otters- move from Recovering to Recovered 

The status of each resource and service is updated based on peer-reviewed scientific literature, agency reports and 

publications and final reports from EVOSTC-funded projects. Draft language for individual resources is sent to past and 

present EVOSTC researchers and recognized experts from outside organizations to review sections appropriate to their 

field of study. Sections were sent on a rolling basis as they were drafted starting from the end of April through May with 

comments due in June. As this was the beginning of the field season for many reviewers, it was difficult to get responses 

within the provided deadline and comments continued to roll in over the course of the summer. 

1/1-draft Review to date: 
June 17: A first draft that incorporated the comments rec.eived to that date was shared with legal counsel on June 17. 
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July 9: The science panel received a draft for review on July 9 The science panel's comments were minimal and there 

was no voiced concern with the proposed updates Their comments were incorporated into the draft that is currently 

being reviewed by the agencies. 

Sept. 3 and 9: Legal counsel provided additional comments on September 3 and September 9 and their comments were 

also incorporated into the draft which is attached here. 

October 10: This updated draft was sent to agency representatives for their review and comments are due to our office 

by October 31. 

If there are additional comments or rev1sions based on agency feedback, we will forward that information or any 

updates to you in advance of the November 19th Council meetmg. 

Elise 

NOTE FROM CHERRI 

This is one of two em ails with a zip file of the meetmg materials attached, it mcludes the Callan 

Presentation. The presentation was received late yesterday afternoon after the notebooks were 
distributed. Your notebook has a tab for the presentation. Please print and msert behind the Callan 

Presentation. 

The attachment to the second email contams the FY 2015 proposals. These proposals were also included in 

"our notebooks. They are not included in the meeting materials on the EVOSTC Events page. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Cherri 
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DRAFT 11/18/2014 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
4210 University Drive • Anchorage, AK 99508-4626 • 907 278 8012 • fax 907 276 7178 

AGENDA 

EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL 

November 19, 2014, 9:30A.M. 

LAURI ADAMS 

Alternate for Attorney General 

Michael C. Geraghty 

Alaska Department of Law 

LARRY HARTIG 

Commissioner 

Alaska Department of 

Environmental Conservation 

TOM BROOKOVER 

Anchorage, Alaska 

Trustee Council Members: 

JIM BALSIGER 

Administrator, Alaska Region 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

U.S. Department of Commerce 

PAT POURCHOT 

Special Assistant to the Secretary for 

Alaska Affairs 

Office of the Secretary 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Alternate for Commissioner Cora Campbell 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

TERRIMARCERON 

Forest Supervisor 

Chugach National Forest 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Meeting in Anchorage: USGS Alaska Pacific University Campus, Dr. Glenn A. Olds Hall Conference Room, 

4210 University Drive, Anchorage 

Teleconference number: 800.315.6338. Code: 72241# 

1. Call to Order-9:30A.M. 

Federal Trustees 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Federal Chair: Pat Pourchot 

State Trustees 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Alaska Department of Law 



2 Consent Agenda (10 mm) 
· · Approval of Agenda* 

Approval of Meeting Notes* 
Apnl8, 2014 

3. Execut1ve Director's Report (15 mm) Elise Hs1eh, Executive Director 
Investment Polley and Reporting Polley Updates* 

- · FY 2017-2020 lnv1tat1on Prep Schedule 
Great Land Trust Update· 

4 Annual Asset Allocatlon*(5 mm ) Elise Hs1eh 

5"; Public Comment (3 m1nutes per person) 

6 

7. 

8 

9 

Public Adv1s9ry Comm1ttee Update (5 m1n.) 
~ 

Public Adv1so·ry Comnirttee Comments (5 mm ) 

. Annual Program Development and 
Implementation (APDI) Budget 15120100*(10 m1n.) 

Long-Term Programs lntro*(15 mm) 
Hernng Program 15120111*(15 mm) 
Momtonng Program (GulfWatch Alaska) 
15120114*(15 mm.) 
Data Management 15120114-T*(5 mm) 

Lunch - 12 00 to 1 00 p m · 

Dr Ph1hp Johnson, Des1gnated Federal Off1cer 
' ' ( 

Kurt Erlo, PAC Cha1r 

Elise Hsieh 
Linda Kilbourne, Admm Manager 

Cathenne Boerner, Sc1ence Coord1n~tor 
Scott Pegau, Hernng Program Team Lead 
Molly McCammon, GulfWatch Alaska Team 
Lead 
Cather1ne Boerner 

10 NOAA Clean Harbor Projects*(15 min ) Catherine Boerner 
Project 15120112 NOAA Clean Harbor (Admm) 
ProJect 15120112-A Cordova Clean Harbor 
Pr!Jject 15120112-B Cordova Snow Mgmt 

11 Ptgeon Guillemot Project*(10 mm) Cathenne Boerner · 

12. Manne Debns ~roject 15120116*(1 0 mm.) · Cathenne Boerner 

13 L1ngenng 011 Proposal*(10 m1n) Cathenne Boerner 
Project 15150121 

14 Subsistence Survey Update*(10 m1,n) Cathenne Boerner 
Project 15150122 

15 Injured Resources and Serv1ces Update*(25 mm ) Cathenne Boerner 

Execut1ve Sess1on· Personnel matters 

Adjourn by 4 30 P M 

*indicates potential action 1tems 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill .Tru'stee Co unci! 
4210 Umversrty Dnve • Anchorage, AK 99508-4626 • 907 278 8012 • fax 907 276 7178 

' 

Terri Marceron, USFS 

Pat Pourchot, USDOI 

J1m Bals1~er, NMFS 

o Cha1r 

TRUSTEE COUNCil MEETING NOTES · · 

Anc~orage, Alaska 

April 8, 2014 

Cha1red by. Tom Brookover 

Trustee Council Member 

Trustee Council Members Present 

Jennifer ~~herr, ADQL ** 

eTom Brookpver,.ADF.&G * 

Larry Hartig, ADEC 
·-

* 
' I 

Tom Brookover alt~rnate for Cora Campbell 
' 

** Jenntfer Schorr alternate for Michael Geraghty , I 
J 

\ ' -~/ 1 

The meetmg convened at 1 00 p rn , Apnl 8, 2014 <;~t the Fxxon Valdez 011 Sp1ll Tr\Jstee 
Council off1ce, Swte 220, Grace Hall, 4230 Umver~1ty ,Dnve, Anchorage 

1 Approval of the ~genda and January 27, 2014 meetn1g notes by mutu,al co~sent 

Public Comment No public comments were offered. 

2 A.'00r~val of Northern Afognak and Tnplet Island Conservation Pa~kage 

APPROVED MOTION 

, I 

Federal Trustees 
U S Department of the lntenor 
U S Department of Agnculture 
Nabonal Oceamc and Atmosphenc AdmJmstratJon , 

Mot1on to approve funding of up to$15,025,000 to 
, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources for 
the purchase of the Northern Afdgnak.and Tnplet ' 
Islands Lands, cond1t1oned upon. 1) due diligence 
reports, which are acceptable to the Alaska 

I 

Department of Natural Resources and Alaska 
Department of Law, and 2) prov1ded that the 
EVOSTC Executive Director, ' Alaska Department 
of ,Natural Resources and Alaska Department of 
Law fmd that 1t 1s 1n the best 1nterest of the Counc;;1l 
to move forward with acquisition of the Lands. 

, State Trustees 
, Alaska Department of F1sh and Game 

Alaska Department qf Environmental Conserva!Jon 
Alaska Department of Law 

\' 



Adjourn 

APPROVED MOTION 

Off the record 1 50 p m 

Authonzat1on for fund1ng the purchase of these 
Lands shall termmate 1f a purchase agreement IS 

not executed by Apnl1, 2016 

Mot1on by Hart1g, second by Schorr 

Mot1on to adjourn 

Mot1on by Pourchot, second by Schorr 

\ 
' 
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Briefing Summary 

A. GROUP: Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) Public Advisory Committee (PAC) 

B. DATEffiME: October 16, 20 14 

C. LOCATION: Dr. Glenn A. Olds Hall, Anchorage, AK 

D. MEMBERS IN-ATTENDANCE: (T = via teleconference) 

Name 
Amanda Bauer 
Kurt Eilo 
Gary Fandrei 
John French 
Stacy Studebaker 
Steven Aberle 
Emile Springer 
Patience Andersen Faulkner 
Kate McLaughlin 
David Totemoff, Sr. 

E. NOT PRESENT: 

Name 
N/A 

F. OTHER PARTICIPANTS: 

Name 
Elise Hsieh 
Philip Johnson 
Cherri Womac 
Linda Kilbourne 
Catherine Boerner 
Carrie Holba 
Katrina Hoffman 
Scott Pegau 
Sara Lindberg 
Jennifer Heindl (T) 
Matthew Parsons (T) 
Laurel Jennings (T) 
Molly McCammon 
Dede Bohn (T) 
Peter Hagen (T) 
Phil Shepard 
Kristin Carpenter (T) 
Tammy Neher (T) 

Principal Interest 
Commercial Tourism 
Sport Hunting/Fishing, PAC Chair 
Aquaculture/Mariculture 
Scienceffechnical 
Public at Large 
Commercial Fishing 
Recreation Users 
Subsistence, PAC Vice-chair 
Conservation/Environmental 
Native Landowner 

Principal Interest 

Organization 
Executive Director, Trustee Council (EVOSTC) 
Designated Federal Official, Department of the Interior 
Trustee Council Staff 
Trustee Council Staff 
Trustee Council Science Coordinator 
Alaska Resources Library and Information Services (ARLIS) 
Prince William Sound Science Center (PWSSC) 
Prince William Sound Oil Spill Recovery Institute (OSRI) 
Stantec 
Department of the Interior, Solicitor's Office 
Department of the Interior, Solicitor's Office 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Alaska Ocean Observing System (GulfWatch) 
U.S. Geological Survey 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Great Land Trust 
Copper River Water Shed Project 
NOAA Kasitsna Bay Laboratory 
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Kris Holderied {T) 
Barat LaPorte 

H. SUMMARY: 

NOAA Kasitsna Bay Laboratory 
Oles Morrison Rinker Baker, LLP 

At 09:35a.m. the Designated Federal Official (Philip Johnson) opened the meeting and took roll 
call of PAC members. All members were present, establishing a quorum. The meeting 
participants introduced themselves. 

Chairman Kurt Eilo provided introductory remarks, noting that projects could be accepted "as is" 
or modified through resolution. 

Motion: John French introduced a motion to accept the amended agenda. Seconded by Gary 
Fandrei. Motion carried. 

Motion: Kate McLaughlin introduced a motion to approve the meeting notes from the last 
meeting. Seconded by Fandrei. Motion carried. 

The draft meeting summary was signed by Chair Eilo. 

FACA Briefing: Jennifer Heindl, with the Department of the Interior Office ofthe Solicitor 
provided a Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) briefing. 

PAC Travel: Linda Kilbourne provided information regarding PAC travel and the reimbursement 
process. 

Public Comment: The floor was open for public comment, either in person or telephonically. No 
members of the public requested the opportunity for comment. 

Executive Director' s Report: 

Elise Hsieh discussed the federal government shutdown in 2013, which resulted in the PAC 
missing a meeting last year. Hsieh also noted that the EVOS Trustee Council (EVOSTC) accepts 
public comment at any time. Members of the public can email the EVOSTC Executive Director. 

Hsieh provided the Executive Director's report, beginning with the financial report. Changes were 
made to the Reporting Policy and new forms were developed to enhance consistency and 
submission of information for review. Revised draft EVOSTC Investment and Reporting Policies 
have been developed and will be presented to the EVOSTC at their November 19, 2014 meeting. 

Koniag sub-account funds were moved to the Habitat sub-account and the Conservation Easement 
with Koniag was terminated. This change will provide additional funds for the Habitat Program, 
which can then be used for other projects. 

Habitat Program Report: 

Hsieh reported that the Great Land Trust (GLT) continues their work with the EVOSTC and 
associated agencies, including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the 
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Alaska Departments ofNatural Resources (ADNR) and Law (ADOL) on Habitat Program 
projects. GL T actively seeks significant grant funding from other sources to compliment 
EVOSTC funding to carry out the projects. Habitat projects require willmg sellers and a 
government agency that will manage the lands 

Dunng the first year, 2013, GL T focused on the Kodiak Afognak Archipelago area using a Land 
Conservation Prionhzation to identify high-ranking habitat for conservation. They met With 
Kodiak landowners, including several Native corporations, the Kodiak Borough Mayor, Manager 
and staff from Mental Health Trust Land Office, USFWS and other stakeholders during this 
process. 

A number of potential projects emerged from these meetmgs and site visits. GL T ordered and 
obtained appraisals for several of these projects. 

Great Land Trust has also applied for and received $1,000,000 matching funding from USFWS for 
a project in Kodiak and IS working with the Conservation Fund to coordmate the use of the 
mitigation funds available from the Kodiak airport expansion 

For the second year, 2014, at the request of the Trustees, the GLT expanded their focus to include 
all ofthe spill area. Using a Land Conservation Prioritization that GLT developed specifically for 
the Kodiak Afognak Archipelago, GLT identified multiple high-ranking conservation proJects and 
has begun due diligence and negotiations with landowners on six of the highest-ranking projects. 
GLT continued to meet with Kodiak landowners and pursued the protectiOn of approximately 
36,370 acres of land on Northern Afognak Island and the Triplet Islands, currently owned by 
Ouzinkie Native Corporation. This acquisition was approved by the EVOSTC in April2014, the 
Alaska State Legislature, and the Governor, and is moving forward. Due dtligence is nearly 
complete and a draft Purchase and Sale Agreement has been completed In addition, other 
potential projects have been assessed and negotiations continue with landowners. 

In Years 3 and 4, GL Twill expand the Land Conservation Prioritization to include the entire spill 
area and will continue due diligence and negotiations. All potential projects need to be approved 
by the EVOSTC. 

Also per Trustees' request at their meeting last spring, the Habitat Program is looking at 
subsurface rights for those parcels already funded or looking to be funded by the EVOSTC. The 
interest in subsurface rights is prompted by known potential subsurface commodities (e.g, granite 
mining for countertops) and the potential presence of other subsurface resources that may be of 
value in the future 

Fftve-Year Invitatftonnan Cycle (2017-2021): 

The upcoming Science Workshop scheduled for February 4-6, 2015 will provide an opportunity 
for the Science Panel to meet with the long-term programs and review up to years 3-4 of the 
programs. After the Workshop, EVOSTC staffwill draft the FY17-21 InvitatiOn and it will be 
circulated to the PAC in July 2015. The PAC will consider and act on this draft at their October 
2015 meeting, followed by the Science Panel and the Counc1l review later that fall 

The PAC could have a telephonic meetmg at the end of July 2015, if needed to discuss the Draft. 
Hsieh recognized the excellent work of Catherine Boerner, the EVOSTC Science Coordinator and 
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the EVOSTC staff. 

Eilo recommended having a briefing for the PAC on the Draft in mid-July. If a quorum is not 
present, PAC members can still submit individual (public) comments to the EVOSTC Executive 
Director. 

It should be noted that these actions will involve a new PAC, whose term will begin on or after 
December 1, 2014. After December 1, the DFO can call a meeting ofthe new PAC to ensure they 
are oriented and seated. 

PAC Member Discussions: 

David Totemoff, Sr. asked about long-term funding for EVOSTC projects and the EVOSTC. 
Hsieh clarified that the trust funds obtained from the EVOS settlement are not intended to be 
perpetual. The current vision set forth by the EVOSTC is to conduct a 20-year program for 
organized spend down of the funding. The EVOSTC uses long-term planning to anticipate 
spending and activities. However, the Council reviews the Restoration Program and approves 
funding on an annual basis. 

With current market performance, the long-term spending scenario indicates an approximately 8% 
chance of not being able to complete the anticipated 20-years of long-term programs. However, 
this projection is highly speculative as it is based on fluctuating market performance. Totemoff 
expressed concerns about phasing out ofthe EVOSTC and the future of Prince William Sound 
(PWS) without the EVOSTC. 

Emilie Springer asked about the present EVOSTC's vision. Hsieh thought they were pleased with 
the 20-year program, but the Executive Director cannot officially speak on their behalf. 

The PAC Chair will attend the EVOSTC meeting and report on accomplishments from this 
meeting. 

Steve Aberle asked what is the term of the EVOSTC members? The answer is there is no set term. 

Annual Program Development and Implementation (APDI) Budget: 

Hsieh noted that the APDI includes funding for projects (GL T and ARLIS document digitizing) 
and thus is larger than in the past when projects were separated out. 

The Budget Summary Table on page 3 of the APDI shows an increase in funding for habitat 
protection. This can be attributed to GLT expenses for parcel acquisition and due diligence 
activities. It also" reflects costs for ADOL and ADNR staff time associated with the Habitat 
Program including oversight of land acquisitions and legal oversight. 

Kilbourne summarized the remaining information found in the Summary Budget Table (page 3 of 
the APDI). 

The Alaska Resource Library & Information Service (ARLIS) costs also increased. This includes 
contractual costs for Phase III of a project to digitize EVOS documents and provide electronic 
access to data. Media, public, government agency and NGO interest in EVOS information 
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increased post-Deepwater Horizon, and with the recent 25th Anniversary of the EVOS. Detaileq 
information on the EVOSTC Document Digitizmg Project was provided with the meetmg 
materials. 

ARLIS is the physical repository for the EVOSTC' s collectiOn of oil spill materials and, since 
1992, houses some non-digital data from Natural Resource Damage Assessment Projects. A PAC 
member asked if ARLIS is funded in perpetuity ARLIS is supported by the eight founding 
partners, currently including the EVOSTC. 

French indicated that some of the digitized data are in large files that are hard to deal with and 
discourage access. Holba discussed long-term record retention and archiving for the state and 
federal governments. 

Technology will continue to evolve and the EVOSTC will need to thmk long-term. The physical 
library of records will remain at ARLIS and be maintained pursuant to a partnership agreement 
between founding agencies. The EVOSTC website will need to be maintained by a Trust or 
resource agency. 

Eilo recommended making the EVOSTC aware of the value of this data and increased interest in 
EVOS data post-Deepwater Honzon and followmg the 25th Anniversary ofEVOS. Approximately 
20% of questions at ARLIS are EVOS-related. Hsieh will send the annual ARLIS statistics to the 
PAC and TC in a monthly update to facilitate this-awareness. 

The PAC in the past has voiced a need to look at the future and data retention. The PAC Chair 
will highlight ARLIS statistics in the future. 

French raised the issue of "relevant data" indicating that the Principal Investigator (PI) would 
evaluate this in the context of the onginal project proposal. French stated that the context and 
relevance of the data may change with time. Because of this he believes that the more data 
preserved, the better. 

Fandrei noted that this is a F ACA committee and thus the PAC term is two years. Eilo would like 
the PAC to be aware of past motions. Hsieh will work with the DFO to see Ifthey can list past 
motions from the last couple years and circulate it before PAC meetmgs. 

Hsieh asked if there were budget questions. She indicated that the draft budget, as with all TC 
meeting matenals, continue to be reviewed up until the meeting and any substantive revisions will 
be forwarded to the PAC. 

Etlbtncs Briefhng: Matt Parsons with the Department of the Interior's Office of the Solicitor 
provided the PAC with a briefing on Ethics during a working lunch. 

Program Presel!lltations: 

Prmce Wdlzam Sound Herrmg Research and Momtormg Program - Pegau provided an update on 
this program. A primary goal of the research is to improve predictive models through observation 
and monitoring and to identifY why the herring populations m PWS have not recovered. 

Current research is testing existing assumptions to ensure they are still valid. Project categories 
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include monitoring, process, synthesis, and new techniques. Key aspects include Alaska 
Department ofFish & Game age structure analysis modeling, the Sound Ecosystem Assessment, 
PWS Herring Survey and a partnership with GulfWatch Alaska. Ongoing work includes disease 
monitoring, condition assessment, genetic analysis, population modeling, the energy content of 
young fish, and acoustic monitoring and tagging of herring. 

Totemoff, Sr., discussed stress in herring. The herring roe he has collected in PWS since 1989 
have shown broken blood vessels. Once that phenomenon ceases, he will know that the effects of 
the oil spill have subsided. 

GuljW atch Alaska - Hoffinan presented information on this integrated program, which includes 15 
field monitoring projects studying environmental drivers, the pelagic ecosystem, benthic 
ecosystems and lingering oil. 

Activities in 2013 and 2014 included establishing a data portal (with the Alaska Ocean Observing 
System), updating the website, public outreach events, school visits, lectures and Delta Sound 
Connections articles. 

Increased temperatures in the Gulf of Alaska have been observed. Also observed during the same 
period is a ten-fold increase in the abundance of small copepods (a marine invertebrate). 

GulfWatch Alaska's Pelagic Ecosystem Team has studied wintering seabirds, forage fish 
populations, humpback whales (inCluding 'estimates of predation on herring), killer whales, and 
storm petrel declines. 

The Nearshore Benthic Team has investigated mussel bed declines in Kenai Fjords and Katmai 
National Parks and in Prince William Sound. A study of sea otter populations in western PWS 
shows a return to population levels observed before the EVOS. 

Lingering Oil studies show that physiological markers of oil exposure in Harlequin ducks 
(CYP1A) were not different between areas that were oiled during EVOS and unoiled areas. This 
suggests that this species is no longer exposed to oil, consistent with sea otter observations noted 
above. 

A Synthesis Report is due in December 2014, which will be followed by a Science Workshop in 
February 2015. 

During a discussion of pigeon guillemot spatial distribution, French asked if we knew where alcid 
seabirds overwinter in the Gulf of Alaska area. One of his concerns was the impact of Navy 
training activities along the productive shelf area. 

Draft Work Plan for Fiscal Year 2015: 

Boerner led this discussion, as EVOSTC Science Coordinator (SC). Revised proposal and 
reporting formats are being used this year that provide a more streamlined submission. The intent 
is to get at "real" information needs. 

The EVOSTC Science Panel (SP) provided an overall recommendation to fund all projects in the 
Draft Work Plan for FY2015 (Work Plan) with the exception of two projects. They also had 
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comments regarding the Hollmen ProJect (15120114-I, page 53 ofthe Work Plan) and the specifics 
of its model. They will get more information from the PI at the February Workshop. 

None of the projects in the Draft Work Plan are intended to go beyond FY 2016. 

Some pr9jects have altered their design to help improve the overall Synthesis. 

SunppHemelllltaR Data Mallllagemellllt Project (15120114-T, page 88 ofthe Work Plan) was 
discussed. The goal is to put information into the "DataOne" system, to rapidly make the data 
accessible to other researchers and the public. The SP recommended funding this project at 
$121,803 which is less than the original request but fund the first and second tasks in the proposal 
(Hernng Data Coordmator and work to become a DataOne node). 

'fine PW§ Henftllllg Program- The SP recommended funding all the Herring projects, as the data 
are being used by management agencies. The PAC had no questions regarding the Herring 
proposals. 

The SP recommended that Project 15120112 (NOAA Harbor Protectiollll- Proiect 
Mallllagemellllt, page 145) be funded at a reduced level of$6,104, which does not include funding 
for NOAA personnel flying from D.C. to Alaska. 

The group discussed the Pligeollll Gunmemot RestoratiolllllProiect (151 00853, page 7). This is a 
project designed to cull and control (but not eradicate) mink populations in the Naked Island group 
in PWS. The SP had questions about the design, as mink can swim and concerns were raised about 
recolonization from nearby islands. This is an "active restoration" project, however, and it will be 
an mteresting experiment that should add new scientific information. McLaughlin asked whether 
locals could help the trappers who are implementing this project. Hsieh noted local trappers were 
solicited and McLaughlin noted the low price of mink and thus lack of incentive. There was also 
discussion ofthe merits of exclusion techniques. While some concerns were noted, the PAC took 
no specific action regardmg this project. 

The PAC also discussed the Marline Debris Project (151201 16, page 12). DiscussiOn mcluded 
the presence of debris related to the 2011 tsunami in Japan, questions about the merits of this work 
relative to how much debris IS present in the ecosystem and financial justification for the proJect 
While one PAC member suggested the project needed more funding, others mentioned large 
marine debris-related grants from NOAA and other funders Given that this is a Iarg~ and 
pervasive problem, the use oflimited EVOSTC funds was questioned. The link to the EVOSTC's 
overall plan and mission was also questioned. The Executive Director indicated that the project 
was nearing the end of its funding cycle. One PAC member (McLaughlin) wanted to see more 
science on this issue, including a look at the biological impacts of marine debris and water 
sampling. 

The PAC discussed Project 15150121 (JLftllllgernllllg Onn nn PWS, page 17). This is a one-year 
project to conduct spatial modeling oflingering oil relative to sea otter abundance (using 2013 
data). Another aspect of the project involves evaluation of treatment and remediation methods 
including aeration techniques to accelerate removal of lingering mi. This project was viewed as an 
efficient and useful eva!uat10n of existing data 

The PAC also discussed Project 15150122 (Sunbsftstem:e Smrvey Update, page 19). This is an 

Page 7 of 10 



update to previous studies conducted in 1998 and 2008. The same researcher (James Fall) who 
conducted the first two surveys will also conduct this project. The SP raised concerns regarding 
the limited information on survey design, high cost per household, and availability of alternative 
foods that could influence the project. The SP did however express a high degree of confidence in 
the Pl. 

The PAC discussion ofthe Subsistence Survey Update included concerns over survey design and 
the reluctance of some community members to discuss their subsistence activities. Pre-survey 
education/outreach efforts to the local communities were suggested to help impress upon the 
communities the importance of the survey. The SC pointed out that the proposal does include pre­
survey outreach activities. 

French stated that this type of data is important and the researchers need to use the same methods 
used in the previous two surveys. Maintaining consistency with the previous work is needed for 
analyzing trends. 

Patience Andersen Faulkner, the Subsistence member of the PAC, stated it is important to do a 
survey. 

The SP did not make a funding recommendation on this project as they had an earlier, less 
complete proposal draft. 

Motion: The PAC recommends that the Subsistence Survey Update Project (15150122) be funded 
with the condition that the local communities are well informed before surveys are conducted. 
Motion passed. 

Motion: The PAC supports all funding recommendations made by the Science Panel and the 
Science Coordinator, including reduced funding amounts for two projects (15150114-T and 
15120112). Motion passed. 

Injured Resources and Services: 

In 2010, the EVOSTC and PAC engaged in lengthy discussion and deliberation of the status of 
injured resources, language used in categorizing injured resources and other factors (such as 
regime shifts) which may complicate assessment of the extent of recovery. 

Table 1 of the Draft 2014 Update oflnjured Resources and Services was presented by the 
EVOSTC SC, highlighting species that have changed status. 

Concern was raised regarding the proposed status ofKittlitz's murrelets because they are 
dependent on glacial ice presence in PWS and populations within the Sound appear to be 
declining. 

There was discussion of adding an "asterisk" (*) to populations thought to be affected by other 
factors that are independent of oil exposure. Kittlitz's murrelets would be an example. 

French raised concerns about pigeon guillemots and the predation model, as their populations are 
low throughout PWS, not just at Naked Island. He had questions regarding an increase in markers 
of oil exposure (P450), changes in forage fish populations, and the fact that this species feeds on 
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benthic invertebrates that may be exposed to lingering oil. The SC noted that the mmk removal 
study would utilize a control island to account for other factors, and the reason for the project 
studying Naked Island is due to its previously large population of pigeon guillemots 

The PAC expressed interest in other factors that could be affecting resource recovery such as 
paralytic shellfish poisoning (PSP) which can be found in clams and other invertebrates. 

Motion: The PAC requests that the FY 2017-2021 Invitation [for Proposals] include paralytic 
shellfish poisoning (PSP) as a factor potentially affecting declining (including recovermg or not 
recovered) seabird populations. Motion passed. 

The SC asked for comments on the draft designations, and no concerns were expressed by the 
PAC. Eilo noted that with these new designations, none ofthe resources would be designated with 
an Unknown status which they felt was a positive shift. 

Cllosillllg Remarks: 

The PAC Chair will attend the November 19 EVOSTC meetmg and report on this PAC meeting 
It was noted that there will be new PAC membership (startmg on or after December 1, 2014) and a 
new Chair. The date of the last appointment letters was November 30,2012 The term ofPAC 
membership is t~o years. Two years from the above date will be December 1, 2014 

While not explicitly discussed at the meeting, it should be noted that the 2-year term of each new 
PAC member will be effective on the date the appointment letter is signed by the Secretary of the 
Interior, which is expected to be on December 1, 2014. The terms ofall2014-2016 PAC members 
will expire on November 30, 2016 

Eilo requested a list of past motions and resolutions passed by the PAC. To do this the EVOSTC 
staff or DFO would need to search the records of past meetings to develop such a list 

Stacy Studebaker has been on the PAC for almost 20 years. Her view IS that the process has gone 
well, and this meeting was less contentious than some past meetings. She thanked the Executive 
Director and EVOSTC Staff She is thrilled with the emphasis on habitat restoration, which will 
leave a great legacy and long-term benefit. 

Springer stated that she wished that the PAC term was longer than two years, as it takes time to 
come up to speed. It was noted during the PAC discussiOn that the two-year term is outlined in the 
PAC Charter and is due to F ACA requirements. 

The fact that there are few young people on the PAC was also discussed. Womac stated that the 
EVOSTC staff cast a wjde net in recruiting new members and Hsieh noted that this is a voluntary 
process. 

Andersen Faulkner also noted the graying of Boards and Commissions. She complimented the 
EVOSTC staff on providmg excellent summaries that are distributed frequently. She also 
expressed regret that a meetmg was not held last year. 

Hsieh noted that following the government shutdown, there was not time to schedule a PAC 
meeting before the last EVOSTC meeting of2013. She also noted that the "monthly" updates 
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depend on having "substance" to disseminate so may be later in the month or combined with 
another month if the timing and availability of the information warrants it. 

French also remarked on the age of the group and expressed the need to engage younger 
generations. He noted that not only PSP could be a non-oil factor of concern, but other issues like 
domoic acid could also be a concern. French highlighted the need for information on wintering 
seabird distributions and behavior, and that telemetry studies are needed to interpret recovery of 
these species. 

The Chair (Eilo) and the DFO (Johnson) thanked the PAC for their work. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 

I. FOLLOW-UP: 

1. Eilo will provide an oral PAC report to the Trustee Council at their next meeting. 
2. New PAC to be oriented and seated subsequent to December 1, 2014. 
3. The PAC established on or after December 1, 2014 will attend a one-day Long-Term Programs 

Workshop in February 2015. 

J. NEXT MEETINGS: 

Trustee Council (Anchorage on November 19, 2014) 
Science Workshop (Anchorage on February 4, 2015) 

K. ATTACHMENTS (handed out at the meeting): 

1. None 

L. CERTIFICATION: 

PAC Chairperson Date 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
FY15 Annual Program Develo ment and lmP.lementation (APDI) Budget 

February 1, 2015- January 31, 2016 

This document describes Annual Program Development and Implementation (APDI) activities. For the actual 
amounts authorized/or funding, please see the FYJ5 Annual Funding Overview (AFO). 

This budget structure is designed to provide a clearly identifiable 12-month allocation of the funds supporting 
Trustee Council activities. The program components are: 

• Administration Management 
• Data Management 
• Science Program 
• Public Advisory Committee (PAC) 
• Habitat Protection Program 
• Trustee Council Member Expenses 
• Trustee Agency Support/Project Management 
• Alaska Resources Library & Information Services (ARLIS) 

The budget estimates detailed within those specified program components are projected based upon prior year 
actual expenditures and include the application of estimated merit step increases, as well as payroll benefits 
increases. The detailed budget component items cover necessary day-to-day operational costs of the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Office and administrative costs associated with overseeing current Trustee Council 
program objectives. 
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T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgets\FY 15 

Pg. l of20 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Budget Summary Information .......................................................................................... 3 

Administration Management .............................................................................................. 5 

Data Management ............................................................................................................. 8 

Science Program ............................................................................................................... 10 

Public Advisory Committee (PAC) ................................................................................ 12 

Trustee Council Member Expenses ................................................................................ 13 

Habitat Protection Program ....................................................................................... 14 

Trust Agency Support/Project Management ................................................................... 17 

Alaska Resources Library & Information Services (ARLIS) ........................................ 19 

FY15 DRAFT Annual Program Development & ImplementatiOn Budget 10 09 14 
ResolutiOn 14-XX 
T \Admmistrative\Fmance\Accountmg\Budgets\FY15 

Pg 2 of20 

' I 



BUDGET SUMMARY INFORMATION- $2,319,025 

The Council's FYI5 APDI Budget is funded by the Exxon Valdez Oil pill Investment Fund which is managed by the 
Alaska Department of Revenue. The following summary tables show budget allocations by component, budgeted amount, 
and include 9% General Administration (GA) costs. The remainder of the document provides additional detail for each 
component and, where applicable, the agency distribution for the funds. 

FY14 Total FY15 Total 
Component Budget Budget 

Administration Management $710,545 $729,754 

Data Management $63,874 $68,125 

Science Program $286,877 $300,420 

Public Advisory Committee (PAC) $19,047 $20,611 

Trustee Council Member Expenses $1 ,962 $2,180 

Habitat Protection Program $242,634 $668,758 

Trust Agency Support/Project Management $326,312 $339,395 
Alaska Resources Library & Information Services (ARLIS) $118,304 $189,782 

Total $1,769,555 $2,319,025 
.. 

($549,470 more than FY14 allocattons due to: The Great Land Trust (GL T) FY15 $303,800 contract IS mcluded in the 
Habitat component of the APDI th is year versus funded separately. Remaining increases fund agency support for habitat 
activities (ADNR & ADOL), habitat map updates (ADNR), and public/media information requests (ARLIS). 

APDI 5-Year 12-Month Bud et Comparison FY 11 - FY15 
Component FYI I Budget FY12 Budget FY13 Budget FY14 Budget FYI5 Budget 

[ministration Management $813,693 $708,137 $726,893 $710,545 $729,754 
Data Management $152,080 $137,885 $57,143 $63,874 $68,125 
Science Management $23 1,336 $287,471 $160,662 $286,877 $300,420 
Public Advisory Committee (PAC) $37,060 $16,132 $16,486 $19,047 $20,611 
Trustee Council Member Direct Expenses $29,975 $1,199 $1,635 $1 ,962 $2, 180 
Habitat Protection Program $109,000 $192,274 $208,311 $242,634 $668,758 
Trust Agency Support/Project Management $339,774 $297,510 $297,510 $326,312 $339,395 
Alaska Resource Library & Information Services $137,119 $71, 182 $75,406 $118,304 $189,782 

Total $1,834,123 $1,711,790 $1,544,046 $1,769,555 $2,319,025 
.. 

(Pubhc InformatiOn & Outreach component added to Admmtstratlon Management m FY201l) 

APDJ 5-Year 1. 2-Month Cost Type Comparison FYl1 - FY15 

Cost Type FY11 Budget FY12 Budget FY13 Budget 

Personnel $1,112,766 $913,325 $959,996 
Travel $67,000 $45,100 $23,000 
Contractual $473,095 $554,775 395,634 
Commodities $32,500 $32,250 $28,701 
Equipment $24,500 $25,000 $9,225 

Subtotal $1,682,681 $1,570,450 $1,416,556 
GA - 9% $151 ,442 $141 ,340 $127,490 

Total $1,834,123 $1,711,790 $1,544,046 

FY I5 DRAFT Annual Program Development & Implementation Budget 10.09.14 
Resolution 14-XX 
T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgets\FY 15 

FY14 Budget FYI5 Budget 

$1,070,942 $1 ,180,246 
$104,300 $81,995 
$407,040 $826,305 
$26,163 $32,000 
$15,000 $7,000 

$1,623,445 $2,127,546 
$146,110 $191,479 

$1,769,555 $2,319,025 
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Total FYIS APDI Budget from 
Restoration Sub-Account Total FY15 Budget from Habitat 

AdminMgmt. $729,754 Sub-Account 

Data Mgrnt. $68,125 Habitat $668,758 

Science Prgm. $300,420 Total $668,758 

PAC $20,611 

TC Expense $2, 180 

Trust Agency $339,395 

ARLIS $189,782 

Tota l $1,650,267 

APDI 8-Year 12-Month Budget Comparison FY08 - FYI5 

Component FY08 FY09 FYIO FYll FYI2 FYI3 FY14 FY15 

Administration $743,824 $720,572 $804,663 $813,693 $708, 137 $726,893 $710,545 $729,754 

Data Management $214,294 $210,902 $149,991 $152,080 $137,885 $57, 143 $63,874 $68,125 

Science Management $368,202 $696, 129 $468,539 $231 ,336 $287,471 $160,662 $286,877 $300.420 
Public Information & 
Outreach $40,330 $183.665 $136,850 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Public Advisory Committee 

$20,611 (PAC) $37,060 $48,505 $37,605 $37,060 $16,132 $16,486 $19,047 
Trustee Council Member 

$2,180 Direct Expenses $29,975 $29.975 $29,975 $29,975 $1 , 199 $1 ,635 $1 ,962 

Habitat Protection Program $109,000 $109,000 $109,000 $109,000 $192,274 $208,311 $242,634 $668,758 

Trust Agency Support/Project 
$339,395 Management $363,951 $354,339 $367,033 $339,774 $297,5 10 $297,510 $326,312 

Alaska Resource Library& 
$189,78 Information Services $167,533 $177,565 $166,372 $137,119 $71,182 $75,406 $118,304 

Tota l $2,270,028 $2,530,652 $2,270,028 $1,834, 123 $1,711,790 $ 1,544,046 $ 1,769,555 s2.319,o25 1 

Total FY 15 APDI Budget by Al}:ncy from 
Habitat Sub-Account 

ADOL 
Total 

(through DO! Budget Cost Type ADF&G ADFGRSA) ADNR FWS DOIBLM 

Personnel $0 $98,739 $90,000 $25,000 $6,000 

Travel $2,500 $0 $2,500 0 $0 

Contractual 0 0 $75,000 $303,800 $2,000 

Commodities $0 $0 $8,000 $0 $0 

Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal $2,500 $98,739 $175,500 $328,800 $8,000 

GA-9% $225 $8,887 $15,795 $29,592 $720 

Total $2,725 $ 107,626 $191,295 $358,392 $8,720 

Total FYI5 APDI Budget by Ag;:ncy from Research Sub-Account 

DOl DOl 
Cost Type ADF&G ADEC NOAA USGS FWS 

Personnel $730,226 $0 $90,000 $55,972 $9,400 

Travel $73,495 $0 $1 ,500 $0 $0 

Contractual $353,505 $0 $2,000 $90,000 $0 
Commodities $21 ,000 $0 $0 $3,000 $0 
Equipment $7,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal $1 , 185,226 $0 $93,500 $148,972 $9,400 

GA-9% $106,670 $0 $8,415 $13 ,407 $846 

Total $1 ,291 ,896 $0 $101 ,915 $ 162,379 $10,246 

FYJ5 DRAFT Annual Program Development & Implementation Budget 10.09.14 
Resolution 14-XX 
T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgcts\FY 15 

DOl DOl 
SEC OEPC USFS 

$25,000 $6,909 $43,000 

$2,000 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 

0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 

$27,000 $6,909 $43,000 

$2,430 $622 $3,870 

$29,430 $7,531 $46,870 
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$219,739 

$5,000 

$380,800 

$8,000 

$0 

$613,539 

$55,219 

$668,758 

Total 
Budget 

$960,507 

$76,995 

$445,505 

$24,000 

$7,000 

$ 1,514,007 

$136,260 

$1,650,267 



ADMINISTRATION MANAGEMENT- $729,754 

FY14 Total 

Cost Category 
12- Month FYIS Total 
Budget for 12- Month 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $478,163 $497,014 

Travel $4,500 $5 ,500 

Contractual $145,050 $145 ,485 

Commodities $22,163 $19,500 

Equipment $2,000 $2,000 

Subtotal $651,876 $669,499 
GA- 9% $58,669 $60,255 

Total $710,545 $729,754 
($19,209 more than FY14 due to mcremental contract mcreases throughout) 

PERSONNEL- $497,014 

Position 
Range 

Months 
Monthly 12-Month 

/Step Cost Cost 
Executive Director- Elise Hsieh 28/F 12 $15,271 $183,254 
Librarian III - Carrie Holba 19/0 6 $12,1 84 $73,106 
Associate Coordinator - Cherri Womac 18/L 12 $10,426 $125,115 
Administrative Manager - Linda Kilbourne 19/E 12 $9,628 $11 5,539 

Personnel Total $497,014 
Cost includes benefits. Librarian 12-month allocation split between ARLIS/Admm. 

TRAVEL - $5,500 

These funds are for travel support for meetings and trainings. 

CONTRACTUAL - $145,485 

• Professional Development $250 
Administrative funds are budgeted for in-state training and professional meetings with state, federal or program agency 
representatives on administrative, program or budget issues as necessary. 

• Trustee Council' s Office Space $90,000 
The Trustee Council's office relocated to Grace Hall on the Alaska Pacific University campus in Anchorage in summer 
2012. The space for the Trustee Council's office is administered through a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 
U.S. Geological Survey of the Department of Interior. 

• Agreed-Upon Services Contract $21,510 
These funds support an Agreed-Upon Procedures (AUP) contract (currently Elgee, Rehfeld, Mertz) for the review of 
targeted fmancial transactions of the Trustee Office and agencies receiving EVOSTC funds. 
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o Investment Services Contract $8,000 
These funds support illvestment consultation servrces (currently Callan Assocrates) ill assocratron wrth the Investment 
Workillg Group 

o Telephone Service $3,200 
These funds are for telecommunications, teleconferencillg meetillgs, and long drstance phone servrces. Also illcludes 
annual cell phone allowance each for ED and AM 

o Public Notices $2,100 
These funds are for advertrsillg Trustee Councrl public meetillgs and workshops ill newspapers ill the sprll-affected areas 

e Postage & Courier Services $325 
These funds are for US Postal Servrce marlillgs, express marlillgs, and couner servrces beyond those provrded under 
illteragency supplies below 

Q Transcription $2,900 
These funds are for the transcnptron servrce contract to record and preserve Trustee Council meetillgs 

o Water Servnce and Recycling $1,200 
These funds are for water servrce to provrde coffee, tea, and water for meetillgs held at the EVOSTC office and recyclillg 
servrce 

" Interagency Contracted Services $16,000 
These funds are for the Trustee Office's share of the Reimbursable Servrces Agreement costs relatillg to the EPR 
Telecommumcatrons, Computer Servrces, ADA, Central Marl and AKSAS & AKPAY charge-backs pard by all ADF&G 
drvrsions These costs are based on the number of full trme posrtrons drvrded by the total cost 

COMMODITIES - $19,500 

o Office Supplies $6,000 
These funds are for miscellaneous office supplies, paper, toner, meeting matenals, etc. Also illcludes supplies needed to 
complete the officral record 

<~~ Trustee CouncH Meetings $2,500 
These funds are for matenals and illcrdentals for one teleconferenced and one ill-person TC meetillg. 

o Administrative Operations $8,000 
These funds are for unanticipated expenses due to the extensrve tarlorillg of the budget 

o Interagency Supplies $3,000 
These funds are for the Trustee Office's share of USGS costs for office supplies, postage usage, office eqmpment usage, 
Glen Olds Hall receptromst, flu shots 

EQUIPMENT - $2,000 

These funds are to purchase eqmpment (i e fax, scanner, and /or prillter) as needed to meet the needs of the EVOSTC 
office as eqmpment ages out 
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AGENCY lllli:STRIBUTKON: 

Admm Management 
ADF&G USGS Cost Category 

Personnel $497,014 $0 

Travel $5,500 $0 

Contractual $55,485 $90,000 

Commodities $16,500 $3,000 

Eqmpment $2,000 $0 

Slllbtotan $576,499 $93,000 

GA-9% $51,885 $8,370 

Component Total $628,384 $101,370 
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TOTAL 

$497,014 
$5,500 

$145,485 
$19,500 

$2,000 

$669,499 
$60,255 

$729,754 
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DATA MANAGEMENT - $68,125 

FY14 Total 

Cost Category 
12- Month FYIS Total 
Budget for 12- Month 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $0 $0 

Travel $0 $0 

Contractual $42,100 $54,000 

Commodities $3,500 $3 ,500 

Equipment $13,000 $5 ,000 

Subtotal $58,600 $62,500 

GA- 9% $5,274 $5 ,625 

Total $63,874 $68,125 
($4,251more than FY14 due to COLA) 

PERSONNEL - $0 

TRAVEL-$0 

CONTRACTUAL- $54,000 

• Equipment Maintenance $1,500 
These funds are for minor equipment maintenance and repairs. 

• IT Services RSA: Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game $52,500 
The funds are for supporting the IT needs of the Trustee Council office ($40,500 for Sport Fish IT group and $12,000 for 
DAS IT group). 

COMMODITIES- $3,500 

• Computer Software, Hardware & Upgrades $3,000 
These funds are for necessary purchases and upgrades to computer hardware, software, software licenses, and networking 
equipment for the Trustee Council Office (i.e. annual Microsoft licensing Agreement). 

• Equipment Supplies 
These funds are for miscellaneous supplies. 

EQUIPMENT - $5,000 
These funds are for replacement of existing equipment and/or new equipment purchases. 

FY15 DRAFT Annual Program Development & Implementation Budget 10.09.14 
Resolution 14-XX 
T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgets\FY 15 

$500 

Pg. 8 of20 



, AGENCY DISTIUBUTION 

Data Management 
ADF&G 

12-Month 
Cost Category 

TOTAL 
Personnel $0 
Travel $0 
Contractual $54,000 
Commodities $3,500 
EqUipment $5,000 

Sulbtotall $62,500 
GA-9% $5,625 

Component 'fotan $68,JI.25 
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SCIENCE PROGRAM- $300,420 

Cost Category FY14 Total 
12- Month FY15 Total 
Budget for 12- Month 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $0 $0 
Travel $86,500 $58,995 
Contractual $176,690 $216,620 
Commodities $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $263,190 $275,615 
GA-9% $23,687 $24,805 

Component Total $286,877 $300,420 

($13,543 more than FY14 due to scheduled meetings) 

PERSONNEL- $0 

TRAVEL - $58,995 

• Travel & Support $6,500 
This provides support and travel for science oversight, TC meetings, and symposia and to allow for unanticipated 
additional participants at science review sessions. 

• Science Coordinator Travel $7,000 
This provides travel support costs for the EVOSTC Science Coordinator to represent EVOSTC at Trustee Council, PAC, 
annual Long-Term Programs' , Science Panel, and other meetings as deemed necessary by the Executive Director. 

• Science Workshop (February 2015) $3,500 
This provides support and travel for unanticipated additional participants and expenses. (See also costs allocated in 
FY20 14 budget.) 

• Science Panel Meeting (April 2015) $20,222 
These funds support for travel to the Science Panel, EVOSTC staff, and other individuals (12 participants for 1-2 days) to 
discuss the FY17 Invitation. Estimated costs include: 

1. Airfare 
2. Lodging 
3. PerDiem 
4. Surface Transportation 
5. Catering /Meeting Space 

Total 

$9,525 
$4,577 
$2,120 
$ 500 
$3.500 
$20,222 

(Funds for Science Panel participation [contractual services] will be paid out of authorized contracts.) 

• Science Panel Meeting (Fall2015) $21,773 
These funds support for travel to the Science Panel, EVOSTC staff, and other individuals (12 participants for 2 days) to 
include: 

6. Airfare 
7. Lodging 
8. PerDiem 
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. ' 

9 Surface Transportation 
10 Catering /Meetmg Space 

Total 

$ 1,000 
$ 3.500 
$21,773 

(Funds for Science Panel participatiOn [ contractilal services] will be prud out of authonzed contracts ) 

CONTRACTUAL- $216,620 

Ci> Science Coordinator Contract: Catherine Boerner of Natura Consulting $120,120 
This contract provides science management serv'1ces mcludmg proJect management, proposai coordmat10n, unplementat10n 
and oversight, and Work Plan support 

o Science Panel $90,000 
The Sc1ence Panel provides advice and feedback to the Executive Drrecto~ and Council Their work mcludes prov1dmg 
funding recommendations on scientific proposals to the Executive Director, prov1dmg assistance on special proJects at the 
Executive Drrector's or Trustee Councd's request, and part1c1patmg at one m-person meetmg 

The members are George Boehlert, Gary Cherr, Douglas Hay, Gordon Kruse, Steven Morgan, Roger Nisbet, Ronald 
O'Dor, Charles Peterson, Robert Sp1es, and John Stachowicz. Each contract covers services provided for the penod of 
February 1, 2015 through January 31, 2016, and payable by acmal t1me mv01ced The contracts are set at $9,000 each 

o Herring Program Oversight Committee , $4,000 
Th1s group works w1th the Long-Term Herring Program to ensure the Program meets 1ts goals, assist settmg furore research 
priontles, and to provide feedback to the Council, through the Executive Director Members approved. by the EVOSTC 
Executive Director, m consultatiOn w1th the Program, ADF&G and NOAA Current members mclude Herring· Program 
Team Lead· W Scott Pegau; ADF&G representative Shem Dressel, NOAA representative· Stanley 'Jeep' Rice, and an 
AcademlC position· Steven Martell; and Peter Hagan, NOAA Contracts for Jeep and Steven are set at $2,000 each. 

o Peer Review Contracts $2,500 
To ensure the sc1ent1fic mtegnty of fmdmgs, and to assist with the review of the Council's programs, the Trustee Counctl 
requrres peer revieW by natiOnally-recognized experts Within applicable SCientific and technical dlSCiplmes 

COMMODJITIJES $0 

EQlJJll>MENT- $0 

AGENCY DJt:STRIDUTJION: 

Science Program ADF&G NOAA 
Cost Category TOTAL TOTAL 

Personnel $0 $0 
Travel $57,495 $1,500 
Contracmal $214,620 $2,000 
Commodities $0 $0 
Eqmpment $0 $0 

Subtotal $272,115' $3,500 
GA-9% $24,490 $315 

Component Total $296,605 $3,81 
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TOTAL 

$0 
$58,995 

$216,620 
$0 
$0 

$275,615' 
$24,805 

$300,420 
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PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PAC) - $20,611 

FY14 Total FY15 Total 
Cost Category 12- Month Budget 12- Month 

for Comparison Budget 
Personnel $6,774 $6,909 
Travel $9,000 $9,500 
Contractual $1,200 $1 ,500 
Commodities $500 $1 ,000 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $17,474 $18,909 
GA- 9% $1,573 $1 ,702 

Component Total $19,047 $20,611 
($1,564 more than FY14 for COLA) 

PERSONNEL - $6,909 

Annual funds are provided for the designated federal officer (currently Philip Johnson) assigned to the PAC as required 
by the Federal Advisory Committee Act (F ACA). This individual coordinates the scheduling of meetings and development 
of the agenda, prepares meeting minutes and presents outcomes to the EVOSTC Executive Director and TC Council, and 
provides assistance to the PAC Chair and the EVOSTC Restoration Office as needed. 

TRAVEL - $9,500 

Travel support for 10 PAC members for one teleconferenced PAC meeting and to attend one in-person PAC meeting at an 
estimated average cost of $950 per person per trip to include: airfare, ground transportation, per diem, and lodging. 

CONTRACTUAL- $1,500 

These funds are for advertising PAC meetings in newspapers in the spill-affected areas. 

COMODITIES - $1,000 

These funds are for materials and incidentals for one teleconferenced and one in-person PAC meeting. 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

PAC Cost Category ADF&G DOI-OEPC 
Personnel $0 $6,909 
Travel $9,500 $0 
Contractual $1,500 $0 
Commodities $1,000 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $12,000 $6,909 
GA-9% $1,080 $622 

Component Total $13,080 $7,531 
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$6,909 
$9,500 
$1 ,500 
$1 ,000 

$0 
$18,909 

$1 ,702 

$20,611 
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TRUSTEE COUNCIL MEMBER EXPENSES- $2,180 

FY14 Total 

Cost Category 
12- Month FY15 Total 
Budget for 12- Month 

Comparison Budget 

Personnel $0 $0 

Travel $1,800 $2,000 

Contractual $0 $0 

Commodities $0 $0 

Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $1,800 $2,000 

GA - 9% $162 $180 

Component Total $1,962 $2,180 .. 
($21 8 than FY14 due to addtttonal travel costs) 

PERSONNEL - $0 

TRAVEL - $2,000 

• DOl Trustee Council Member Travel $2,000 
Travel support for the Trustee Council member or Alternate's travel expenses to participate in one meeting in Anchorage. 

CONTRACTUAL- $0 

COMMODITIES - $0 

EQUIPMENT- $0 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

Trustee Council 
ADF&G ADEC ADOL NOAA 

Cost Category 
Personnel $0 $0 $0 
Travel $0 $0 $0 
Contractual $0 $0 $0 
Commodities $0 $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal $0 $0 $0 
GA -9% $0 $0 $0 

Component Total $0 $0 $0 
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$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

USFS 
DOl- 12-Month 
SEC Total 

$0 $0 $0 

$0 $2,000 $2,000 

$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$0 $2,000 $2,000 

$0 $1 80 $1 80 

$0 $2,180 $2,180 
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HABITAT PROTECTION PROGRAM - $668,758 

FY14 Total 

Cost Category 
12- Month FYIS Total 
Budget for 12- Month 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $178,100 $219,739 
Travel $2,500 $5,000 
Contractual $42,000 $380,800 
Commodities $0 $8,000 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $222,600 $613 ,539 
GA-9% $20,034 $55,219 

Component Total $242,634 $668,758 
($426,124 more than FY14 due to habttat catalog and map update, mcluston ofGLT costs, COLA) 

PERSONNEL- $219,739 

• ADOL $98,739 
Funds are for an RSA to cover salary costs for designated ADOL personnel (currently Jennifer Schorr and Lauri Adams) to 
provide legal oversight for habitat acquisitions, easements, timber rights, etc., and information to the public and Council 
regarding this program. 

• ADNR $90,000 
Funds are for designated habitat personnel (currently Samantha Carroll) to oversee large and small parcel habitat 
acquisitions, easements, timber rights, etc., and provide information to the public and Council regarding this program (i.e. 
Habitat Acquisition Catalog update). The Habitat Protection Program has moved from a passively-managed program to an 
active program with the Great Land Trust pursuing restoration projects on behalf of the Council. The Great Land Trust is 
currently negotiating several large land acquisitions that involve determinations regarding the State's long-term 
management of restoration lands. This increase in activities places a greater demand on DNR staff time and resources. 

• DOI-FWS/DOI-BLM 
Funds provided to assist with habitat acquisitions, easements, timber rights, etc. 

~ DOI-FWS 
~ 001-BLM 

Total 

TRAVEL - $5,000 

Funds provided for designated travel. 

~ ADOL 
~ ADNR 

Total 
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CONTRACTUAL - $380,800 

o lP ARCEL ACQUISITION $42,000 
Funds are provtded ill support of agency efforts to brillg vmble proposals to the-Councll for consideratiOn Expenses such 
as tttle review, hazmat revtew and· survey review and Sillular expenses are appropnate due diligence efforts which may be 
undertaken by sponsorillg agencies under thts program The budgeted due dihgence expenditures under contractual 
servtces are those contracted out by the agency as most efficient and/or cost effecttve The purchase of any illterest ill land 
requires additional Trustee Council revtew and approval 

)'> ADNR $40,000 
)'> 

Total $42,000 

e PARCEL ACQillSliTION $303,800 
Funds are provtded in support of Great Land Trust's efforts, through USFWS, to bring viable proposals to the Counctl 
for consideration Expenses such as tttle review, hazmat revtew and survey revtew and sumlar expenses are appropnate 
due dihgence efforts The purchase of any illterest ill land requrres additional Trustee Council revtew and approval See 
proposal dated 08 29 2014 

o MAP UPDATE $35,000 
As the pnmary trust agency for the EVOSTC Habttat Protectton Program, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) is responsible for holdillg trtle for restoration lands and lirmted illterests ill lands, as funded by the Counctl The 
DNR Land Admirnstratton Records (LAS) and the EVOSTC Habttat ProtectiOn and Acqmsitton Catalog ,require penodic 
revtew and updates of land status The Catalog was last updated ill 2006 and DNR, at the drrectton of the Council office, is 
currently workmg on 2015 update This task mcludes illtenstve title research and identifying LAS data that ts illcorrect 
wtth regard to EVOSTC-funded properttes· Correctillg this data will allow DNR reference maps to display accurate land 
status for such propertles Accurate record keepillg and mailltenance ts vttal to the overall management ofEVOSTC lands 
and for the dtssemillation of illformatlon, illcluding ill respondillg to illquiries by the public, medta and governmental 
agencies , 

COMMODITIES - $8,000 

o ADNR 
Interpretive Information $8,000 
These funds are to purchase matenals to produce do,cuments, illcludillg those for meetings, public outreach, and general 
illformatton regardmg habttat acqmsttwn It mcludes brillgillg the current Habttat Protection and Acqmsit10n Catalog up to 
date and updatillg the series of maps associated wtth each proJect Thts task mcludes researchmg what projects took place 
in the mterun, researching each proJect to determine the mterests acqurred and the associated costs, writmg project 
narrattves and creatmg assoctated GIS ,maps, includmg resolution of land status dtscrepanctes 

EQUIPMENT - $0 
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A GlEN CY lll!ISTRm1UTION 

Habitat 
ADF&G ADOL ADNR 

Cost Category 
Personnel $0 $98,739 $90,000 
Travel $2,500 $0 $2,500 
Contractual $0 $0 $75,000 
Commodities $0 $0 $8,000 
Eqmpment $0 $0 $0 

Sl!lllbtotan $2,500 $98,739 $175,500 
GA-9% $225 $8,887 $15,795 

Componellll.t Totall $2,725 $107,626 $191,295 
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DOl- DOl- 12-Month 
FWS BLM Total 

$25,000 $6,000 . $219,739 
$0 $0' $5,000 

$303,800 $2,000 $380,800 
$0 $0 $8,000 
$0 $0' $0 

$328,800 $8,000 $613,539 
$29,572 $720 1 $55,219 

$358,392 $8,720 $668,758 

Pg 16 of20 



TRUST AGENCY SUPPORT/PROJECT MANAGEMENT- $339,395 

FY14 Total 

Cost Category 
12- Month FY15 Total 
Budget for 12- Month 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $299,369 $310,372 

Travel $0 $1,000 
Contractual $0 $0 
Commodities $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $299,369 $311,372 

GA-9% $26,943 $28,023 

Component Total $326,312 $339,395 
($13,083 more than FY14 due to COLA mcreases) 

PERSONNEL- $310,372 

Project Management- USGS & NOAA- $135,972 

Project Management funds to provide lead Trustee Agency staff with funds necessary to manage contracts and report on 
the status of projects; to facilitate communication between the agencies, Principal Investigators, and the Restoration Office; 
to assist with the annual fmancial audit; and perform other administrative functions necessary for implementation of 
projects authorized by the Trustee Council. Project management funds are also included below for management of multi­
year projects that have been previously authorized. 

DOl/USGS - Dede Bohn or other USGS staff 
NOAA- Shawn Carey 
NOAA- Bonita Nelson 
TOTAL 

Project Management: ADF&G Herring Program Coordinator- $75,000 

$55,972 
$40,000 
$40.000 

$135,972 

This funding provides for 70% of an ADF&G Fisheries Specialist I to coordinate with the Council's Herring program. 
This position will provide review and feedback to the Council and work with the Program to ensure coordination and 
relevancy with ADF&G resource management and Council goals. 

ADF&G- Sherri Dressel or other ADF&G staff $75.000 
TOTAL $75,000 

Project Management- USFS - $34,000 

This funding provides for administration of the issuance of special use permits for EVOSTC projects on Chugach National 
Forest lands and USFS staff to support Trustee Council activities. It includes the environmental assessment and tribal 
consultation work needed to issue special use permits related to EVOSTC projects within Prince William Sound. These 
funds also include development of the Minimum Guidance documents related to projects within the Prince William Sound 
Wilderness Study area. 

DOIIUSFS- Carole Jorgensen or other USFS staff 
TOTAL 
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'fll"ustee ComrncH Staff Suppo!l"t- $65,4100 

Trustee Council Staff Support funds to cover staff costs related to preparillg for, communicatillg with and representatiOn of 
the Trustee Agency at EVOSTC sponsored meetillgs or when participatillg ill EVOSTC program activities, and providmg 
future program directiOn, unless wmved by_ the agency 

ADF&G- Tom Brookover or other ADF&G staff 
USFS- Carole Jorgensen or other USFS staff 
NOAA- Pete Hagen 
DOl /FWS- Veromca Varela or other FWS staff 
DOIISEC- Federal Budget Officer- Bruce Nesslage 
l'Ol'AlL 

TRA VEIL- $1,000 

$12,000 
$9,000 

$10,000 
$9,400 

$25,000 
$65,400 

This fundillg provides travel support for the Herrillg Program Coordillator to attend the annual HRM PI meeting ill 
Anchorage 

CONTRACTUAJL- $0 

COMOIDITIES - $0 

EQUIPMENT - $0 

AGENCY DIS1'RTIB1UTI!ON: 

Agency 
Support Cost ADEC ADF&G ADNR DOl/USGS USFS NOAA 

Category 
Personnel $0 $87,000 $0 $55,972 $43,000 $90,000 
Travel $0 $1,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Contractual $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Commodities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Eqmpment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sulbtotan $0 $88,000 $0 $55,972 $43,000 $90,000 

GA-9% $0 $7,920 $0 $5,037 $3,870 $8,100 
Compmllelll!.t 

$0 $95,920 $0 $61,009 $46,870 $98,100 
l'otal 
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FWS DOIISEC i 

Total 

$9,400 $25,000 i $310,372 
$0 $0 i $1,000 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 : $0 

$9,400 $25,000 $311,372 
$846 $2,250 $28,023 

$10,246 $27,250 i $339,395 
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ALASKA RESOURCES LIBRARY & INFORMATION SERVICES - $189,782 
(ARLIS) 

FY14 Total 

Cost Category 
12- Month FY15 Total 
Budget for 12- Month 

Comparison Bud!:!et 
Personnel $69,636 $146,212 

Travel $0 $0 

Contractual $38,900 $27,900 

Commodities $0 $0 

Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $108,536 $174,112 

GA -9% $9,768 $15 ,670 

Component Total $118,304 $189,782 .. 
($71,478 more than FY14 due to additional ARLIS/UAA staffmg to process the increase in media, NGO, and 
public information requests) 

PERSONNEL - $146,212 

Position Range/Step Months Monthly Cost 
12-Month 

Cost 
Librarian III - Carrie Holba 19/0 6 $12,184 $73,106 
ARLIS or UAA staff member 6 $12,184 $73,106 

Personnel Total $146,212 
Cost is with benefits. 12-month allocation split between ARLIS/Admin 

Funding provides two .5 FTE librarians (Yl C. Holba salary, plus Y2 other ARLIS and/or UAA staff) to meet the ongoing 
information and research needs of the Trustee Council staff, Public Advisory Committee, researchers, and the general 
public; manage the EVOS collection at ARLIS; and represent the Trustee Council on the ARLIS Management Team. 
With the reorganization in 2009-2011 , the Restoration Program's need for ARLIS services was expected to diminish and 
ARLIS's funding was reduced. However, the Deepwater Horizon oil spill refocused attention on EVOS and increased the 
demand for EVOS-related information. FY15 funding increases the Council's ARLIS contribution to $146,212 to ensure 
staffmg levels are appropriate to meet the EVOS information needs of government agencies, NGOs, researchers, the media, 
and the public. 

TRAVEL - SO 

CONTRACTUAL - $27,900 

Phase III ARLIS EVOSTC Document Digitization Services 

Funding continues the digitizing ofEVOSTC office files begun in FY13. Phase I digitized the Restoration Planning Work 
Group and 1994 Restoration Plan Environmental Impact Statement Administrative Records (1990-1994) and was 
completed in January 2014. Phase 2 is underway to digitize the Project Files (1989-present) and Chief Scientist files 
(1992-2002) and will be completed by January 2015. Phase 3 will digitize files for the Habitat Protection Program (1993-
present), Public Advisory Committee (1992-present), Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee (2000-2006), and 
Community Involvement (1996-2000). Future Phases will include the EVOSTC Official Record (1991-present), and 
project data and other EVOS documents housed at ARLIS. See proposal dated 06/12/2014. 
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COMMOIDITIDES - $0 

EQUIDPMJEN'Jf- $0 

AGENCY IDIS'JI'RIBUTKON: 
, 

ARLIS 
ADF&G 

Cost Category 
12-Month 

Total 
Personnel $146,212 

Travel $0 
Contractual $27,900 

Commod1t1es $0 

Eqmpment $0 

Sl.lllbtotall $174,112 

GA-9% $15,670 

Compollll.ellllt 'fotan $189,782 

FY15 DRAFT Annual Program Development & ImplementatiOn Budget 10 09 14 
ResolutiOn 14-:XX 
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FY15 AFO: Annu nding Overview 

Document Rev1sea as of 11/10/14 

Jhe AFO (Annual Funding Overview) provides an overview of individual projects, and habitat support fund ing for t hat f iscal year. 

It is not intended to capture project total funding across years. 
+ 

The AFO is updated periodically to include additiona l fund[ng, and to indicate release of funds. • 
Funding Period: EFYlS - February 1, 2015 -January 31, 2016, unless otherwise noted in column 3. 

~ + + 

REMINDER: If the Council authorizes funding for the "current" FY, it may entail updating a different AFO.l 

For DRAFT AFO used for TC meeting review, pending amounds in columns 3 and 8 will not be red. 
~ ~ 

Key to color codes: 
t 
t 

Corrections made to existing documents 
~ 

Funding is included under 14120111-0 . ~ 

APDI budget, excluding habitat support 

Habitat (parcels and/or APDI habitat support) 

NOAA Clean Water Projects 
~ 

Funding Totals I 

' r 

. ~ r 

2) Date of 6) Total 9)FY15 

Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 

Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution (CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 

1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red: funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 

Number and Lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 

(grouped by Agency) : Report: released. column 3): 5) GA {9%): column 3): 7) Ag_ency: Pending Review: Released 

15120100 - APDI 10/9/2014 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI $1,185,226 $106,670 $1,291,896 ADFG 

15120100- APDI: 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI- Habitat 

Habitat Support 10/9/2014 Support $2,500 $225 $2,725 ADFG 

15120111-K 8/15/14 FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring 

Hershberger 8/15/2014 Pgm - Herring Disease $13,200 $1,188 $14,388 ADFG 
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FY15 AFO: Annu 1nding Overview 

Document Rev1sea as of 11/10/14 

2) Date of 6) Total 9) FY15 

Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 
Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution (CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 

1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red: funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 

Number and lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 
(grouped by Agency): Report: released. column 3): 5) GA (9%): column 3): 7) Agency: Pending Review: Released 

9/2/14 FY15 Proposal : long-Term 

Monitoring of Oceanographic 

15120114-G Conditions in Cook lnlet/Kachemak 

Doroff 9/2/2014 Bay $104,600 $9,400 $114,000 ADFG 

15120116 

Pallister 9/1/2014 9/1/14 FY15 Proposal: Marine Debris $285,000 $25,650 $310,650 ADFG 

9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: Spatial 

Synthesis of lingering Oil per PHagan 

15150121 10.31.14 Funding period 11/20/14-

Michel 9/2/2014 01/31/16 $105,110 $9,460 $114,570 ADFG 

15150122 10/2/14 FY15 Proposal : Update of 
Fall 10/2/2014 Subsistance Uses $258,687 $23,282 $281,969 ADFG 

Total: $1,954,323 $175,875 $2,130,198 ADFG 

15120100- APDI : 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI - Habitat 

Habitat Support 10/9/2014 Support $175,500 $15,795 $191,295 ADNR 

$0 ADNR 

$0 ADNR 

Total: $175,500 $15,795 $191,295 ADNR 

9/12/14 Draft FY15 APDI - Habitat 

15120100- APDI: Support per D. Blaisdell email/ 

Habitat Support 10/9/2014 through ADFG RSA $98,739 $8,887 $107,626 A DOl 
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FY15 AFO: Annu mding Overview 

Document Rev1sea as of 11/10/14 

2) Date of 6) Total 9) FY15 

Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 

Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution (CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 

1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red: funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 

Number and Lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 

(grouped by Agency) : Report: released. column 3): 5) GA {9%): column 3): 7) Agency: Pending Review: Released 
Total: $98,739 $8,887 $107,626 ADOL 

1512010.0 - APDI 10/9/2014 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI $0 $0 $0 ADEC 
Total: $0 $0 $0 ADEC 

15100853 08/27/14 FY15 Proposal: Pigeon 

Irons 8/27/2014 Guillemot {PIGU) Restoration $358,904 $32,301 $391,206 USFWS 

15120100 - APDI 10/9/2014 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI $9,400 $846 $10,246 USFWS 

15120100- APDI: 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI - Habitat 

Habitat Support 9/17/2014 Support $25,000 $2,250 $27,250 USFWS 

15120100 - APDI: 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI - Habitat 
$303,800 $27,342 

Habitat Support 9/17/2014 Support $331,142 USFWS 

15120114-K 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: PWS Marine 

Kuletz 9/2/2014 Bird Surveys $22,200 $2,000 $24,200 USFWS 

Total: $719,304 $64,739 $784,044 USFWS 

15120100 - APDI 10/9/2014 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI $93,500 $8,415 $101,915 NOAA 

15120111-A FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm-

Bishop 8/31/2014 Validation of Acoustic Surveys $129,400 $11,646 $141,046 NOM 

FY15 Proposal: Data Management 

15120111-C Support I Funding [$23,217] is 

Bochenek 8/8/2014 included in PJ 14120111-0) $0 $0 $0 NOAA 

A3 T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgets\FY15 FY15 Annual Funding Overview 



FY15 AFO: Annu mding Overview 

Document Rev1sea as of 11/10/14 

2) Date of 6) Total 9)FY15 

Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 

Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution (CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 

1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red : funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 

Number and Lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 

(grouped by Agency): Report : released. column 3): 5) GA (9%): column 3): 7) Agency: Pending Review: Released 

15120111-E FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm -

Buckhorn 8/15/2014 Expanded Adult Herring Surveys $83,100 $7,479 $90,579 NOAA 

15120111-F FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm -

Buckhorn 8/15/2014 Juvenile Herring Abundance Index $77,900 $7,011 $84,911 NOAA 

15120111-G FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm -

Buckhorn 8/15/2014 Intensive Surveys of Juvenile Herring $6,200 $558 $6,758 NOAA 
15120111-H FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm-

Hoover 8/15/2014 Outreach & Education $33,000 $2,970 $35,970 NOAA 

15120111-L FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm -

Heintz/Garman 8/15/2014 Herring Condition Monitoring $230,800 $20,772 $251,572 NOAA 

15120111-0 FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm -

Pegau 8/15/2014 Coordination & Logistics $311,016 $27,991 $339,007 NOAA 

15120111-P FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm -

Guyon/Wildes 8/15/2014 Herring Genetics $48,700 $4,383 $53,083 NOAA 

FY15 Proposal: Population Dynamics 

15120111-Q Modeling I Funding [$100,407] is 

Branch 8/18/2014 included in PJ 14120111-0) $0 $0 $0 NOAA 

15120111-R FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring Pgm-

Pegau 9/2/2014 Aerial Surveys $65,000 $5,850 $70,850 NOAA 
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FV15 AFO: Anm unding Overview 
Document Rev1sea as of 11/10/14 

2) Date of 6) Total 9)FY15 

Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 

Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution (CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 

1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red: funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 

Number and Lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 
(grouped by Agency): Report: released. column 3): 5) GA (9%): column 3): 7) Agency: Pending Review: Released 

10.16.14 FY15 Proposal: Harbor 

15120112 Protection - Project Management 

Jennings 8/29/2014 reduced funding per SC, SP, ED, PAC $5,600 $504 $6,104 NOAA 
8/18/14 FY15 Proposal: Harbor 

15120112-A Patton 8/18/2014 Protection - Cordova Clean Harbor $66,969 $6,027 $72,996 NOAA 
09/21/14 FY15 Proposal: Harbor 

15120112-B Protection - Cordova Snow 

Carpenter 9/21/2014 Management $129,647 $11,668 $141,315 NOAA 

15120114-A 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program-

Batten 9/2/2014 Continuous Plankton Recorders $64,900 $5,800 $70,700 NOAA 
15120114-B 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program-

Hoffman 9/2/2014 Coordination & Logistics $269,200 $24,200 $293,400 NOAA 

15120114-C 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program -

Bishop 9/2/2014 Seabird Adundance in Fall & Winter $76,500 $6,900 $83,400 NOAA 
15120114-D 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program -

Bochenek 9/2/2014 Data Management $150,400 $13,500 $163,900 NOAA 

15120114-E 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program -

Campbell 9/2/2014 Oceanographic Conditions in PWS $186,900 $16,800 $203,700 NOAA 
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FY15 AFO: Anm 1nding Overview 

Document Rev1sea as of 11/10/14 

2) Date of 6) Tota l 9} FY15 

Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 

Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution (CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 

1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red: funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 

Number and Lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 

(grouped by Agency): Report: released . column 3): 5) GA (9%): column 3) : 7) Agency: Pending Review: Released 
9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: Long-Term 

Monitoring of Oceanographic 

15120114-G Conditions in Cook lnlet/Kachemak 

Doroff 9/2/2014 Bay $18,100 $1,600 $19,700 NOM 

15120114-H 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program-

Holderied 9/2/2014 Science Coordination & Synthesis $134,000 $12,100 $146,100 NOM 

15120114-1 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program-

Hollmen 9/2/2014 Conceptua l Eco logica l Model ing $72,100 $6,500 $78,600 NOAA 

15120114-J 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal : LTM Program-

Hopcroft 9/2/ 2014 Seward Line Monitoring $95,400 $8,600 $104,000 NOAA 

9/2/14 FY15 Proposal : LTM Program-

15120114-L Ecological Communities in Kachemak 

Konar 9/2/2014 Bay $44,100 $4,000 $48,100 NOM 

15120114-M 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program-

Matkin 9/ 2/2014 Long-Term Killer Whale Monitori ng $121,400 $10,900 $132,300 NOAA 

9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program-

15120114-N Humpback Whale Predation on 

Moran 9/2/2014 Herring $129,900 $11,700 $141,600 NOAA 

15120114-P 9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program-

Weinga rtner 9/ 2/ 2014 GAK1 Monito ri ng $109,200 $9,800 $119,000 NOAA 
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FY15 AFO: Annu 1nding Overview 

Document Rev1sea as of 11/10/14 

2) Date of 6) Total 9)FY15 

Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 

Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution {CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 

1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red: funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 

Number and Lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 

(grouped by Agency): Report: released . column 3): 5) GA {9%): column 3): 7) Agency: Pending Review: Released 
912114 FY15 Proposal : Nearshore 

Benthic Systems in the Gulf of AK I 
15120114-R agency distribution per 9.18.14 D. 

Ballachey 91212014 Bohn email $12,500 $1,125 $13,625 NOAA 

15120114-S 912114 FY15 Proposal : Oil Level & 
Carls 91212014 Weathering Tracking $155,200 $14,000 $169,200 NOAA 

15120120 912114 FY15 Proposal : Data 

Jones 91212014 Management & Synthesis $347,900 $31,300 $379,200 NOAA 
9129114 FY15 Proposal: Data 

15150114-T Management - Tasks 1 & 2 only (per 

Bochenek 912912014 SCISPIPAC recommendation) $111,746 $10,057 $121,803 NOAA 
Total: $3,380,278 $304,156 $3,684,434 NOAA 

912114 FY15 Proposal: Nearshore 

Benthic Systems in the Gulf of AK I 
15120114-R agency distribution per 9.18.14 D. 

Ballachey 91212014 Bohn email $40,000 $3,600 $43,600 NPS 
Total: $40,000 $3,600 $43,600 NPS 

15120100 - APDI 101912014 9117114 Draft FY15 APDI $148,972 $13,407 $162,379 USGS 

15120111-K 8115114 FY15 Proposal: PWS Herring 

Hershberger 811512014 Pgm -Herring Disease $254,600 $22,914 $277,514 USGS 

15120114-0 912114 FY15 Proposal: LTM Program -

Piatt 91212014 Forage Fish Distribution $185,700 $16,700 $202,400 USGS 
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FY15 AFO: Annu 1nding Overview 

Document Rev•:seu as of 11/10/14 

2) Date of 6) Total 9) FY15 
Most Requested Funding 

Recent 4) Amount Amount for 8) Most Recent Court Notice 
Proposal, 3) Date, Source, and Revision When Requested for FY15 Resolution (CN) Number 

APDI, or proposal/report is not resubmitted FY15 (includes (includes any Number and and amount; 
1) Project or Parcel Habitat with a new date. Red: funding not any pending pending Amount; and (in Blue: Any 
Number and Lead PI Benefit approved. Blue: funding not CN amount in amounts in red) Any Amount Amount not 
(grouped by Agency): Report: released. column 3): 5) GA (9%): column 3): 7) Agency: Pending Review: Released 

9/2/14 FY15 Proposal: Nearshore 

Benthic Systems in the Gulf of AK I 
15120114-R agency distribution per 9.18.14 D. 

Ballachey & Dean 9/2/2014 Bohn email $231,500 $20,835 $252,335 USGS 
Total: $820,772 $73,856 $894,628 USGS 

15120100- APDI 10/9/2014 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI $43,000 $3,870 $46,870 USFS 
15120116 Marine Debris: USDA FS- FY14 Work 

Pallister 9/2/2014 Plan & Budget Sheets $0 $0 $0 USFS 
Total: $43,000 $3,870 $46,870 USFS 

15120100- APDI 10/9/2014 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI $6,909 $622 $7,531 DOl-OPEC 
15120100- APDI 10/9/2014 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI $27,000 $2,430 $29,430 DOl-SEC 
15120100- APDI: 9/17/14 Draft FY15 APDI - Habitat 

Habitat Support 10/9/2014 Support $8,000 $720 $8,720 DOI-BLM 
Total: $41,909 $3,772 $45,681 DOl 

Grand Total: $7,273,825 $654,550 $7,928,376 
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FY15 AFC (Annual 1ding Cross-check) 

(Work Plan, APD1, and Habitat Parcels) 

Table Revised as of 11/10/14 

The AFC (Annual Funding Crosscheck) is an internal document used to verify the amounts in the AFO (Annual Funding Overview) 

by cross-checking the AFO amounts. The purpose is to find errors before the AFO is used externally to authorize funding. 

It is updated periodically to include additional funding authorized or released. 

FYlS Totals (based on most recent revision)· Amount GA Total Tab 

Funding by Projects (FY15 Annual Funding Overview) $7,273,825 $654,550 $7,928,376 1 

Funding by Resolution $7,928,376 inc. $7,928,376 3 

Funding by All Funds from Workplan and Other $7,928,376 inc. $7,928,376 3 

Funding by All Funds in Court Memo $7,928,376 inc. $7,928,376 3 

Funding by Agency $7,928,376 inc. $7,928,376 4 

Funding by Agency Distribution on Resolutions $7,928,376 inc. $7,928,376 4 

Notes: 

The totals on this page are populated/linked to corresponding tabs in workbook. 

Key to color codes: 

Corrections made to existing documents 

Fund ing is included under 14120111-0 

Part ofthe APDI budget, but not habitat 

Habitat (parcels and/or APDI habitat support) ~ 
.,( 

~ 

NOAA Clean Water Projects 

Additional Highlighted changes--these corrections will be 

applied to the CN, Resolutions, Court Memo 
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FY15 AFC {Annual Funding Cross· :k): Funding by Court Notice (CN) 

Document Rev1seo as of 11/10/14 

The AFC (Annual Funding Crosscheck) is an internal document used to verify the amounts in the AFO (Annual Funding Overview) 

by cross-checking the AFO amounts. The purpose is to find errors before the AFO is used externally to authorize funding. 

It is updated periodically to include additional funding authorized. 

Funding by Court Notice 

COURT NOTICE 

MEMO total State Fed total state 

Agency: habitat fund habitat fund habitat fund restoration fund restoration fund 

NOAA $0 $0 $3,684,434 

DOI-BLM $8,720 $8,720 $0 

DOl-SEC $0 $0 $29,430 

DOI-OEPC $0 $0 $7,531 

NPS $0 $0 $43,600 

USGS $0 $0 $894,628 

FWS $358,392 $358,392 $425,652 

USFS $0 $0 $46,870 

ADEC $0 $0 $0 $0 

ADOL $107,626 $107,626 $0 $0 

ADNR $191,295 $191,295 $0 $0 

ADFG $2,725 $2,725 $2,127,473 $2,127,473 

Subtotals: $668,758 $301,646 $367,112 $7,259,618 $2,127,473 

$5,499,257 total Fed 

$2,429,119 total State 

Key to color codes: $7,928,376 GRAND TOTAL 

Corrections made to existing documents ~ ; ; 

Funding is included under 14120111-0 $7,928,376 

Part of the APDI bu dget, but not habitat 

Habitat (parcels/APDI habitat support) 

NOAA Clean Water Projects 
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Fed 

restoration fund 

$3,684,434 

$0 

$29,430 

$7,531 

$43,600 

$894,628 

$425,652 

$46,870 

$5,132,145 
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FY15 AFC (Annual Funding Cross· :k): Funding by Court Notice (CN) 

Document Rev1seo as of 11/10/14 
~, ----------------~--------~, 
Funding Totals _ 

Projects in Separate Total Allocation to 
FYlS Workplan Resolution & Habitat Agency Habitat Funds Restoration Funds Notes: 

amts for Res 14-xx only 

overview total 
NOAA $3,684,434 $0 $3,684,434 $3,684,434 

001-BLM $8,720 $0 $8,720 $8,720 

DOl-SEC $29,430 $0 $29,430 $29,430 

001-0EPC $7,531 $0 $7,531 $7,531 

NPS $43,600 $0 $43,600 $43,600 

USGS $894,628 $0 $894,628 $894,628 

FWS $784,044 $0 $784,044 $358,392 $425,652 

USFS $46,870 $0 $46,870 $46,870 

ADEC $0 $0 $0 $0 

ADOL $107,626 $0 $107,626 $107,626 

ADNR $191,295 $0 $191,295 $191,295 

ADFG $2,130,198 $0 $2,130,198 $2,725 $2,127,473 

$668,758 $7,259,618 Total 

Restoration Funds Federal 

$7,928,376 0 Total $5,132,145 .....___ 

$7,928,376 
Restoration Funds State 

$7,928,376 Total $2,127,473 

TOTAL BY RESOLUTION (includes GA) $7,259,618 

using total(s) from Funding Overview (FY14 item) 

Res. 14-xx $331,142 (GLT) 

Res. 14-xx $0 (parcel) 

Res. 14-xx $114,570 (Lingering Oil) 

Res. 14-xx $310,650 (Marine Debris) 

Res. 14-xx $391,206 {PIGU) 

Res. 14-xx $220,415 {NOAA Harbor) 

Res. 14-xx $6,560,393 (A+ B) 
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FY15 AFC (Annual Funding Cross· :k): Funding by Court Notice (CN) 

Document Rev•:seo as of 11/10/14 

(Restoration PJs) 13-14 part A $4,572,510 

(APDI) 13-14 part B $1,987,883 
$7,928,376 total 

C12 T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgets\FY15 FY15 AFC- Funding by CN 



FY15 AFC {Annual Funding c ;-check): Funding by Agency 

Document Rev1seu as of 11/10/14 

The AFC (Annual Funding Crosscheck) is an internal document used to verify the amounts in the AFO (Annual Funding Overview) 

by cross-checking the AFO amounts. The purpose is to find errors before the AFO is used externally to authorize funding. 

It is updated periodically to include additiona l funding authorized. 

Funding by Agency 

Total by Agency Subtotal AMOUNTS IN RESOLUTIONS showing distribution to agencies 

using PJ budgets 9%GA to Agency Res. 14-xx Res. 14-xx Res. 14-xx Res. 14-xx Res. 14-xx 

ADFG $1,954,323 $175,875 $2,130,198 

ADNR $175,500 $15,795 $191,295 

ADOL $98,739 $8,887 $107,626 

DOI-BLM $8,000 $720 $8,720 

DOl-OPEC $6,909 $622 $7,531 

DOl-SEC $27,000 $2,430 $29,430 

FWS $719,304 $64,739 $784,044 

NOAA $3,380,278 $304,156 $3,684,434 

NPS $40,000 $3,600 $43,600 

USFS $43,000 $3,870 $46,870 

USGS $820,772 $73,856 $894,628 

$7,273,825 $654,550 $7,928,376 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

total to Feds $5,499,257 State total Res. 14-xx 

total to State $2,429,119 $7,928,376 Fed total Res. 14-xx 

$7,928,376 

Key to color codes: 

Corrections made to existing documents 

Funding is included under 14120111-0 

Part of the APDI budget, but not habitat 

Habitat (parcels/ APDI habitat support) 

Final 

Figures 

Res-14-xx 

$2,130,198 

$191,295 

$107,626 

$8,720 

$7,531 

$29,430 

$784,044 

$3,684,434 

$43,600 

$46,870 

$894,628 

$7,928,376 

$2,429,119 

$5,499,257 
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FY15 AFC (Annual Funding c »-check): Funding by Agency 

Document Rev15eu as of 11/10/14 

NOAA Clean Water Projects 

Funding Totals 
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FY15 AFC (Annual Funding Cros ~ck): Long-Term Programs Only 

Document Rev.~ ..... as of 11/10/14 

The AFC (Annual Funding Crosscheck) is an internal document used to verify the amounts in the AFO (Annual Funding Overview) by 

cross-checking the AFO amounts. The purpose is to find errors before the AFO is used externally to authorize funding. 

It is updated periodically to include additional funding authorized. 

GulfWatch Herring 

Agency PJ # Projects Projects PJ # Agency APDI PJ # 

ADFG 15120114-G $114,000 $ 14,388 15120111-K ADFG $ 1,291,896 15120100 

FWS 15120114-K $24,200 $ 141,046 15120111-A NOAA $ 2,725 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-A $70,700 $ - 15120111-B NOAA $ 191,295 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-B $293,400 $ 90,579 15120111-E NOAA $ 107,626 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-C $83,400 $ 84,911 15120111-F NOAA $ 10,246 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-D $163,900 $ 6,758 15120111-G NOAA $ 358,392 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-E $203,700 $ 35,970 15120111-H NOAA $ 101,915 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-G $19,700 $ 251,572 15120111-L NOAA $ 162,379 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-H $146,100 $ - 15120111-M NOAA $ 46,870 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-1 $78,600 $ 339,007 15120111-0 NOAA $ 7,531 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-J $104,000 $ 53,083 15120111-P NOAA $ 29,430 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-L $48,100 $ 70,850 15120111-R NOAA $ 8,720 15120100 

NOAA 15120114-M $132,300 $ 277,514 15120111-K USGS $ 1,650,267 Total From Research 

NOAA 15120114-N $141,600 $ 668,758 Total From Habitat 

NOAA 15120114-P $119,000 $ 2,319,025 Total APDI 

NOAA 15120114-R $13,625 $ 1,365,678 Total From Research 

NOAA 15120114-S $169,200 Non-Program 

NOAA 15150114-T $121,803 Projects PJ # 

NOAA 15120120 $379,200 Key to color codes: $ 6,104 15120112 

NPS 15120114-R $43,600 Corrections made to existing documents $ 72,996 15120112-A 

USGS 15120114-0 $202,400 Funding is included under 14120111-0 $ 141,315 15120112-B 

USGS 15120114-R $252,335 Part of the A POl budget, but not habitat $· - 15120116 

Habitat (parcels/APDI habitat support) $ 310,650 15120116 

Total from Research $2,924,863 NOAA Clean Water Projects $ 114,570 15150121 

Funding Totals $ 281,969 15150122 

$ 391,206 15100853 

$7,928,376 !Grand Total All Projects $ 1,318,810 Total From Research 
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Agency 

ADFG 

ADFG 

ADNR 

ADOL 

USFWS 

USFWS 

NOAA 

USGS 

USFS 

DOl-OPEC 
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DOI-BLM 

Agency 

NOAA 

NOAA 

NOAA 

USFS 

ADFG 

ADFG 

ADFG 

USFWS 
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Pete Hagan 01 ... uAA 

Long-Term Projects· 

14120114-R Ballachey 

14120114-A Batten 

14120111-A Bishop 

14120114-C Bishop 

14120111-C Bochenek 

14120114-D Bochenek 

14120114-T Bochenek 

14120111-Q Branch 

14120111-E Buckhorn 

14120111-F Buckhorn 

14120111-G Buckhorn 

14120114-E Campbell 

14120114-S Carls 

14120112-B Carpenter 

14120114-G Doroff 

14120111-P Guyon 

14120111-L 
Heintz I 
Gorman 

14120114-B Hoffman 

FY15 Proj 

LTM Program- Nearshore Benthic Systems in 

the Gulf of Alaska 

LTM Program - Continuous Plankton Recorder 

PWS Herring Program- Validation of Acoustic 

Surveys 

L TM Program - Seabird Abundance in Fall and 

Winter 

PWS Herring Program - Data Management 

Support 

LTM Program - Data Management 

Data Management Supplemental Project 

PWS Herring Program - Population Dynamics 

Modeling 

PWS Herring Program - Expanded Adult 

Herring Surveys 

PWS Herring Program - Juvenile Herring 

Abundance Index 

PWS Herring Program - Intensive surveys of 

juvenile herring 

LTM Program -Oceanographic Conditions in 

PWS 

LTM Program - Oil Level and Weathering 

Tracking 

Snow Management Analysis 

L TM Program - Oceanographic Monitoring in 

Cook Inlet 

PWS Herring Program - Herring Genetics 

PWS Herring Program - Herring Condition 

Monitoring 

L TM Program - Coordination and Logistics 

11anagers 

As of 11I1UJ .L<+ 

14120114-H Holderied 
LTM Program - Science Coordination and 

Synthesis 

14120114-1 Hollmen 
LTM Program -Conceptual Ecological 

Modeling 

14120111-H Hoover 
PWS Herring Program -Outreach and 

Education Program 

14120114-J Hopcroft LTM Program - Seward Line Monitoring 

14120112 Jennings PWS Harbor Cleanup Project 

14120120 Jones 
Collaborative Data Management and 

Holistic Synthesi 

14120114-L Konar 
LTM Program - Ecological Communities 

in Kachemak Bay 

14120114-M Matkin 
LTM Program -Long-term killer whale 

monitoring 

14120114-N Moran 
LTM Program - Humpback Whale 

Predation on Herring 

14120112-A Patton Cordova Clean Harbor 

14120111-R Peg au 
PWS Herring Program - Ae~ial Survey 

Support 

14120111-0 Pegau 
PWS Herring Program - Coordination and 

Logistics 

14120111-M 
Pegau I PWS Herring Program- Juvenile Herring 

Heintz Intensive Montoring 

14120114-P Weingartner 
LTM Program- Continuing GAKl 

Monitoring 

Non-Program Continuing Projects: 

I No projects I I 



Dede Bohn - USGS 

Long-Term Projects: 

FY15 Pro 

14120114-R Ballachey 
LTM Program - Nearshore Benthic Systems in 

the Gulf of Alaska 

14120111-K Hershberger 
PWS Herring Program -Herring Disease 

Program 

14120114-0 Piatt 
LTM Program - Forage Fish Distribution & 

Abundance, 

Non-Program Continuing Projects: 

I No projects I I 
Catherine Boerner - EVOSTC 

Long-Term Projects: 

I No Projects I 

Non-Program Continuing Projects: 

I No Projects I I 

Linda Kilbourne & Elise Hsieh - EVOSTC 

Non-Program Continuing Projects: 

15120116 Pallister Marine Debris Removal 

15150121 Michel Spatial Synthesis of Lingering Oil 

15150122 Fall Update of Subsistance Uses 

Managers 



EVOSTC DOCUMENT DIGITIZING PROJECT 

Phase 3: File Collections: 

Habitat Protection Program 
Public Advisory Committee 

Science and Technology Advisory Committee 
Community Involvement 

June 12, 2014 

PROPOSAL SUMMARY This proposal provides details on the project listed in the ARLIS 
section of the AP Dl 

In February 2013, the EVOS Trustee Council began a multi-phase project to digitize select 

EVOSTC files for ease of retrieval, to facilitate web access where appropriate, save future 
storage/office space and expense, and ensure long-term preservation of information. 

Phase 1: Completed: This phase was funded in February 2013 to digitize the administrative 
records of the Restoration Planning Work Group (RPWG) and Restoration Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and was completed in December 2013. 

Phase 2: in progress. to be completed by January 31, 2015: Funded for FY14, this phase 
addresses a need identified by the National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis 
(NCEAS) to consolidate project information, which was a mix of paper and digital formats. 
When the EVOSTC project database was created in 2005, subsequent projects were entered into 
the database. Some digital conversion was done for older projects, however, gaps remained. In 
addition, the paper files contain documents, such as correspondence documenting the 

administration of projects, letters of support, and publicity, which the project database cannot 
currently accommodate. Staff must check the database plus two sets ofpaper files, the EVOSTC 
Project Files 1991-2009 and the Chief Scientist Project Files 1992-2002, to ensure that 
information retrieval on older projects is complete. The EVOSTC Project Files 1991-2009 and 

the Chief Scientist Files 1992-2002 are being digitized as the first step in consolidating the 
project information into one location. Additional database work will be needed to complete the 
consolidation. 

Proposed Phase 3: This phase proposes to digitize the following active and/or historical file 
collections: Habitat Protection Program ( 1993-present), Public Advisory Committee ( 1992-
present), Science and Technology Advisory Committee (2000-2006), and Community 
Involvement (1996-2000). 

Future Phases: Future phases will propose to digitize the EVOSTC Official Record (1991-

present), Natural Resource Damage Assessment project data and other EVOS documents housed 
atARLIS. 
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PROPOSAL DETAILS 

Background: Alaska Resources Library and Information Services (ARLIS, W\.VW.arlis.org), is a 
special library focusing on the natural and cultural resources of Alaska and arctic areas. 
Established in 1997 and located on the campus of the University of Alaska Anchorage, ARLIS is 
an innovative partnership of state, federal and university entities whose primary purpose is to 

meet the information needs of its founding agencies: the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Bureau of 
Ocean Energy Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. National Park Service, U.S. 
Geological Survey and University of Alaska Anchorage. ARLIS is open to the public and also 
serves the university community, non-profits, and the private sector. ARLIS is directed by the 
ARLIS Management Team, which is responsible to the ARLIS Founders Board. The Board 
consists of representatives from the above founding agencies. 

ARLIS serves as the EVOSTC repository for EVOS-related materials and has housed this 
collection since the Trustee Council's Oil Spill Public Information Center became part of ARLIS 
in 1997. ARLIS also maintains the EVOSTC Public Record and public versions ofthe 
administrative records of the Restoration Planning Work Group (RPWG) and Restoration Plan 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

Phase 3 Proposed Scope: Phase 3 of the project will digitize the files of the Habitat Protection 

Program (1993-present), Public Advisory Committee (1992-present), Science and Technology 
Advisory Committee (2000-2006), and Community Involvement (1996-2000). The final 
deliverable will be a collection of searchable full-text digital versions of the documents 

contained in these files. The digitized documents will be provided to the EVOSTC office and 
added to the intranet by EVOSTC staff or associated IT staff. The documents will be searchable 
in-house via the Google Search Box. The documents are not publicly available, as they may 

contain sensitive information pertaining to land parcels, peer review comments, and other 
confidential information; however, EVOSTC staff use the files to respond to questions pertaining 
to the EVOSTC restoration program, and electronic files will reduce response time and ensure a 
complete response. 

Habitat Protection Program Files: Volume- 34 boxes, 510 inches, 102,000 pages. This file 
collection documents the administration of the Habitat Protection Program Housed in four four­
drawer file cabinets, this file collection is largely letter- and legal-sized papers in folders or 

binders, with several oversized maps. Some documents are contained with staples, clips, or 

rubber bands, and about 5% of the items have comb or glue bindings. The collection contains 

some handwritten notes. 

Public Advisory Committee Files· Volume -15 boxes, 225 inches, 45,000 pages These files 

document the activities of the Public Advisory Committee and its predecessor, the Public 

Advisory Group. Housed in one four-drawer file cabinet and 10 file boxes, this collection is 

largely letter-and legal-sized papers in folders, with a few oversized maps. Some documents are 
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contained with staples, clips or rubber bands, and about 5% of the items have comb or glue 
bindings. The collection contains some handwritten notes. 

Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee Files: Volume 2 boxes, 30 inches, 6,000 pages. 
This file collection documents the activities of the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee. 
Housed in two file boxes, this file collection is largely letter- and legal-sized papers in folders or 

binders, with several oversized maps. Some documents are contained with staples, clips, or 
rubber bands, and about 5% of the items have comb or glue bindings. The collection contains 
some handwritten notes. 

Community Involvement Files: Volume- 9 boxes, 135 inches, 27,000 pages. This file collection 

documents activities related to Community Involvement efforts. Housed in nine file boxes, this 
file collection is largely letter- and legal-sized papers in folders or binders. Some documents are 
contained with staples, clips, or rubber bands, and a few items have comb or glue bindings. The 

collection contains some handwritten notes. 

Total: 60 boxes, 900 inches, 180,000 pages 

Process: Scanning will be done from originals to ensure image quality and collection 
completeness. Non-print items, such as audio or video tapes, CDs or DVDs, and documents 

protected by copyright will not be scanned, but will be noted with an entry that will refer the user 
to a source for the item. Metadata will be created as needed for handwritten documents. Boxes 

of documents will be sent to ARLIS and returned to the EVOSTC office via the UAA courier. 

EVOSTC staffwill: 

o Provide ARUS with instructions as needed, including guidance on file names. 

s Review the files to identify bound items without marginalia that have already been 

scanned. 

"' Provide extra copies of bound items without marginalia, as available, that will not require 
reassembly after scanning. 

e Identify items protected by copyright that will not be scanned, and provide citations for 

these items, to be included in the digital collection. 

o Box the files, label the boxes, and route them to ARLIS via the UAA courier. 

o Unbox andre-file the.documents after scanning. 

e After delivery of the digital documents, add the files to the EVOSTC intranet. 

ARLIS staff will: 

o Prepare the documents for scanning, including removing staples, other fasteners, and 

bindings. 

® Scan each file into a separate electronic file, including all file folder contents, post-it 

notes, and the folder itself, if there notes written on it or fastened to it. 
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o Apply Optical Character Recognition (OCR) software to each file for searchability. 

o Provide, each file with an appropriate file name that indicates the file collection and 
provides for ease of identification. 

c Create metadata for handwritten documents, as needed. 

o Provide quality assurance by reviewing each file for image quality and OCR. 

o Re-fasten each document to pre-scanning condition and return'to the original folder or 
binder. 

6 Return the folders and binders to the appropriate box, in the original order, and return the 
boxes to the EVOSTC office via the UAA courier. 

" Deliver the digital documents to the EVOSTC o:l;lice. 

Final Deliverable: The final deliverable of the Phase 3 project will be a collection of searchable 

full-text digital versions of the documents contained in the EVOSTC file collections for the 
Habitat Protection Program, Public Advisory Committee, Scientific and Technical Advisory 

Committee and Community Involvement. The digitized documents will be provided to the 
EVOSTC office and added to the intranet by EVOSTC staff or associated IT staff. The 
documents will be searchable in-house via the Google Search Box. 

Timeline: This project will begin February 1, 2015 and be completed by January 31,2016. 

BUDGET 
Staff Tasks Cost Funding 

Student labor Habitat Protection Program Files - 34 $325 per box $11,050 
boxes - Prep, scan, retmn documents to 
pre-scanning condition, QA, create 
metadata as needed, and file transfer 

Public Advisory Committee Files - 15 
boxes - Prep, scan, return documents to $4,875 
pre-scanning condition, QA, create 
metadata as needed, and file transfer 

Scientific and Technical Advisory 
Committee Files- 2 boxes- Prep, scan, 
return documents to pre-scanning $ 650 
condition, QA, create metadata as needed, 
and file transfer 

Community Involvement Files- 9 boxes-
Prep, scan, return documents to pre-
s~anning condition, QA, create metadataas $2,925 
needed, and file transfer 

Librarian Oversee the project- 120 hours $70/hour $8,400 
Total $27,900 
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September 25, 2014 
GlT Proposal for TC 
Confidential 

EVOSTC Great Land Trust Spill Area Ecosystem 
Habitat Conservation Project 
YEARS 3 (FY15) & 4 (FY16) 

Project Summary 
Great Land Trust (GLT) requests funding from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Habitat Acquisition Fund to continue work on 
up to five conservation projects that will implement habitat conservation 
actions to aid in the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and 
viability of those resources injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) 
and spill area ecosystems. GLT will carry out this work over a multi-year 
period. Beginning in 2013, the first year of the project, GLT focused on 
the Kodiak Afognak Archipelago area; the scope broadened to include all 
of the spill area in 2014, the second year of the project. Using a land 
conservation prioritization that GLT developed specifically for the Kodiak 
Afognak Archipelago, we identified multiple high ranking conservation 
projects and have begun due diligence and negotiations with landowners 
on six of the highest ranking projects. During Years 3 and 4, GLT will 
expand the land conservation prioritization to include the entire spill area 
and will continue due diligence and negotiations. 

GLT will work closely with EVOSTC, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and the Alaska Departments ofNatural Resources and 
Law in order to complete these projects. GLT will actively seek 
significant grant funding from other sources to compliment EVOS funding 
to carry out the top projects. Ofthe projects developed, we intend to 
complete or make substantial progress on at least two or three large-scale 
(greater than 1,000 acres) conservation projects with landowners in the 
entire spill area during years 3 and 4. 

Project Narrative 

Statement of Need 
This project seeks to contribute to the objectives ofthe EVOSTC to aid in 
the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and viability of the 
resources injured by the EVOS. This project will seek to acquire priority 
lands within the EVOS area and increase the capacity of the existing, 
established EVOS habitat program. 

This proposal will provide funding for Year 3 (FY 15) of a multi-year 
project. 

GLT has completed significant projects with a wide range of partners 
including the Municipality of Anchorage, the Mat-Su Borough, State of 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game, State of Alaska Department of 
Natural Resources and State Parks, USFWS, Army Corps of Engineers, 

Working with willing landowners and other partners to conserve Southcentral Alaslra's lands and waterways. Your La1d. Your 1'rust. 



NOAA, Alaska Native Corporations, Ducks Unlimited, Pacific Coast Joint Venture and 
numerous private businesses and landowners. GL T has experience raising and managing 
significant public and private funding, having completed nearly $14 million in conservation 
projects over the last 36 months. GLT also has extensive experience with mitigation funding, 
having operated an In-lieu Fee program under a Memorandum of Understanding with the Army 
Corps ofEngineers since 1998. As part ofthis program, GLT has completed 9 conservation 
projects and received hundreds of payments totaling over $12 million. Two recent projects are 
described below. 

The Campbell Creek Estuary Conservation Project: 
GLT succeeded iri raising $7.5 million dollars to purchase and conserve Campbell Creek 
Est).lary, the last undeveloped estuary of the original seven salmon streams in Anchorage. GLT 
worked with the Municipality of Anchorage and many other partners for three years to raise 
funds to purchase the 60-acre parcel an<,! donate it to the Municipality as a new Natural Area; 
GLT retained a conservation easement. The Project conserved Yz mile of Campbell Creek's 
lower reaches including the Estuary and its critical tidal marsh habitat as weB as 25 acres of 
coastal forest. This parcel also provides access to the Anchorage Coastal 
Wildlife Refuge. Project funding included doHars to clean up the property, develop a park plan, 
create a modest trailhead and gravel trails, as well as monitor and address the conservation needs 
of the property annually. 

Knik Islands C:onservation Project: 
The Knik Islands Conservation Project was completed in the fall of2011 as a partnership 
between GLT and Eklutna, Inc. The project permanently conserves nearly 4800 acres at the 
mouth of the Knik and Matanuska Rivers with a conservation easement. This land wiH remain 
under the ownership ofEklutna, Inc. and traditional uses such as hunting and fishing by 
Shareholders, and public access through permit~, will continue. This property contains excellent 
habitat for all five species of salmon in Cook Inlet as well as many other wildlife species. In 
addition, the property provides a wildlife and recreational corridor between Palmer Hay Flats 
State Game Refuge and Chugach State Park. Scenic views of the. property are well known by 
travelers crossing the Knik River Bridge on the Glenn Highway. This project was made possible 
through a collaborative effort with the Mat-Su Salmon Partnership, USFWS, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, NOAA Fisheries, Alaska Department ofFish and Game, and CIRI. Funding for this 
conservation easement was made possible through resources set aside to offset habitat losses 
associated with the expansion of the Port of Anchorage. 

This FY20 15 proposal will fund Year 3 of a multi-year project. During Year 1 GLT 
accomplished numerous tasks from our list of deHverables for the grant. Using data from the 
Kodiak prioritization completed early in 2013, GLT staff met numerous times with key 
landowners, both in Kodiak and here in Anchorage. Landowners included the Koniag Regional 
Native Corporation, Ouzinkie Native Corporation, Lesnoi Native Corporation, Natives of Kodiak · 
Corporation, as well as the Kodiak Borough Mayor, Manager and staff frpm Mental Health Trust 
Land Office. In addition, GLT met multiple times with the realty staff at USFWS as well as 
Kodiak Refuge staff and numerous Fish and Game staff in Kodiak. GLT staff met with Kodiak 



Soil and Water Conservation District staff and staff at both Rep. Austerman's and Sen. Steven's 
Offices. GLT met with Alaska State Parks staff several times and consulted with staff at NOAA 
and The Conservation Fund regarding conservation projects on Kodiak. In gathering data for the 
prioritization we consulted with additional staff including individuals from Kodiak Island 
Borough, Koncor, Pacific Coast Joint Venture, Audubon Alaska and the others mentioned above. 

During· the grant period GL T made site. visits to numerous properties and were accompanied by 
staff from Alaska State Parks and Alaska Department ~fLaw in addition to representatives from 
the landowners on several visits. 

·Potential projects that have emerged from the meetings and site visits include ownerships. held by 
Ouzinkie Native Corporation on northern Afognak Island, the Triplets (also owned by Ouzinkie 
Native Corporation), Long Island and Termination Point (owned by Leisnoi, Inc), Sheratin Bay 
(owned by Mental Health Land Trust), Long Lagoon and Perenosa Bay parcels (owned by 
Koniag, Inc). 'Appraisals were ordered for Termination Point, Long Island and the Ouzinkie 
lands. 

Great Land Trust has also applied for and received $1,000,000 matching funding from USFWS 
for the Perenosa Bay parcels owned by Koniag, Inc. and is working with the Conservation Fund 
to coordinate the use 0fthe mitigation funds available from the Kodiak airport expansion. 

During Year 2, GL T staff traveled to Kodiak several times to meet with agency staff and key 
landowners to continue work on due diligence activities and negotiation's for acquiring a number 
of parcels. The project parcels focused on during this year were Termination Point, Long Island, 
Chiniak Coast, American and Olds Rivers (Leisnoi, Inc.), Northern Afognak Island and the 
Triplet Islands (Ouzinkie Native Corporation), and Perenosa Bay (Koniag Native Corporation). 
The Northern Afognak and Triplet Islands project has been approved by the EVOS Trustee 
Council, the AK State Legislature, and the Governor, and is moving forward. Due diligence is 
nearly complete and a draft Purchase and Sale agreement has been completed. In addition, other 
potential projects have been assessed and negotiations continue with landowners, including 
ParamanofBay (Koniag, Inc), Sharatin Bay (Alaska Mental Health Trust) and Wide Bay 
(University of Alaska). GLT has also met with Ch~gach Alaska Corporation, Eyak Corporation 
and is scheduling meetings with CIRI and BBNC. 

Dilling this project period GLT continued meetings with EVOS staff, Federal agency. realty 
officials including USFWS, NPS, and USFS and State agency officials and continued data 
collection and methodology development for a spill-wide area prioritization. Biologists, land 
managers, and agency partners were contacted to contribute data to the prioritization effort. 
Several meetings were held with stakeholders to provide comments on the draft prioritization 
maps for the entire spill area. In addition landowners and regional and local government 

· officials were contacted to obtain land .status information for both surface and subsurface for the 
entire spill area. Maps of the prioritization and land status are attached. 



Project Go:a~Rs and Objectives , 
GLT seeks to continue to permanently conserve important habitat in the EVOS-affected area 
with the acquisition of fee title properties of high conservation value. GLT will continue to 
implement a multi-year project by expanding the Kodiak Archipelago conservation prioritization 
to include the entire· spill area. GLT will continue negotiatiqns and due diligence for high 
priority projects identified in the Kodiak Prioritization and will contact landowners of parcels 
with high ranking conservation value in the entire spill area to determine their interest in habitat 
conservation. During the period of performanct: for this grant, GL T will develop up to 5 large 
acquisition projects within the EVOS area. GLT will contract a phased appraisal (described 
l;>elow) of the highest ranking parcels with willing landowners. GLT will seek matching funds 
for projects appropriate for EVOS funding, and working .closely with partners, will complete or 
make substantial' progress on at least 2-3 large scale conservation projects within the grant 
period. 

Project Adivftties, Methods amll Tim.etalblle 

Fundillllg Compliance 
GLT intends to adhere to the following conditions regarding project methodology. The 
following conditions are from Resolution 13-03 of the EVOSTC: 

a. The funds are to be used by GLT, as described in the Proposal, to facilitate the 
acquisition of lands and interests in lands (e.g., fee title, conservation easements, 
mineral rights, timber rights) important to the conservation and protection of marine 
and coastal resources, ecosystems, and habitats in order to aid in the overall recovery 
of, and to enhance the long-term health and viability of, those resources injured by the 
Exxon Valdez oil spill and the spill-area ecosystems; 

b. GLT shall pursue parcels only from willing sellers and the sellers shall complete the 
relevant Council nomination form; 

c. GL T shall pursue protection, including identification, appraisal, commitments and 
approvals, of any specific parcel only after consultation and agreement by the entities 
that would own or manage the interests in the parcel and with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Alaska Department ofNatural Resources (ADNR), and 
the Alaska Department of Law (ADOL); 

dl. GLT shall ensure that any entity which would own or manage the interests in the 
parcel, as well as USFWS, ADNR, and ADOL, shall review and approve all 
conveyance documents and required actions, such as determining the required' 
appraisal instructions, environmental reviews and site visits; 

e. GLT shall submit quarterly updates to ADNR, ADOL and the EVOSTC Executive 
Director in addition to the semi-annual reports it submits to the USFWS, as per the 
USFWS reporting schedule, and shaH ensure the reports convey the information 
needed by USFWS, ADNR, ADOL and EVOSTC. ' 

f. GLT shall acquire parcels only after unanimous approval of the Council; ·the approval 
process shall include reasonable and, adequate public notice about the proposed 
acquisition and an opportunity for public comment. 



Great Land 'fnllst proposes to carry out the pll"oject objectives in the .IEVOS area through a 
multi-step process: 

1. Pmject Identification 
GLT will use a recently completed conservation prioritization for the entire spill ~rea to 
identifY habitat with the highest conservation value (see Prioritization maps). GLT will 
utilize these maps for the entire spill area to identifY habitat with the highest conservation 
value. These prioritizations incorporate the latest infom1ation on land ownership 
including all projects previously completed with Evqs funding. All unprotected private _,, 
lands, in addition to State lands owned by Mental Health Trust, are ranked for their 
conservation value. The prioritization includes current bird distribution data for all 
special status species as well as subwatershed rankings for anadromous fish diversity 
througho'ut the spill area. GLT will continue to _obtain feedback on the prioritizations 
from EVOS Trustees, staff, USFWS, ADFG, ADNR, ADOL, and other key landowners 
and government officials. ' 

2. :H..-t&ll)ldowner Contact 
GLT will contact the landowners ofhigh-ranking parcels to determine their willingness to 
sell fee simple or a conservation easement. This will also include discussions with the 
landowners regarding ,acreage and parcel configuration, time lines, and due diligence. 
GLT will meet frequently with agency and EVOSTC staff during this phase of the project 
to get feedback on the projects that seem to have the most promise'. 

3. Appraisan 
GLT will contract a phased appraisal of the highest ranking parcels with willing 
landowners based on the meetings conducted in step two. The first phase of the appraisal 
will include a meeting with the appraiser after research has been conducted by the 
appraiser. The appraiser will report the expected high and low range of values for the 
value of the property. A full appraisal will be completed only if the initial range of values 
is acceptable to both the buyer and the seller. 

4. Matching F'dl!nds Partner 0'dl!t!l"each 
GLT will seek matching funds for projects that appear to be a good fit for EVOS funding. 
This will include funding from sources including the Forest Legacy Program, USFWS 
National,Coastal Wetlands Program, and private foundations. This process takes 6-18 
months but can yield significant funding that may allow more acres to be purchased. 

5. Final JP'mject CompUetfton 
GLT will work closely with EVOS Trustee Council Staff, DNR, USFWS, ADNR, 
ADOL, and other partners to complete up to approximately $100 million in high priority 
conservation projects with willing landowners in the Spill Area as part of this project. 



Project Mftllestollll.es: 

AprD.R 15-September 30,2013: 
Finish project parcel identification using recently completed Kodiak archipelago 
conservation prioritization. 

Jmme 1- AUllgunst 30, 20B: 
Initiate site assessments of 3-5 high ranking projects. 

October 1, 2013- Marclln 30, 2014: 
Develop conservation prioritization of the entire spill area. 
Continue landowner outreach on Kodiak Archipelago. 
Complete 2-3 appraisals of high-ranking projects on Kodiak Archipelago. 
Initiate Kodiak Archipelago project negotiations. 

April 1, 2014- Jaxmary 31, 2015 
Landowner outreach to landowners of high ranking parcels in the entire spill area to 
determine willing parties. 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 Kodiak Archipelago projects. 
Submit Kodiak Archipelago project packages to EVOSTC for full funding. 
Continue landowner outreach in the entire spill area. 
Complete 1-2 appraisals of high ranking projects in the spill area outside of Kodiak. 
Initiate project negotiations for projects in the greater spill area. 

FebrUllary 1, 2015- Janmary 31, 2016 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spill area projects. 
Submit additional spill area project packages to EVOSTC for full funding. 

Februnary 1, 2016- Jan unary 31, 2017 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spill area projects. 
Submit additional spill area project packages to EVOSTC for full funding. 



Budget: 

Year3 Year4 
(FY15} (FY16} 

Feb 1, 2015-
Feb 1, 2016 -
Jan 31, 2017 

Jan 31, 2016 

GLT Staff 3 staff, 30hr/wk for 40 weeks @ $180,000 $180,000 
$50/hour 

Travel Airfare from ANC to KOD (or $32,000 $32,000 
Prince William Sound, Alaska 
Peninsula, and other Spill area 
project locations) $1 ,200/trip/staff 
@ 5 trips for 2 staff = $4,800; 
travel within Travel via float plane 
@ $650/hr @ 25 hrs= $16,250; 
$3,750 food, lodging, rental car. 

Appraisal Appraisals @ $25,000 each $50,000 $50,000 

Phase I Phase I ESA reports @ $27,000 $27,000 
Environmental $7,000- $10,000 each 
Site 
Assessment 
Legal @ $370/hr $14,800 $14,800 

Total $303,800 $303,800 

Anticipated Products/Outputs 
Anticipated outputs for this grant include the prioritization and acquisition of high priority fee 
title properties within the EVOS area. In addition, some projects may be conservation easements 
held by USFWS or ADNR. Specific goals below: 

Substantial progress toward completion of fee title property acquisition of30,000 
acres within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of5,000 acres ofwetlands within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of up to 10 miles of coastline within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of up to 10 miles of anadromous streams within the EVOS area. 

Project Monitoring and Evaluation 
GLT will submit quarterly updates to USFWS, ADNR, ADOL, and EVOSTC on the status ofthe 
completion of project objectives. Upon completion of purchase ofhabitat with EVOSTC 
funding, a permanent conservation easement will be held by either ADNR or USFWS requiring 
annual monitoring of conservation values. 



Description of Organization Undertaking the Project 
GLT is Southcentral Alaska's regional land trust. It is an independent nonprofit land 
conservation organization founded by and for Alaskans in 1995. Our service area includes more 
than 50 percent of Alaska' s total population and ranges from the Alaska Range in the North to 
Prince William Sound and Kodiak in the south. GLT is the only Alaska-based land trust 
working in Kodiak and is in an excellent position to work there because of our broad expertise. 
The other adjacent land trusts and national conservation organizations in Alaska were consulted 
prior to GLT's expansion to Kodiak and felt GLT was in the best position to work in this 
important area. GLT works in partnership with willing private and public landowners to 
permanently conserve special lands, signature landscapes, and waters essential to the quality of 
life and economic health of communities in the region. We seek to protect the integrity ofthe 
natural ecosystems, wetlands and streams, access to recreational lands, and conserve lands 
important for towns and cities. 

GLT, an accredited land trust, has extensive experience with wildlife habitat and wetland 
conservation projects. Since 1995, GLT has completed 27land conservation projects totaling 
nearly 8500 acres in Southcentral Alaska, including over 40 miles of salmon streams. GL T has 
professional staff skilled at carrying out complex land transactions. GLT has been nationally 
recognized for wetland conservation successes including the L TA Living Lands Publication, the 
Coastal America 2007 Partnership Award, the US DOl Cooperative Conservation Award 2008 
and was awarded the Outstanding Partner Award by the Region 7 Director of USFWS for 2011 . 
In addition, GLT recently became the first land trust in Alaska and one of only 200 nationwide to 
achieve accreditation with the Land Trust Alliance Accreditation Commission. 

Sustainability 
Upon completion of purchase ofhabitat with EVOSTC funding, a permanent conservation 
easement will be held by either ADNR or USFWS. 

Map of Project Area 
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Great Land Trust Service Area 
Municipality of Anchorage. Mat-Su Borough. and the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Affected Area 
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EVOSTC Great Land Trust Spill Area Ecosystem 
Habitat Conservation Project 

YEARS 3 (FY15) & 4 (FY16) 

Project Summary 
Great Land Trust (GL T) requests funding from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Habitat Acquisition Fund to continue work on 
up to five conservation projects that will implement habitat conservation 
actions to aid in the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and 
viability of those resources injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) 
and spill area ecosystems. GL T will carry out this work over a multi-year 
period. Beginning in 20 13, the first year of the project, GL T focused on 
the Kodiak Afognak Archipelago area; the scope broadened to include all 
of the spill area in 20 14, the second year of the project. Using a land 
conservation prioritization that GL T developed specifically for the Kodiak 
Afognak Archipelago, we identified multiple high ranking conservation 
projects and have begun due diligence and negotiations with landowners 
on six of the highest ranking projects. During Years 3 and 4, GL Twill 
expand the land conservation prioritization to include the entire spill area 
and will continue due diligence and negotiations. 

GLT will work closely with EVOSTC, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and the Alaska Departments ofNatural Resources and 
Law in order to complete these projects. GL T will actively seek 
significant grant funding from other sources to compliment EVOS funding 
to carry out the top projects. Of the projects developed, we intend to 
complete or make substantial progress on at least two or three large-scale 
(greater than I ,000 acres) conservation projects with landowners in the 
entire spill area during years 3 and 4. 

Project Narrative 

Statement of Need 
This project seeks to contribute to the objectives of the EVOSTC to aid in 
the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and viability of the 
resources injured by the EVOS. This project will seek to acquire priority 
lands within the EVOS area and increase the capacity ofthe existing, 
established EVOS habitat program. 

This proposal will provide funding for Year 3 (FY 15) of a multi-year 
project. 

GLT has completed significant projects with a wide range of partners 
including the Municipality of Anchorage, the Mat-Su Borough, State of 

1 
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Alaska Department ofFish and Game, State of Alaska Department ofNatural Resources and 
State Parks, USFWS, Army Corps of Engineers, NOAA, Alaska Native Corporations, Ducks 
Unlimited, Pacific Coast Joint Venture and numerous pnvate businesses and landowners. GL T 
has experience raising and managing significant public and private funding, having completed 
nearly $14 million in conservatiOn projects over the last 36 months GLT also has extensive 
experience with mitigation funding, having operated an In-lieu Fee program under a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Army Corps of Engineers since 1998. As part of this 
program, GLT has completed 9 conservation projects and received hundreds of payments 
totaling over $12 million. 

Update on Year ]_ and 2 :Project Ac~~:mnplishments 
This FY20 15 proposal will fundY ear 3 of a multi-year project. During Year 1 GLT 
accomplished numerous tasks from our list of deliverables for the grant. Using data from the 
Kodiak prioritization completed early in 2013, GLT staff met numerous times with key 
landowners, both in Kodiak and here in Anchorage. Landowners included several Native 
corporations, as well as the Kodiak Borough Mayor, Manager and staff from Mental Health 
Trust Land Office. I~ addition, GLT met multiple times with the realty staff at USFWS as well 
as Kodiak Refuge staff and numerous Fish and Game staff in Kodiak. GLT staff met with 
Kodiak Soil and Water Conservation District staff and staff at both Rep. Austerman's and Sen. 
Steven's Offices. GL T met with Alaska State Parks staff several times and consulted with staff 
at NOAA and The Conservation Fund regarding conservation projects on Kodiak. In gathering 
data for the prioritization we consulted with additional staff including individuals from Kodiak 
Island Borough, Koncor, Pacific Coast Joint Venture, Audubon Alaska and the others mentioned 
above. 

During the grant period GLT made site visits to numerous properties and were accompanied by 
staff from Alaska State Parks and Alaska Department of Law in addition to representatives from 
the landowners on several visits. 

A number of potential projects emerged from these meetings and site visits, and GLT ordered 
and obtained appraisals for several ofthese projects. 

Great Land Trust has also applied for and received $1,000,000 matching fundmg from USFWS 
for a project in Kodiak and IS working with the Conservation Fund to coordinate the use of the 
mitigation funds available from the Kodmk airport expansion. 

During Year 2, GL T staff traveled to Kodiak several times to meet with agency staff and key 
landowners to continue work on due diligence activities and negotiations for acquiring a number 
of parcels. In addition to working on other potential projects, GL T pursued the acquisition of 
approximately 36,370 acres ofland on Northern Afognak Island and the Triplet Islands, 
currently owned by Ouzmkie Native Corporation. This acquisition was approved by the EVOS 
Trustee Council, the AK State Legislature, and the Governor, and is moving forward. Due 
diligence is nearly complete and a draft Purchase and Sale agreement has been completed. In 
addition, other potential projects have been assessed and negotiations continue with landowners. 

I 
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During this project period GLT'continued meetings with EVOS staff, Federal age:q.cy realty 
officials includi!ig lJSFWS,'NPS, .and USFS ·and State agency officials and continu~d data , 
collection and methodology development for a spill-wide area prioritization. Biologists, land 
managers, and agency partners were· contacted to cpntribute data to the prioritization effort. 
'several meetings were held with stakeholders to provide comments on the. draft priori~ization 
maps for the entire spill area. In addition landowners and regional and local government 
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officials were contacted to obtain land status infonhation for both surface and subsurface for the 
entire spill area. ' , , , - , 

Project G;oals and Objectives 
GLT se.eks to continue to permanently conserve important habitat in the EVOS-affected area,' 
with the acquisition of fee title properties ofhigh conservation value. GLT will continue to ' 
implement a multi~yearproject by expanding the Kodiak Ar~hipelago conservation prioritization 
to include the entire spill area. GLT will continue'negotiations and due diligence for high 
priority projects identified in thy Kodiak Prioritization and will- contact lanpowners of parcels 
with high ranking conserv~tion value in th~ entire spill area to determine their interest in habitat 
conservation. During the period of performance for this grant, GLT will develop up to 5 clarge -
acquisition projects within the EVOS area. GLT will contract a phased appraisal (described . · · 
below) of the highest ranking parcels with willing landowners. GLT will seek matching funds 
for projects appropriate for EVOS funding, and working closely with partners, will compl~te or 
m~ke substantial progress on at lea~t 2-3 large ~cale conservation projects within the grant 
period. , · 

PR"oject Activities, Methods and Timetable 
' ' 

Funding Cmnpliance ·· 
GLT intends, to adhere to the following conditions regarding project methodology. The 

.· following c~nditions an;~ from Resolution 13~03 of the EVOSTC~ 

\ 

a. The funds are to be used by GL T, as described in the Proposal, to facilitate the 
acquisition of lands and interests in lands (e.g., fee title, conseryation easements, 
miner~l rights, timber rights) important to the ~onservation and protection of marine 
and coastal resource~, ecosystems, and habitats in order fo aid in the overall recovery 
of, and to enhance the long-term health and viability of,' those resources -injured by the 
EVOS and·the spill-area ecosystems; , ' 

b. GLT shall pursue par~els only from willing sellers and the sellers shall complete the 
•relevant Council nomination form; · 

c .. GLT shall pursue protection, including identification, appraisal, comm'itments and I 

approvals, of any specific parcel ,only after consultation and agreeme~t by the entities 
that would own or manage the interests in the parcel and with the U.S. Fisli and -
Wildiife·Service (USFWS). Al~ska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR), and 

- the Alaska Department of Law (ADOL); · , 
d. GLT shall ensure that a:q.y entity' that would own or manage the interests in th~ parcel, 

as well as USFWS, ADNR, and ADOL, shall review and approve all conveyance 
documents ahd required actions,.such as det~rmining the required appraisal 
instructions, environmental reviews and site visits;-

) 
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e. GLT shaH submit quarterly updates to ADNR, ADOL and the EVOSTC Executive 
Director in addition t.o ~he semi-annual reports it submits to the USFWS, as per the 
USFWS reporting schedule, and shall ensure the reports convey the information 
needed by USFWS, ADNR, ADOL and EVOSTC. 

f. GLT shall' acquire parcels only after unanimous approval 10f the Council; the' approval 
process shaH include reasonable and adequate public notice about the proposed 
acquisition and an opportunity for public comment. 

Great Land Trust pmpGses to carry mnt tllne prGject olbjectfives inn the EVOS area throungh a 
munllti-step process: 

1. 

2. 

Project lldendfificationn 
GLT will use a recently completed 'conservation prioritization for the entire spill area to 
identify habitat with the highest conservation value. These prioritizations irtcorporate the 
latest information on land ownership including all projects previously completed with 
EVOS funding. All unprotected private lands, in addition to State lands owned by 
Mental Health Trust, are ranked for their conservation value. The prioritization includes 
current bird distribution data for all special status species as well as subwatershed 
rankings-for anadromous fish diversity throughout the spill area. GLT will continue to 
obtain feedback ,on the prioritizations from EVOS Trustees, staff, USFWS, ADFG, 
ADNR, ADOL, and other key landowners and government officials. 

Lamllownner CGnntact 
· GLT will contact the landowners of high-ranking parcels to determine their willingness to 
sell fee simple _or a conservation easement. This will also include discussions with the 
landowners regarding acreage and parcel configuration, timelines, and due diligence. ~ 

GLT wiH meet frequently with agency and EVOSTC staff during this phase of the project 
to get feedback on the projects that seem to have the most promise. \ 

3. Appraisal 
GLT will contract a phased appraisal ofthe_highest ranking parcels with willing 
landowners based on the meetings conducted in step tw~. The first phase of the appraisal 
will include a meeting with the appraiser after research has been conducted by the 
appraiser. The appraiser will report the expected high and low range of values for the 
value of the property. A full appraisal will be completed only if the initial range of values 
is acc~ptable to both the buyer and the seller. 

4. Matchilrng Funmis Partllller Outreach 
GLT will seek matching funds for projects that appear to be' a good fit for EVOS funding. 
This will include funding from sources including the Forest Legacy Program, USFWS 
National Coastal Wetlands Program, and private foundations. This process takes 6-18 
months but can yield significant funding,that may allow more acres to be purchased. 

5. Finnan Pmject CompKetfiollll 
GLTwill work closely with EVOS Trustee Council Staff, DNR, USFWS, ADNR, 
ADOL, and other partners to complete up to approximately $100 million in high priority 
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conservati~n projects with willing lando~ners in the Spill Area as part of this project. 
\ IJ < _ '1 ~ / '-
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Project Milestones: ' 
r 1 I I 

April15-Septembh 30, 2013: , ,- , , , \ - , , 
, Finish project, parcel id~ntificatiop. u~ing recently completed Kodiiik archipelago 

,conseryation prioritizati<;m . 

.,-une 1- August 30,,201~: :, ,'- , 
_ - I Initiate site ,assessments of 3-5 high ranking proj~cts. 

October l, 2013- ~arch 30, 2014,: , , 
' Develop ponservation prioritization of thy entire spill area. 
Continue landowner outreacli on Kodiak Archipelago.- , 
'C~mplete 2-3 appraisals of high-ranking projects on Kodi<!-k Arcliipelago. 
Initiate Kodiak Archipelago project negotiations. , , - , 

: ~ L J I 

- April1, 2014.:. January 31, 2015 , , ,, , ~ ,v , 
'Landowner outreach to landowners-ofhigh rankmg parcels in the, entire spill areil to 
determine,willing parties. '' , 
Complete due diligen'ce on 2-3 Kodiak Archipe1ag0

1

'projects. ,-
Submit Kodiak Arcl}ipelago project packages to EVOSTC for full funding. 

, Continue landowner outreach in the _entire spill area. I 

-Complete '1-2 appraisals of high ranking projects ir- the spill area outside of l(odiak. 
Initiat~ projeQt negotiations for projeets in the greater spill area. ,_ ' - --

' ' 

February 1,,2015- Jam!~ry ~1, 2016 , 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spill area proj~cts. , 
Submit additional spill area project packages to EVO_STC, for full ~ndiq,&. 

F~bruary 1,'2Q16 -,January 31,2017 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spi,ll 'area proj('(cts. 
~ubmit addi~ioQ.al spill ar~apro~ect packages to,EVOSTC, for full,fundip.g: 

, I 



Budget: 

Year3 Year4 
(FYlS) (FY16) 

Feb 1, 2015 -
Feb 1, 2016 -

Jan 31,2016 
Jan 31, 2017 

GLT Staff 3 staff, 30hr/wk for 40 weeks @ $180,000 $180,000 
$50/hour 

Travel Airfare from ANC to KOD (or $32,000 $32,000 
Prince William Sound, Alaska 
Peninsula, and other Spill area 
project locations) $1 ,200/trip/staff 
@ 5 trips for 2 staff= $4,800; 
travel within Travel via float plane 
@ $650/hr @ 25 hrs= $16,250; 
$3,750 food, lodging, rental car. 

Appraisal Appraisals @ $25,000 each $50,000 $50,000 

Phase I Phase I ESA reports @ $27,000 $27,000 
Environmental $7,000-$10,000 each 
Site 
Assessment 
Legal @ $370/ hr $14,800 $14,800 

Total ~ ~ $303,800 $303,800 ~" ~,. i),. .~ 

Anticipated Products/Outputs 
Anticipated outputs for this grant include the prioritization and acquisition of high priority fee 
title properties within the EVOS area. In addition, some projects may be conservation easements 
held by USFWS or ADNR. Specific goals below: 

Substantial progress toward completion of fee title property acquisition of30,000 acres 
within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of 5,000 acres of wetlands within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of up to 10 miles of coastline within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of up to 10 miles of anadromous streams within the EVOS area .. 

Project Monitoring and Evaluation 
GL Twill submit quarterly updates to USFWS, ADNR, ADOL, and EVOSTC on the status ofthe 
completion of project objectives. Upon completion of purchase of habitat with EVOSTC 
funding, a permanent conservation easement will be held by either ADNR or USFWS requiring 
annual monitoring of conservation values. 



Descrntption of Organnzation Ulll\dlertalldng dne Project 
GLT is Southcentral Alaska's regional land trust. It is an independent nonprofit land 
conservation organization founded by andfor Alaskans in 1995. Our service area include~ more 
than 50 percent of Alaska's total population and ranges from the Alaska Range in the North to 
Prince William Sound and Kodiak in the south. GL T is the only Alaska-based land trust 
working in Kodiak and is in an excellent position to work there because of our broad expertise. 
The other adjacent land trusts and national conservation organizations in Alaska were consulted 
prior to GLT's expansion to Kodiak and felt GLT was in the best position to work in this 
important area. GL T works in partnership with willing private and public landowners to 
permanently conserve special lands, signature landscapes, and waters essential to the quality of 
life and economic health of commumties in the region. We seek to protect the integrity of the 
natural ecosystems, wetlands and streams, access to recreational lands, and conserve lands 
important for towns and cities. 

GL T, an accredited land trust, has extensive experience with wildlife habitat and wetland 
conservation projects. Since 1995, GLT has completed 27land conservation projects totaling 
nearly 8,500 acres in southcentral Alaska, including over 40 miles of salmon streams. GLT has 
professional staff skilled at carrying out complex land transactions GLT has been natiOnally 
recognized for wetland conservation successes including the LTA Living Lands Publication, the 
Coastal America 2007 Partnership Award, the US DOI Cooperative Conservation Award 2008 
and was awarded the Outstanding Partner Award by the Region 7 Director ofUSFWS for 2011. 
In addition, GL T recently became the first land trust in Alaska and one of only 200 nationwide to 
achieve accreditation With the Land Trust Alliance Accreditation Commission. 

SUllstaillllalbmty 
Upon completion of purchase of habitat with EVOSTC funding, a permanent conservation 
easement will be held by either ADNR or USFWS. 
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Great Land Trust Service Area 
Municipality of Anchorage, Mat-Su Borough, and the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Affected Area 
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EVOSTC Great Land Trust Spill Area Ecosystem 
Habitat Conservation Project 
YEARS 3 (FY15) & 4 (FY16) 

Project Summary 
Great Land Trust (GLT) requests funding from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Habitat Acquisition Fund to continue work on 
up to five conservation projects that will implement habitat conservation 
actions to aid in the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and 
viability of those resources injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) 
and spill area ecosystems. GLT will carry out this work over a multi-year 
period. Beginning in 2013, the first year of the project, GL T focused on 
the Kodiak Afognak Archipelago area; the scope broadened to include all 
ofthe spill area in 2014, the second year ofthe project. Using a land 
conservation prioritization that GLT developed specifically for the Kodiak 
Afognak Archipelago, we identified multiple high ranking conservation 
projects and have begun due diligence and negotiations with landowners 
on six ofthe highest ranking projects. During Years 3 and 4, GLT will 
expand the land conservation prioritization to include the entire spill area 
and will continue due diligence and negotiations. 

GLT will work closely with EVOSTC, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and the Alaska Departments ofNatural Resources and 
Law in order to complete these projects. GL T will actively seek 
significant grant funding from other sources to compliment EVOS funding 
to carry out the top projects. Of the projects developed, we intend to 
complete or make substantial progress on at least two or three large-scale 
(greater than 1,000 acres) conservation projects with landowners in the 
entire spill area during years 3 and 4. 

Project Narrative 

Statement of Need 
This project seeks to contribute to the objectives of the EVOSTC to aid in 
the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and viability of the 
resources injured by the EVOS. This project will seek to acquire priority 
lands within the EVOS area and increase the capacity of the existing, 
established EVOS habitat program. 

This proposal will provide funding for Year 3 (FY 15) of a multi-year 
project. 

GL T has completed significant projects with a wide range of partners 
including the Municipality of Anchorage, the Mat-Su Borough, State of 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, State of Alaska Department of 
Natural Resources and State Parks, USFWS, Army Corps of Engineers, 

Working with willing landowners and other PQrtners to ronserve Southcentral Alaska's lands and waterways. Your L!rj_d· Your 71·ust. 



NOAA, Alaska Native Corporations, Ducks Unlimited, Pacific Coast Joint Venture and 
numerous private businesses and landowners. GL T has experience raising and managing 
significant public and private funding, having completed nearly $14 million in conservation 
projects over the last 36 months. GL T also has extensive experience with mitigation funding, 
having operated an In-lieu Fee program under a Memorandum of Understanding with the Army 
Corps of Engineers since 1998. As part of this program, GL T has completed 9 conservation 
projects and received hundreds of payments totaling over $12 million. Two recent projects are 
described below. 

The Campbell Creek Estuary Conservation Project: 
GLT succeeded in raising $7.5 million dollars to purchase and conserve Campbell Creek 
Estuary, the last undeveloped estuary of the original seven salmon streams in Anchorage. GLT 
worked with the Municipality of Anchorage and many other partners for three years to raise 
funds to purchase the 60-acre parcel and donate it to the Municipality as a new Natural Area; 
GLT retained a conservation easement. The Project conserved ~ mile of Campbell Creek's 
lower reaches including the Estuary and its critical tidal marsh habitat as well as 25 acres of 
coastal forest. This parcel also provides access to the Anchorage Coastal 
Wildlife Refuge. Project funding included dollars to clean up the property, develop a park plan, 
create a modest trailhead and gravel trails, as well as monitor and address the conservation needs 
ofthe property annually. 

Knik Islands Conservation Project: 
The Knik Islands Conservation Project was completed in the fall of 2011 as a partnership 
between GL T and Eklutna, Inc. The project permanently conserves nearly 4800 acres at the 
mouth of the Knik and Matanuska Rivers with a conservation easement. This land will remain 
under the ownership of Eklutna, Inc. and traditional uses such as hunting and fishing by 
Shareholders, and public access through permits, will continue. This property contains excellent 
habitat for all five species of salmon in Cook Inlet as well as many other wildlife species. In 
addition, the property provides a wildlife and recreational corridor between Palmer Hay Flats 
State Game Refuge and Chugach State Park. Scenic views of the property are well known by 
travelers crossing the Knik River Bridge on the Glenn Highway. This project was made possible 
through a collaborative effort with the Mat-Su Salmon Partnership, USFWS, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, NOAA Fisheries, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and CIRI. Funding for this 
conservation easement was made possible through resources set aside to offset habitat losses 
associated with the expansion of the Port of Anchorage. 

Update on Year 1 and 2 Project Accomplishments 

This FY2015 proposal will fund Year 3 of a multi-year project. During Year 1 GLT 
accomplished numerous tasks from our list of deliverables for the grant. Using data from the 
Kodiak prioritization completed early in 2013, GLT staff met numerous times with key 
landowners, both in Kodiak and here in Anchorage. Landowners included the Koniag Regional 
Native Corporation, Ouzinkie Native Corporation, Lesnoi Native Corporation, Natives of Kodiak 
Corporation, as well as the Kodiak Borough Mayor, Manager and staff from Mental Health Trust 
Land Office. In addition, GLT met multiple times with the realty staff at USFWS as well as 
Kodiak Refuge staff and numerous Fish and Game staff in Kodiak. GL T staff met with Kodiak 



Soil and Water Conservation District staff and staff at both Rep Austerman's and Sen. Steven's 
Offices. GLT met with Alaska State Parks staff several times and consulted with staff at NOAA 

1 and The Conservation Fund regarding conservation projects on Kodiak. In gathering data for the 
prioritization we consulted with additional staff including individuals from Kodiak Island 
Borough, Koncor, Pacific Coast Joint Venture, Audubon Alaska and the others mentioned above. 

During the grant period GL T made site visits to numerous properties and were accompanied by 
staff from Alaska State Parks and Alaska Department of Law in addition to representatives from 
the landowners on several visits. 

Potential projects that have emerged from the meetings and site visits include ownerships held by 
Ouzinkie Native Corporation on northern Afognak Island, the Triplets (also owned by Ouzinkie 
Native Corporation), Long Island and Termination Point (owned by Leisnoi, Inc), Sheratin Bay 
(owned by Mental Health Land Trust), Long Lagoon and Perenosa Bay parcels (owned by 
Koniag, Inc). Appraisals were ordered for Termination Point, Long Island and the Ouzinkie 
lands. 

Great Land Trust has also applied for and received $1,000,000 matching funding from USFWS 
for the Perenosa Bay parcels owned by Koniag, Inc. and is working with the Conservation Fund 
to coordinate the use of the mitigation funds available from the Kodiak airport expanswn. 

During Year 2, GL T staff traveled to Kodiak several times to meet with agency staff and key 
landowners to continue work on due diligence activities and negotiations for acquiring a number 
of parcels The project parcels focused on dunng this year were Termination Point, Long Island, 
Chiniak Coast, American and Olds Rivers (Leisnoi, Inc.), Northern Afognak Island and the 
Triplet Islands (Ouzinkie Native Corporation), and Perenosa Bay (Koniag Native Corporation). 
The Northern Afognak and Triplet Islands project has been approved by the EVOS Trustee 
Council, the AK State Legislature, and the Governor, and is moving forward. Due diligence iS 
nearly complete and a draft Purchase and Sale agreement has been completed. In addition, other 
potential projects have been assessed and negotiations continue with landowners, includmg 
ParamanofBay (Koniag, Inc), Sharatin Bay (Alaska Mental Health Trust) and Wide Bay 
(University of Alaska). GL T has also met with Chugach Alaska Corporation, Eyak Corporation 
and is scheduling meetings with CIRI and BBNC. s-

During this project penod GLT continued meetings with EVOS staff, Federal agency realty 
officmls including USFWS, NPS, and USPS and State agency officials and continued data 
collection and methodology development for a spill-wide area prioritizatwn. Biologists, land 
managers, and agency partners were contacted to contribute data to the prioritization effort. 
Several meetings were held With stakeholders to provide comments on the draft priontization 
maps for the entire spill area. In addition landowners and regwnal and local government 
officials were contacted to obtain land status informatwn for both surface and subsurface for the 
entire spill area. Maps of the prioritization and land status are attached. 



Project Goals and Objectives 
GLT seeks to continue to permanently conserve important habitat in the EVOS-affected area 
with the acquisition of fee title properties of high conservation value. GL T will continue to 
implement a multi-year project by expanding the Kodiak Archipelago conservation prioritization 
to include the entire spill area. GL T will continue negotiations and due diligence for high 
priority projects identified in the Kodiak Prioritization and will contact landowners of parcels 
with high ranking conservation value in the entire spill area to determine their interest in habitat 
conservation. During the period of performance for this grant, GLT will develop up to 5 large 
acquisition projects within the EVOS area. GLT will contract a phased appraisal (described 
below) of the highest ranking parcels with willing landowners. GLT will seek matching funds 
for projects appropriate for EVOS funding, and working closely with partners, will complete or 
make substantial progress on at least 2-3 large scale conservation projects within the grant 
period. 

Project Activities, Methods and Timetable 

Funding Compliance 
GL T intends to adhere to the following conditions regarding project methodology. The 
following conditions are from Resolution 13-03 of the EVOSTC: 

a. The funds are to be used by GLT, as described in the Proposal, to facilitate the 
acquisition of lands and interests in lands (e.g., fee title, conservation easements, 
mineral rights, timber rights) important to the conservation and protection of marine 
and coastal resources, ecosystems, and habitats in order to aid in the overall recovery 
of, and to enhance the long-term health and viability of, those resources injured by the 
Exxon Valdez oil spill and the spill-area ecosystems; 

b. GL T shall pursue parcels only from willing sellers and the sellers shall complete the 
relevant Council nomination form; 

c. GL T shall pursue protection, including identification, appraisal, commitments and 
approvals, of any specific parcel only after consu ltation and agreement by the entities 
that would own or manage the interests in the parcel and with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Alaska Department ofNatural Resources (ADNR), and 
the Alaska Department of Law (ADOL); 

d. GL T shall ensure that any entity which would own or manage the interests in the 
parcel, as well as USFWS, ADNR, and ADOL, shall review and approve all 
conveyance documents and required actions, such as determining the required 
appraisal instructions, environmental reviews and site visits; 

e. GL T shall submit quarterly updates to ADNR, ADOL and the EVOSTC Executive 
Director in addition to the semi-annual reports it submits to the USFWS, as per the 
USFWS reporting schedule, and shall ensure the reports convey the information 
needed by USFWS, ADNR, ADOL and EVOSTC. 

f. GLT shall acquire parcels only after unanimous approval ofthe Council; the approval 
process shall include reasonable and adequate public notice about the proposed 
acquisition and an opportunity for public comment. 
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Great LaJrndl Tnnst proposes to carry out tlhle project objectives iJrn tlhle EVOS area tlhlmuglhl a 
multi-step process: 

1. Project lidleJrntllficatioJrn 

2. 

GL T will use a recently completed conservation priontization for the entire spill area to 
identify habitat with the highest conservation value (see Prioritization maps). GLT will 
utilize these maps for the entire spill area to identify habitat with the highest conservation 
value. These prioritizations incorporate the latest information on land ownership 
including all proj~cts previously completed with EVOS funding. All unprotected private 
lands, in addition to State lands owned by Mental Health Trust, are ranked for their 
conservation value. The prioritization includes current bird distnbutwn data for all 
special status species as well as subwatershed rankings for anadromous fish diversity 
throughout the spill area. GLT will continue to obtain feedback on the prioritizations 
from EVOS Trustees, staff, USFWS, ADFG, ADNR, ADOL, and other key landowners 
and government officials. 

LaJrndlowJrner Co1rntact 
GLT will contact the landowners of high-ranking parcels to determine their willingness to 
sell fee simple or a conservation easement. This will also include discussions with the 
landowners regarding acreage and parcel configuration, ,timelines, and due diligence. 
GLT ~ill meet frequently with agency and EVOSTC staff during this phase of the proJect 
to get feedback on the projects that seem to have the most promise. 

3. Appraisall 
GLT will contract a phased appraisal of the highest ranking parcels with willing 
landowners based on the meetings conducted in step two. The first phase of the appraisal 
will include a meeting with the appraiser after research has been conducted by the 
appraiser. The appraiser will report the expected high and low range of values for the 
value ofthe property. A full appraisal will be completed only ifthe initial range ofvalues 
is acceptable to both the buyer and the seller. 

4. Matching FuJrndls .IP'artJrneJr Outreach 
GLT will seek matching funds for projects that appear to be a good fit for EVOS funding. 
This will include funding from sources including the Forest Legacy'Program, USFWS 
National Coastal Wetlands Program, and private foundations. This process takes 6-18 
months but can yield significant funding that may allow more acres to be purchased. 

5. FhnaU Project Completiollll 
GLT will work closely with EVOS Trustee Council Staff, DNR, USFWS, ADNR, 
ADOL, and other partners to complete up to approximately $100 milhon in high priority 
conservation projects with willing landowners in the Spill Area as part of this project. 



Project Milestones: 

Apri115-September 30, 2013: 
Finish project parcel identification using recently completed Kodiak archipelago 
conservation prioritization. 

June 1- August 30, 2013: 
Initiate site assessments of 3-5 high ranking projects. 

October 1, 2013- March 30, 2014: 
Develop conservation prioritization of the entire spill area. 
Continue landowner outreach on Kodiak Archipelago. 
Complete 2-3 appraisals of high-ranking projects on Kodiak Archipelago. 
Initiate Kodiak Archipelago project negotiations. 

April 1, 2014- January 31, 2015 
Landowner outreach to landowners of high ranking parcels in the entire spill area to 
determine willing parties. 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 Kodiak Arch ipelago projects. 
Submit Kodiak Archipelago project packages to EVOSTC for full funding. 
Continue landowner outreach in the entire spill area. 
Complete 1-2 appraisals of high ranking projects in the spill area outside of Kodiak. 
Initiate project negotiations for projects in the greater spill area. 

February 1, 2015- January 31, 2016 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spill area projects. 
Submit additional spill area project packages to EVOSTC for full funding. 

February 1, 2016- January 31,2017 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spill area projects. 
Submit additional spill area project packages to EVOSTC for full funding. 



Budget: 

Year3 Year4 
(FY15} (FY16} 

Feb 1, 2015 -
Feb l , 2016 -

Jan 31. 2016 
Jan 31, 2017 

GLT Staff 3 staff, 30hr/wk for 40 weeks @ $180,000 $180,000 
$50/hour 

Travel Airfare from ANC to KOD (or $32,000 $32,000 
Prince William Sound, Alaska 
Peninsula, and other Spill area 
project locations) $1 ,200/trip/staff 
@ 5 trips for 2 staff = $4,800; 
travel within Travel via float plane 
@ $650/hr @ 25 hrs= $I6,250; 
$3,750 food, lodging, rental car. 

Appraisal Appraisals @ $25,000 each $50,000 $50,000 

Phase I Phase I ESA reports @ $27,000 $27,000 
Environmental $7,000- $10,000 each 
Site 
Assessment 
Legal @ $370/ hr $I4,800 $14,800 

Total ..... 
l."t:-. :;r.,~ c~';., . . .. . -

~ ~ ~,., ~ ... ~. ~~::~-:: ~~ .. t $303,800 $303,800 

Anticipated Products/Outputs 
Anticipated outputs for this grant include the prioritization and acquisition of high priority fee 
title properties within the EVOS area. In addition, some projects may be conservation easements 
held by USFWS or ADNR. Specific goals below: 

Substantial progress toward completion of fee title property acquisition of 30,000 
acres within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of5,000 acres ofwetlands within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of up to I 0 miles of coastline within the EVOS area. 
Permanent protection of up to I 0 miles of anadromous streams within the EVOS area. 

Project Monitoring and Evaluation 
GLT will submit quarterly updates to USFWS, ADNR, ADOL, and EVOSTC on the status ofthe 
completion of project objectives. Upon completion of purchase of habitat with EVOSTC 
funding, a permanent conservation easement will be held by either ADNR or USFWS requiring 
annual monitoring of conservation values. 



Description of Organization Undertaking the Project 
GLT is Southcentral Alaska' s regional land trust. It is an independent nonprofit land 
conservation organization founded by and for Alaskans in 1995 . Our service area includes more 
than 50 percent of Alaska ' s total population and ranges from the Alaska Range in the North to 
Prince William Sound and Kodiak in the south. GL T is the only Alaska-based land trust 
working in Kodiak and is in an excellent position to work there because of our broad expertise. 
The other adjacent land trusts and national conservation organizations in Alaska were consulted 
prior to GL T's expansion to Kodiak and felt GLT was in the best position to work in this 
important area. GL T works in partnership with willing private and public landowners to 
permanently conserve special lands, signature landscapes, and waters essential to the quality of 
life and economic health of communities in the region. We seek to protect the integrity of the 
natural ecosystems, wetlands and streams, access to recreational lands, and conserve lands 
important for towns and cities. 

GL T, an accredited land trust, has extensive experience with wildlife habitat and wetland 
conservation projects. Since 1995, GL T has completed 27 land conservation projects totaling 
nearly 8500 acres in Southcentral Alaska, including over 40 miles of salmon streams. GL T has 
professional staff skilled at carrying out complex land transactions. GLT has been nationally 
recognized for wetland conservation successes including the L T A Living Lands Publication, the 
Coastal America 2007 Partnership Award, the US DOl Cooperative Conservation Award 2008 
and was awarded the Outstanding Partner A ward by the Region 7 Director of USFWS for 2011. 
In addition, GL T recently became the first land trust in Alaska and one of only 200 nationwide to 
achieve accreditation with the Land Trust Alliance Accreditation Commission. 

Sustainability 
Upon completion of purchase of habitat with EVOSTC funding, a permanent conservation 
easement will be held by either ADNR or USFWS. 

Map of Project Area 
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL 
INVESTMENT POLICIES 

(Adopted November~ 2014) 

4.9.14 DRAFF 

1. Joint Trust Funds. In 1991 , the State of Alaska and the United States received approximately 
$900,000,000 in joint trust funds, as settlement of natural resource damage claims stemming from 
the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS). The Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree 
(MOA) entered into by the State of Alaska and the United States in Civil Action No. A91-081, 
governs the use of the natural resource damages, paid by Exxon. The State and Federal 
Governments act as co-trustees in the collection and joint use of all natural resource damage 
recoveries for the benefit of natural resources injured, lost or destroyed as a result ofEVOS. The 
terms of the settlement are contained in the Agreements and Consent Decrees entered into by the 
State of Alaska and Exxon Corporation in Civil Action No. A91-083, and United States of 
America and Exxon Corporation in Civil Action No. A91-082. The United States Congress in 
Public Law (PL) 102-229 recognized the MOA and Consent Decree. Alaska State Legislature 
recognized the MOA and Consent Decree in AS 37.14.400. The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee 
Council (Council) has the responsibility for the general management of these joint trust funds. 

2. Investment Fund Initially, the joint trust funds were invested in the Court Registry (CRIS). 
However, in 1999 Congress enacted PL 106-113. Attached. This law allowed the joint trust funds 
to be deposited in the United States Department of the Interior's Natural Resource Damage 
Assessment and Restoration Fund and/or accounts outside the United States Treasury. The law 
requires that the funds are invested only in income-producing obligations and other instruments or 
securities that have been determined unanimously by the Council to have a high degree of 
reliability and security. In addition, the law requires the funds to be managed and allocated 
consistent with the Resolution adopted by the Council on March 1, 1999 establishing a Restoration 
Reserve. Attached. Under the terms of PL 106-113 and after an extensive review process by a 
group of Alaskan and national investment experts, the Council chose the Alaska Department of 
Revenue, Division of Treasury (ADOR) to manage and invest the funds on behalf of the Council. 
The joint trust funds are invested in the ADOR EVOS Investment Fund (Fund). As specified in 
the March 1, 1999 Council Resolution concerning the Restoration Reserve, the Fund is divided 
into three sub-accounts: Research, Habitat and Koniag. 

3. Council Responsibilities. The statutory responsibility of the Council is to invest Fund monies in 
income-producing obligations and other instruments or securities that have a high degree of 
reliability and security. Although it is a matter of debate whether the Fund is a true trust or simply 
a misnomer for public money restricted to a particular use, the statutory responsibilities of the 
Council in the management of the Fund may be considered through analogy to some aspects of the 
Restatement (Third) of Trusts. When investing trust property, the trustee has a duty to conform to 
the terms of the trust, and to conform to applicable law in the absence of provisions in the trust. In 
the absence of contrary law or trust provisions it imposes the standard of the "prudent investor" 
which 

" ... requires the exercise of reasonable care, skill, and caution, and is to be applied to 
investments not in isolation but in the context of the trust portfolio and as a part of an overall 
investment strategy, which should incorporate risk and return objectives reasonably suitable to the 
trust. " Restatement (Third) of Trusts, §277 
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To support the Counctl's duties, the purpose of tills pohcy is to provtde general gwdelmes for the 
proper management of the Council's mvestment dec1s10ns. The Councll shall establtsh policy, set 
directwn, and provide oversight and stewardship for the prudent investment and management of 
the Fund. In domg so, the Council wlll follow a procedurally prudent process when mvesting the 
Fund assets; prepare wrttten investrn:ent policies; choose an appropriate asset allocation strategy 
with regard to the appropriate and mtended use of the Fund, control mvestment expenses, monitor 
the actiVIties of all investment managers and mvestment consultants, and avoid conflicts of mterest 
and use "prudent experts" to make mvestment decisions 

3 Standard of Prudence. The standard of the "prudent mvestor" has been mterpreted as approvmg a 
portfolio theory of mvestments' but does not impose a duty to maximize income. Indeed, the 
standard for typical trusts giVes pnmary emphasis to preservatiOn of the trust estate, while 
receiving a reasonable amount of mconie without taking undue risks Only where all else Is equal 
should the trustee choose the mvestment that produces the greater return. With regard to the Fund, 
which does not reqmre preservation of the Fund, the trust must be mvested m such a way that the 
purpose of the trust IS served. It IS therefore imperative that mvestment pohcies and asset 
allocatiOn strategies adopted by the Council reflect the underlying purposes and intent of the Fund 

Prudence 1s based on the conduct ofthe Council in managing the assets, and IS evaluated by the 
process through which nsk is managed, assets are allocated, custodians and managers are chosen, 
and results are supervised and momtored. A standard of prudence places the emphasis on 
responstbihtles related to the mvestment portfolio and 1ts purpose, rather than on investment 
performance The Council is not an mvestment martager or mvestment spectahst and is not 
responsible for the ultimate mvestment results Although it Is not possible to guarantee investment 
success, followmg the process outlined herem will significantly improve the odds of structilring an 
mvestment portfoho which will stand up to public scrutmy and will serve the Fund's purposes. 

4 Indemnification. State law, found at AS 37 10 071( e), provides that the State shall mdemnify 
fiduciaries or an officer or employee of the State agamst habihty, under AS 37.10 071(d), for 
breach of a statutory duty in exercismg mvestment, custodial, or deposttory powers or duties to the 
extent that the alleged act or omissiOn was performed in good faith and was prudent under the 
applicable standard of prudence However, actions which do not fall withln the area of good faith 
and prudent practices are not statutonly entitled to mdemnificatwn IndemnificatiOn language 
consistent With AS 37.10.071(e), as well as the desire of State trustees to hold retained mvestment 
managers and other retamed fiduc1anes to high standards, are included m contract language with 
such retamed consultants. 

5. Trustee Council Activities. In estabhshmg policy, settmg dtrectwn and providing oversight and 
stewardshlp for the prudent investment and management of the Fund, the Council will adopt an 
appropnate asset allocatiOn strategy; maintain one or more consultants, bank custodians, external 
mvestriJ.ent managers, and legal counsel who may mclude the Alaska Department of Law and the 
United States Department of Justice, control mvestment and admimstrat1ve expenses and incur 
only those costs that are'reasonable m amount and appropriate to the mvestment responsibilities of 
the co-trusteeshlp, make financtal and mvestment pohctes and performance available to the pubhc; 
avmd conflicts of mterest, and conform to the fundamental fiduciary duttes of loyalty and 
1m partiality. 

6. Executive Director/Council Staff Activities. The Executive Director of the Counctl shall engage 
experts and contract for mvestment services, as the Council deems appropnate Tills may mvolve 
entenng into 'reimbursable services agreements' With State and/or Federal agencies (e g, the 
Alaska Department ofRevenue and/or the United States Department of the Intenor) for personnel 
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services costs and as~socmted contractual costs In additiOn, to support the Council's management 
of the Fund, the Executive Director/Council staff will: make recommendations concemmg 
policies, investment strategies, and procedures m consultatiOn With the Investment Workmg Group 
(IWG, see below), advise the Council regardmg the selectiOn of custodians, an mvestment 
consultant, and mvestment managers m consultation with the IWG, account for and report on the 
mvestment activity of all funds under the investment responsibility of the Council; and advise the 
Council on the evaluatiOn of investment policies and performance of the portfolios m consultatiOn 
With the IWG. . 

7 Investment Working Group Membership. The Council has broad authonty to engage experts and 
to delegate Its mvestment responsibilities, as it deems appropnate The Council, when formulating 
mvestment policies, Will review the recommendatiOns from the Executive Director. The Executive 
Director will consult with the IWG and such other consultants as the Council may retain from time 
to time The IWG consists of one state and one federal Council member or designee, as determmed 
by the Counctl, and appropriate state and federal officials and at least two mvestment experts, who 
are selected by the Executive Director At least two members ofthe IWG must have expenence 
and expertise m financial management and the management of mstitutiOnal investinent portfolios. 

8 Investment Working Group Activities. The IWG tnay engage in a variety of actlVlties to serve 
the Executive Director and Councll, mcludmg. reviewing investinent pohctes, strategies and 
procedures, making recommendations to the Executive Director concemmg policies, mvestment 
strategies and procedures; providmg advice as requested by the Executive Director, which may 
mclude the selectiOn of custodians, an mvestment consultant, and mvestment managers, bnefthe 
Council at the Executive Director's request and/or at the request of a member of the IWG, act as 
"prudent expert" on behalf of the Executive Director, develop and recommend mvestment policies 
and strategies to the Executive Director, develop and recommend mternal control systems and 
procedures to the Executive Director to ensure all mvestment assets are safeguarded; recommend 
~to the Executive Director informatmn systems adequate to fulfill the accounting, momtoring, 
mvestmg, cash management and other Information needs of the Council; and advise the Executive 
Director on the evaluatiOn of investinent policies and performance of the portfolios 

9 Investment Consultants. The Council selects mvestment consultants to provide advice on specific 
investment classes, mcludmg debt and eqmty secunties, alternative mvestments, and other areas 
where focused attention IS needed Investinent consultants do not accept discretiOnary dectsion­
makmg authonty on behalf of Council Investment consultants function m a research, evaluation, 
educatiOn and due dthgence capacity for Council and are fi(.fucianly responsible for the quality of 
the service delivered. Their activrtres may mclude. recommendmg strategic procedures and 
processes, Identdymg problems, Issues and opportumties and makmg recommendations, upon the 
request of the Council, prepanng an asset allocatiOn study together with alternatives, assistmg with 
manager structure, selectiOn, monitormg and evaluation, If the manager IS a third-party, 
momtoring and evaluatmg the overall performance of the portfolio, carrymg out special proJects at 
the request of Council, and providmg contmumg educatiOn to the Counctl and staff, as appropnate 

10 Investment Managers. The Council selects mvestinent managers to carry out the "prudent expert" 
role of the Council; to develop a portfolio strategy withm the spectfic mandate and asset size 
determmed by the Council, to manage, purchase and sell assets for the portfoho, and to act as a 
fiduciary for assets under tts management 

11 Delegation of Authority. The Council, through the appropnate state and/or federal agencies, may 
contract for mvestlnent, custodial or depository services on a discretionary or non-dtscretwnary 
basis to the State and Federal governments and their employees, or to independent investinent 
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management firms, banks, financial mstitutions or trust companies by designation through 
appointments, co~tracts or letters of authonty. 

12 Code of Ethics and Conflicts of Interest The State trustees and employees of the Trustee Council 
Office are subject to the Alaska Executive Branch Ethics Act (AS 39.52) In general, the State law 
provides that htgh moral and ethtcal standards are essentml for the conduct of free government and 
that a Code of Ethics for the guidance of pubhc officers will discourage those officers from actmg 
upon personal or financml interests m the performance of their pubhc responsibilities, and wlll 
improve standards for pubhc service and promote and strengthen,faith and confidence in public 
officers 

The State Code of Ethics provides that any effort to benefit a personal or financial interest through 
official action iS a violation. The Code details specific prohibitions pertainmg to the abuse of 
official position, acceptance of gifts, improper use of disclosure of mformatlon and improper 
mfluence. By law, the State trustees are subject to conflict of interest disclosure requirements of 
AS 39.50 which mcludes the delivery of annual reports on financial and business interests to the 
Alaska Pubhc Officers Commission. ' ' 

, All federal government employees are subject to the standards of condust provided by the Ethics 
m Government,Act of 1978, Public Law 95-521, as amended, including the Ethics Reform Actwn 
of 1989, Public Law 101-194. The statutory prohibitions are found in Title 18 of the United States 
Code, Sections 201 through 209, which include representational activities, conflict of interest, and 
dual compensatwn Standards of conduct for all government employees are also delmeated by 
Executive Order 12674, as amended by Executive Order 12731. The federal standards of conduct 
are further delineated in the regulatwns of the Federal Register, and mclude acceptance of gtfts 
from outside sources, gifts between employees, gifts from foreign S()urces; acceptance of travel 
and related expenses; outside work, honorarta, outside activities, pohtlcal activity; lobbymg, 
procurement; misuse of government time, equipment, and mformation, nepotism; negotiating for 
non-federal employment; post employment; disclosure of financial interests; and penalties. The 
Depariplent of the Intenor, Commerce and Agriculture have additional ethics standards and 
reqmrements for all of their employees, mcludmg rumual trammg and financtal disclosure 
statements for specific persons, which mclude members pf the Trustee Council 

13. General Investment Objective The general mvestrnent objective for the Fund is to equal or 
exceed target returns over time whtle hmitmg total nsk to that which iS appropnate to the 
mvestment goals and time honzon 

14. Individual Account Objectives. The objectives of the mdividual, accounts may shift with 
unammous Council actwn Such action would supersede these policies and reqmre their update 
As of the date of the adoption of this policy, the account objectives for the Fund's sub-accounts are 
as follows· 

a. Research Sub-Account" As forecast m the rumually-updated Trustee Council Long Term 
Spendmg Scenario, liquidity and future income to support administrative expenses, projects 
and long-term programs The expenditures in this area as noted in the Scenario, if continued to 
be supported by the Councll, are somewhat predictable over the future term and thus there iS 
advance,notice of the general amount of liquidity required for funding released on an annual 
cycle in approximately mid-S~ptember and a potential mvestment honzon endmg in 2032. 

b Habitat Sub-Account· mcome for on-going habitat restoration purposes, including the 
acquisition of lands or conservation easements Future land purchases are subject to ongomg 
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negotiations and the timeline of their corresponding investments cannot be determined until 
such negotiations are concluded. There is typically at least a six-month period of notice of a 
need for liquidity and may occur at any time during the year. The investment horizon for these 
funds will likely not exceed 2032. 

c. Koniag Sub Account: The Council and Koniag, Inc. have entered into a long term agreement 
allowing for pre determined annual payments to Koniag in October and the potential sale of 
certain properties to the Council in October of any )'ear from 2012 2022 for the balance in 
this sub account. The Council is currently inYesting these funds with the objectiYe of 
achieving a real, after inflation return of 5%. Th1:1s, this accm-mt req1:1ires that a known amoliflt 
be liq1:1idated in October of each year thro1:1gh 2022 so long as Koniag opts not to eJtercise its 
option to sell. 

15. Annual Asset Allocation by CounciL The Council recogni:zes that strategic asset allocation is the 
single most important policy decision affecting portfolio return and risk. At least annually, the 
Council will evaluate its current strategic asset allocation policies. The current policies will be 
compared with potential alternative policies on a consistent basis. This evaluation may include 
recommendations by the Executive Director based upon the IWG, comparisons with alternative 
policies; the status of the Fund; actual historic and future expected performance, risk and return; 
time horizons, and Council funding priorities. 

The specific status of the Joint Trust Fund, including funding status, earnings assumptions, 
liquidity requirements, and expected growth may be considered. The Council's investment 
consultant may use a "mean variance" optimization approach to evaluate the current and 
alternative policies. The specific inputs to the modeling process may be defined and contrasted 
with actual historic results. The implications for expected return and risk may be considered over 
multiple time horizons. The development of optimi:zed asset allocations may include estimates of 
risk (standard deviation of returns for each asset class), the modeled return for each asset class, and 
the correlations of each asset class with other asset classes. The strategic analysis may include 
those asset classes for which the Council believes reasonable inputs are available. Asset subsets 
where meaningful historic data are not available may not be considered as a part of the strategic 
asset allocation analysis. Such subsets or categories, however, may be included as part of an 
appropriate broad asset category. 

16. Review of Investment Manager Performance. The Council may review its investment 
management, in consultation with the Executive Director, IWG, Council staff, and investment 
consultants. If the Council determines a new investment manager is necessary, a rigorous, 
objective due diligence process will be utilized in the selection of any investment managers 
retained by the Council. Such review may include an analysis by an investment consultant of the 
Council 's choosing and recommendations by the Executive Director and IWG. 

17. Securities Lending. The Council may enter into a securities lending arrangement with an agent(s) 
when the Council concludes that such an arrangement would benefit the Fund. Securities lending 
services may be provided by the Council 's bank custodian or an independent service provider. 
Securities lending programs result in the agent undertaking a direct or indirect asset management 
function. The Council will use the same skill and due diligence in the evaluation and selection of 
such agent(s) as utili:zed in the selection of money managers. 

18. Rebalancing Guidelines. The Council may periodically instruct staff to shift and/or limit staffs 
authority to shift assets within asset classes and/or among asset classes. Unless restricted by 
Council action, the Executive Director or an appropriate designee shall have discretion to move 
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assets among investment managers and asset categones provided that the actual asset allocation is 
withm the vanab1hty bands of the Council's strategic asset allocation policy. 

Attachments 
Pub he Law 106-113 
ResolutiOn 99-03-01 Regardmg Restoration Reserve and Long-Term RestoratiOn Needs 
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App. C~, Section 350, Public Law No. 106-113 

Sec., ~50. Investment of Exxon Valdez Oil Sp~ll Court Recovery~ High Yield Investments and m 
Marine Research. (I} Nonyithstanding any other provision ~flaw 8J1.d subject to the provisions of 

'- paragraphs ( 5) and (7), upon th,e joint motion of the, United States and the State of Alaska ~d the 
~ 1 

issuance of an appropn~te order by the_United States District Court for' the District of Alaska, the 

i~int trust funds, or any portion there9f, including any interest accrued ther~on, previously 

received or to be received by the United,States and the Stat~ of Alaska pursuant to the Agreement 
( ' ~ ' l ~ ' ' 

and <::;onsent Decree issued in United States v. Exxon Corporation, et al. (No. A91-082 CIV) and 
' . 

State of Alaska v. EJQCon Corppration, et al. (No. A91-083 CIV) (hereafter referred to as the 
' '-

"Consent Decree"), may be deposited in-- (A)' the Natural Resource Damage Assessment and, 
' ' ' 

, I 

Restoration Fund (hereafter referred to as the ''Fund") established in utle I of the Department of 

the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1992' (Public Law 102-154; 43 U.S.C. 
- . 

14 7 4b ); (B) accounts ·outside, the, United States Treasury (Aereafter referred to as '' outsid~ 

accounts"); or (C) both. Any funds deposited in an outside account may be invested' only in 
' ' - \ 

income-producing ~bligations and oth~' instruments or securities that ~ve b~n determi~ed 
unanimously by the Federal and State natural resource trustees for the Exxon Yaldez oil spill 

' ' ' 

("~stees") to have a higp degree of reliability and security. (2) Joint trust funds deposited in the 

Fund or ~ outside account:~hat have been approved u.nan4nously by the Trustees for expenditure 

by or through a.State or Federal agency shall be u;ansferred promptly from, the· Fund or the 
' ' 

outside account to the State of Alaska or United States upon the joint request of the governments. · 

(3) The transfer of joint trust funds outside the Court Registry shall not affect the supervisory 

jurisdiction of the district court under the Consent D!!cre~ or the Memorandum of Agreement ~d 

Consent Decree in United States v. State of Alaska (No A91.,.081-CIV) over all expenditures of 

the joint trust funds. (4} Nothing herein shall affect the requirement of section 207 of the dire 

emergency supplem~ntal appropriations and transfers for relief from the effects of natural 
. ' ' 

di~asters, for other urgent needs, and for the incremental cost of''Operation Desert Shield/Desert 

Storm" Act of 1992 (Pub~ic La;v 104-229; 42 U.S:C. 1474b no,te) that amounts received by the 

United States and designated by the trustees for the expenditure by or through a Federal agency 

, must be deposited in~o the Fund. (5) All remainj.ng settlement funds are eligible for the. 

investment authority granted under this section so long as they are managed and allocated 

consistent with the Resolution of the Trustees adoptt:d March 1, 1999, concerning the 

' 
'' 



(-

> '< 

Restoration Reserve, as follows: (A) $55 million of the funds remaining on October 1, 2002, and 

the associated earnings thereafter shall be inanaged and allocated for habitat protection programs 

including small parcel habitat acquisitions. Such sums shall be reduced by-- (i) the amount of any 
I 

I payments made after the. date of enactment of this Act from the Joint.Trust Funds pursuant to an 

agreement between-the Trustee Council and Koniag, Inc., which·includes those lands which are 

presently ~ubject to the KoniagNon-Development Easement, including, but not limited to, the_ 

continu~tion or modification of such Easement; and (ii) payments in e~cess of $6.32 million for 

any habitat acquisition or _protection from the joint trust funds aft~r the date of enactment of this 

Act and prior. to October 1, 2002, other than payD,lents for_ which the Council is currently 
, 1 r _ 

obligated through purchase agreements with the Kodiak Island Borough, Afognak Joint Venture 

. and the Eyak Corporatio~. (B) All other.funds'remaining on October 1, 2002, arid. the associated: 

earnings shall be used to fund a program, consisting of-- (i) marine research, including applied 
. ( - -

fisheries research; (ii) monitoring; and (iii) restoration, other than habitat acquisition, which may 

include community and economic restoration projects and facilities (including projects proposed 
(~ 1 I ' 

by the communities of the EVOS Region or the fishing industry), consistent _with the Consent 

Decree. (6) The gederal trustees and the State trustees, to the extent authorized by State law,, ar~ 
' -'I ' 

authorized to issue grants·as needed to implement this program. (7) The authority provided in 

this section shall expire on September 30, 2002, unless by September 30,.2001, the Trustees have 
- - . 

submitt~d to the Congress a report recommending a structure the Trustees believe would be most 
' I 

effective and appropriate for the administration and expenditure of re~aining funds and interest 
J ' 

received.· Upon the expiration of the a1:1thorities granted in this section all monies iri the Fund or 

ou~side accounts shall be returned to the Court Registry o:r qther-account permitted by law. 
- . 

[[Page 113 STAT. 1501A-207,.208]] 
- \ 



I 

RESOLUTION 
of the 

I ' 

'I 

Exxon Valdez Oil Sp1ll Trustee Council 
concer~ing t~e , 

Restoration Reserve and Long-term Restoration Nee1ds 

I 
) 

WHEREAS, m ,November;!_ 994, following an extens1ve public process, the Exxon Valdez 
011 Spill Trustee Council ("Trustee Co~:~nc1l") adopted the Restoration Plan to guide, a 
compreher:1s1ve and balanced program to r~store resources and s~rv1ces 1njur13d by the 
011 spill, / 

' WHEREAS, s1nce that t1me the Trustee Gounc11 has used the Restoration Plan to g!Jide 
development of the annl,lal work plans as well as the acqu1s1tion and prqtectiOJl of large 
and small habit~t parcels Important to the long-term recovery of inJured resources and 
serv1ces, 

I 

WHEREAS, the Restoration Plan 1dent1f1ed a senes of large parcel purchases and the 
Truste~ Council has been successful llil obta~nmg habitat protection agreements w1th 
willing-seller landowners to provide protect1on for approximately 635,000 acres, ' 

, I ' 

WHEREAS, the Restoratton Plan recogmzed that complete recovery fr:om the 011 spill 
would not occur f9r decades and that through long-term observation and, as needed, 
restorat1on act1qns, InJured resources and serv1ces could be fully r~stored, , 

' I 

WHEREAS, the Restoration Plan spec1f1cally recogmzed establishment of the 
Restoration Reserve to prov1de a secure source of fund1ng for restoration 1nto the future 
beyond the last annual payment from the ExXon Corporation, , 

WHEREAS, the Trustee Council has sponsored an extens1ve public Involvement 
, process to provide opportumty for 'comment on possible future uses of the Restoration 
Reserve 1n~IL1dmg public meetings 1r commumties throughout the sp1ll1mpact reg1on and 
also 1n Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau; , 

' ' 
WHEREAS, a large volume of public comment regarding the Restoration Reserve has , 
been sollc1ted and rece1ved urg1pg a w19e range of uses for rema1n1ng set,tlement funds ,­
Including a strong-showing of support for add1t1onal hab1tat p'rotect1oh efforts as well as 
research and other restoration ~fforts, , 

WHEREAS, numerous Native tnbaf members and other community residents from the 
sp1ll area have Indicated a strong Interest In continued support for commumty-based 
efforts consistentwith those that have been previously funded by the Trustee Council 
such as subsistence restoration, Tr~ditional Ecological Knowledge, youth area watch, 

, cooperat1ve management, and local stewardship efforts, 

WHEREAS, the Public f.dvlsory Group (PAG) has rev1ewed and discussed long-term 
restoration needs and use of ~he Restorat1on Reserve at considerabl\3 length and the 
v1ews of the PAG members have been communicated to the Trustee Council, 

) 



WHEREAS, upon consideration of the restoration mission as prov1ded by the settlement 
_ and the Restoration Plan, past restoration program efforts and ac'comphshments, public 
comments received 15y the Trustee Council, the VIews of the Public AdVISOry Group 
members, and the most Curren~ Information regarding the status of recovery of the 
resources and serv1ces InJured by the 011 spill, the Trustee Council has 1dent1f1ed 
su~stant1al an~ cont1nu1ng long-term r~storat1on needs, 

WHEREAS, full recovery of many InJured resources and services IS not yet complete and 
long-term restoration, conservation and Improved management of these resources and · 
services Will require a substantial on-go1ng Investment to Improve our understanding of 
the biology and manne and coastal ecosystems that support the resources as well as 
the people of the sp1ll reg1on, 

WHEREAS, prudent use of the natural resources of the sp1ll area without unduly 
1mpad1ng the1r recovery requires increased knowledg'e of cnt1cal ecological 1nformat1on 
about th'e northern Gulf of Alaska that can ohly be provided through a long-term , 
research and momtonng program, ' 

WHEREAS, together w1th scientific research and momtonng, a continuing commitment 
to habitat protection c:md general restoration actions, where appropn~te, w1ll help ensure 
the full recovery of inJur:ed resources and services,· ' 

WHEREAS, consistent With the Restoration Plan, restoration needs 1dentlf1ed by the 
Trustee Council requ1re a long-term comprehensive and balanced approach that 

' \ 

' Includes a c_o'mplementary commitment-to scientific research and momtoring, applied 
sc1ence to Infor'm and Improve tl;le management of InJured r~so,urces and ser\t1ces, 
continued general restoration aCtivities where appropnate, support for community-based 
efforts to 'restore and enhance InJured resources and services, and protection for 
add1t1onal key habitats, -

WHEREAS, by October 2002, as a result of t'he past and- anticipated future deposits' into 
the Restoration Reserve, 1t IS estimated that the pm:~cipal'and Interest 1n the reserve, 
together w1th remaining unobligated settlement funds, w1ll'be approx11nately $170 million 
unless, pnor to that t1me, on-g01ng negot1at1ons concernmg ,the Karluk and Sturgeon 
nvers and adJacent lands or other potential hab1tat transactions result 1n habitat 
acquiSition agreements that ·obligates some of these funds,' 

WHEREAS, absent'such additional acquiSition agreements, $170 m1ll1on IS, the total of · 
the funds estimated to' be ava1_lable to support long-term rest0rat1on based pn, proJected 
1nvestme~t returns allowable through the Court Registry under 1ts, ex1st1ng authonty and ' 
thus reasonably ant1c1pated as available for restorat1on.purposes by the Trustee Council 

, starting w1th FY 2003 ("est1mated funds rema1n1ng on October 1, 2002"), and 

WHEREAS, the llm1ts of the ex1st1ng 1hvestment authonty of the Trustee' Council have 
resulted 1n the loss of m1111ons of dollarsm-potentlal earmngs that would hav~ been 
available to effectively address- restoration needs 1n the future and support a 
comprehensive program that ma1nta1ns 1ts value over t1me; and 1t 1s necessary that the 
limitS on the Investment -authonty for the JOint settlement funds be amended by Congress 
1f we 'are to opt1m1ze our potential restorat1on program,, , -



THEREFORE BE IT RfSOLVED, that the Trustee Council has detflrmined th~t recovery 
from the Exxon Valdez oil spill remains Incomplete and there IS need for. establishing at 
this t1m'e a continuing long-term, comprehensive and balanced restoration program 
consistent With the [?estoratton Plan, ' 

I . 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that funds In the-Restoration Reserve and other 
remam1ng unobligated settlement funds available on Octob'er 1,. 2002 (for expenditure 
starting m FY 2003) be allocated In the following manner consistent with the "Outline of 
Action Under Existing Authonty" dated 3/1/99 attached to this resolution 

. I , 

a ,$55 million c;>f the estimated funds remaining on October 1, 2002 and the , 
associated earnings thereaft~r will be managed as a long-term fundiQg source 

· with a ,significant proportion of these funds to be used for small parcel habitat 
protection anciit IS recognized that any funding that may be authonzed for 
purchase of lands along or adjacent to the Karluk or Sturgeon rivers or other 

-potential habitat acquiSitions would be made from within this allocation, and 

0 the remaining balance of funds on October 1, 2'002 Will be· managed so that the 
annual earnings, estimated at approximately 5% per year, will be used to fund 
annual work plans that Include a combination of research, !T]Onitonng, and 
general re.storat1on Including those kmds_of community-based restoration efforts 
consistent with efforts that have been previously funded by the Trustee Council, 
such a? ,subsistence restoration, Tr~ditional Ecological. Knowledge, Youth Area 
Watch, cooperative· management, and local stewardship efforts, as well ;:is local · 
community participation In ongomQ research efforts, ) . , 

~E IT FU-RTHER RESOLVED, that the- Restoration Office and the Chief Scientist, under, 
the direction of the EXecutive Director, shall begin to ·develop a long-tElrm research and 
monitoring program for the spill region that Will inform and promote the full recovery and 
restoration, conservation and Improved management of spill-area resources, ~nd . . ' 

' ' 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that It !S the intent of the Trustee Council that this long­
term reserve for research, mon1tonng and gElneral restoration be designed to ensure the 
conservation and protection of manne and coastal resou'rces, ecosystems, qnd habitats 
m order to aid In the overall recovery of those resources Injured by the Exxon Valdez oil 
spill and the lo11g-term health and viability of t~e spill area, m~rine environment; 

BE 'IT FURTHER RESOLVED, thaf In developing a long-term restoration research, 
monitonng and general restoration progrart;~ for the spill region, the Executive Director 
shall solicit the views of the Public Advisory Group, community facilitators, resource 
management agencies, researchers and othElr public Interests as well as coordinate 
restoration program efforts with other manne research Initiatives Jnclu9Ing the North 
Pacific Research Board; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director shall workwith the Alaska. 
Congressional delegation and appropriate State and federal agencies to obtain tre 
necessary Investment authority to increase the earnings on remaining settlement funds, 
so that the Trustee-Council will be able to conduct an effective restoration program that 
maintains Its value over time, and 

- ' 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that 1n developing long-term implementation dpt1ons for 
cons1derat1on by the Trustee Council, the Execut1ve D1r.ector shall . 

o , 1nvest1gate possible establishment of new or mod1f1ed governance structures to 
·Implement long-term restoration efforts, 

o explore alternative meth6ds to ensure meamngful public partiCipation 1n 
restorat1on dec1s1oris, and 

• report back to the Trustee· C9UnCII by September 1, 1999 regarding these efforts. 
\ . . 

! • 

Adopted th1~ 151 day of Man~h, 1S99, 1n Anchorage, Alaska 

~~ ... DAVE GIBBOi\r 
Trustee Representative 
Alaska Reg1on 
USDA Forest Serv1ce 

. 

' 

~L-£..'1 ~·~ ,J'IJ'Iq 
~7· ~~BOTELHO. ~ 

, . . Attorney General · · 
State of Alaska 
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ARI HEIMAN ~ 
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STEVEN PENNOY~ r Dat~ 
Director, Alaska Reg1on Spec1al Assistant to the , 
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U S Department of the -lntenor 
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F1sh and G'ame 

3/9/99 final 

. )·~?97 
Date 

National Manne F1shenes Serv1ce 

CommiSSioner 
Alaska Department of 
Environmental CorJservabon 



3/1199 

OUTLINE Of ACTION UNDER EXISTING AUTHORITY 

Assumptions: 

L 

o Use of the Restoration Reserv~ funds will commence w1th FY 2.003 (October 2002) 
!) The Trustee Council Will allocate an additional $36M to the Restoration Reserve 

(annual $12M payments in FY 2000, 4001 and 2002) , , 
o Additional restoration program authonzat1ons from March 1999 to October 2002, 

exclustve' of contractual land· payments and other habitat commrtments, Will amount 
to not more than $35M . 

o Remaining unobhgatea balance of restoration funds in October 2002 Will be $170M 
tnciuding funds that may be needed for a possible Koniag Karluk-Sturgeon 
acquisition 

e l'rustee Co~flcd receives· no new mvestr:nent authonty and continues t~ 1nvest 
settlement Junds in treasury instruments that y1eld approximately 5% 

Elements of a Long~ Term Restoratron Program: 

o Consistent with the RestoratJ()n Plan, the core elements ·of a lpng-term restoration 
effort would focus on research, momtonng; anq gener_al restoration mcludihg 
community-based restoration, and habitat protection ' ' 

o Starting in FY 200~, ~nd except as otherwise appr;oved by .the Council for hab1tat 
, protection, restoration efforts would be funded from the earnings of remaining funds 

o Earnmgs estimated at approximately 5% per year from treasury Investments 
(n9min~l y1eld) _ · · 

® The approximately $170M 1n rest6rat1on funds remammg on-October 1, 2002 W!ll be 
'allocated into two parts: · - ·, · . · 

.J' $55M for habitat protect1on, 1ncluchng a possible Koniag Karluk-Sturgeon . 
a~u1sition and any other additional acquisitions approved by the Council 
pnor to that date . 

./' remamder (estimated at $115M plus, under the current assumptions) for 
research-monitoring, general restor?ltion and community-based projects (e g, 
subsrstence, TEK, stewardship) · . · 

o Absent changes in the mvestment authority and consequent increased yield ,on 
mvestments, there would be no inflation-proofing with the consequent loss of 
purchase power over time m proportion to prevailing inflation rate.s (m order to 
support an annual restoration program of effective s1ze) 

o Cost ofprogram management apportioned according to relative expense (public 
involvement, agency participation, peer review, habitat 'acqUisition support, 
admimstration, etc.) te either the habitat or research, momtoring and general 
restoration funds as appropriate 

Habitat Protection. 

(ll $55M of remalmng funds on October 1' 2002 (FY 2003) for Habitat Protection would 
: include any amounts ne~ded to complete the Koniag Karluk-Sturgeon, acqu1s1tion or 

other potential habitat protection purchases · ' · - · 
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o $55M of the estimated funds remammg on October 1, 2002 and the assoc1ated 
eam~ngs thereafter Will be managed as a long-term funding source with a significant 
proportion of these funds to be used for small parcei habitat protection and it IS 
recogn1zed that any fundmg that may be authonzed for purchase of lands along or 
adjacent t'o the Karluk or Sturgeon nvers or other potential habitat acqu1s1t1ons would 
be made from w1th1n th~s allocation 

e After December 2001 (the end of the current easement), the $16.5M previously 
allocated for the Kon~ag Kar!uk-Sturgeon acqUisition, if not obligated at that point, 
would be available for other habitat protection efforts 

o Issues that requ1re further consideration: 
./ pnonty, cnteria and dec1sion-makmg process for spec1f1c parcel selection 
./ possible role of non-governmental organization to implement program after 

October 2002 
./ extent of public mvol\(ement 1n future program 

Research. Mon1tonng and General Restoration. 

e Remammg balance of funds (est~mated at $115M plus under the current 
assumptions) for Restorat1on Research, Momtonng, and General Restoration would 
be managed so that earnings-only wou!d be used to support annual work plans 
starting with FY 2003 · 

o Annual earmngs currently estimated at 5% per year 1f w1thm the U S Treasury 
(nom1nal yie~d. no mflat1on proofing) 

l!l Annual work plan would support contmuing restoration and enhancement of 011 spill 
mjured resources mcluding long-term research-monitonng, development of improved 
management tools, synthesis of results, general restoration actMt~es, and 
commumty-based restoration proJects such as subsistence restoration, Traditional 
Ecological Know!edge, Youth Area Watch, cooperative management, and local 
stewardship efforts as weli as ~ocal commumty part1c1pation in on-gomg research 
efforts 

(!) ~ssues that require further consideration . 
./ whether changes in the annual work p~an process are appmpnate 1n Hght of 

reduced scale 
./ means and extent of sc1entif1c peer rev1ew 
.! means and extent of pub!ic involvement in process 
.! how and to what extent commumt1es and tnbes of the sp1ll area would be 

Involved 1n long-term research, mon1tonng, stewardship and cooperative 
management efforts 

.! whether a new organ1zat1on or governance structure 1s needed . 



3/1/99 

ExecutiVe D1rectcr WORKING DRAFT Reccmmendatlon 

SUMMARY OF PAST AND ESTIMATED FUTURE USES OF SETTLEMENT 
(.n $mlihons) 

REIMBURSEMENTS FOR SPILL RESPONSE 2131 

RESTORATION MANAGEMENT FFY 92-99 FFY00-02 FFY03+ 

SCJence Management, Public Involvement & Admtmstrat1on 247 51 TBD (a) 

Rema1mng (b) 
RESTORATION IMPLEMENTATION FFY 92·99 FFY00-02 Funds TOTAL 

Research, Monrtonng, General Restoration 145 0 254 115 0 2854 398% 

Habitat Protecbon 3721 45 55 0 4316 602% 

5171 299 170 0 7170 1000% 

(a) To date, Restoration Office sc1ence managemen~ public Involvement and admmlstrat1on has cost approximately 5% of reslorabon program expenditures overall Beyond FFY 02, 
science management, pubhc mvolvement and adm1mstrat1on costs Will be allocated m proportion to program area costs 

(b) Eshmate of rema1mng funds Includes Restoration Reserve (With $12 mlihon per year to be placed 1nto the reserve FFY 00- FFY 02), mterest accrued, the $16 5 m1111on committed to a 
Komag purchase t~rough 2001 plus addlttonallunds currently unallocated 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 

Procedures for the Preparation and Distribution of Reports 

I. INTRODUCTION 
These Procedures for the Preparation and Distribution of Reports provide instructions 
regarding the preparation, peer review, printing and distribution of reports for projects 
funded by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council. 

A. Additional Guidelines 
These Procedures for the Preparation and Distribution of Reports update and 
supersede earlier versions of this document and should be read together with the 
report writing guidelines published by the Journal of Wildlife Management: 

Block, W.M., F.R. Thompson, D. Hanseder, A. Cox, and A. Knipps. 
2011 . Journal of Wildlife Management Guidelines. 
http:// joomla. wildlife.orgjdocuments/JWMguidelines20 l l .pdf 

To the extent that there are any inconsistencies between these Procedures for the 
Preparation and Distribution of Reports and the guidance provided by Block, et 
a!. (2011), the instructions provided in these Procedures shall be followed. 

B. Project Numbers 
For purposes of identification each project is assigned a unique number. 

1. Final Report Number- The project number that appears on the final 
report will be the number of the fmal year of funding. 

2. Projects Funded from FY 2010 to Present- These projects have 
eight-digit project numbers: 

a) the first two digits designate the current funding year, 

b) the second two digits represent the year the initial funding was 
authorized by the Trustee Council, and 

c) the last four digits are the unique project identifier. 

3. Trustee Council-Funded Programs- Programs are given an eight­
digit number that follows the same numbering scheme as described above. 
Each project within a program receives the program's eight-digit number 
with the addition of a letter designation beginning at "A". 

4. Amendments - Projects that submit amendments receive a designation 
of"Am" followed by the date of the amendment. 

5. Examples-

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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a) Projects-



10071234 indicates the project received funding in 2010. 

10071234 indicates the project was initially funded by the Council 
in2007. 

10071234 can be cross-referenced with projects from other funding 
years such as 071234, 081234, etc. 

10071234-Am12.12.10 indicates an amendment to project 
10071234, adoption date December 12, 2010. 

b) Programs -

12120114 indicates the Long-Term Monitoring Program. 

12120114-A indicates a project within the Long-Term Monitoring 
Program. 

12120114-A-Am12.12.12 indicates an amendment adoption date 
December 12,2012 to a project within the Long-Term 
Monitoring Program. 

6. Previous Numbering Conventions - Over time the Trustee Council's 
project numbering system has evolved to meet the changing needs of the 
Restoration Program. For information on previous project numbering 
conventions, see Attachment A, How to Find EVOSTC Reports. 

II. FINAL REPORTS 

A. Preparation of Final Reports 

1. Content Format- Authors shall follow the format set out below to 
prepare final reports. Reports shall meet normal scientific standards of 
completeness and detail that permit an independent scientific reader to 
evaluate the reliability and validity of the methods, data and analyses. 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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a) Report Cover- The report shall have a front and back cover of 
quality cover stock. To ensure consistent appearance, the preferred 
color is goldenrod, but yellow is acceptable. An example of a final 
report cover is provided. See, Attachment B. A final report cover 
shall: 

(1) identify the report, using the appropriate series title, for 
example: 

(a) 

(b) 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Project Final 
Report, 

Exxon Valdez Long-Term Monitoring Program 
("Gultwatch Alaska"), 
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b) 

c) 

(c) Exxon Valdez Long-Term Herring Re~earch and 
Monitoring Program, 

(d) Exxon Valdez Oil Spill State/Federal Natural 
Resource Damage Assessment Final Report, 
(Funding for these projects has been completed.), 

(e) Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Gulf Ecosystem Monitoring 
and Research Project Final Report, (Funding for 
these projects has been completed.) or 

(f) other series that may be designated by the Trustee 
Council. 

(2) provide report title; 

(3) include the project identification number; 

( 4) identify the author(s) with appropriate affiliation(s); 

(5) include the date (month and year) of publication; and 

(6) include the following non-discrimination statement toward 
the bottom of the page on the inside front cover: 

"The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council administers 
all programs and activities free from discrimination based 
on race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, marital 
status, pregnancy, parenthood, or disability. The Council 
administers all programs and activities in compliance with 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990, the Age Discrimination Act of 
1975, and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. 
If you believe you have been discriminated against in any 
program, activity, or facility, or if you desire further 
information, please write to: EVOS Trustee Council, 4210 
University Drive, Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4626, or 
dfg.evos.restoration@alaska.gov; or O.E.O. U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Washington D.C. 20240." 

Title Page- The Title Page of the report shall immediately follow 
the report cover page on white bond paper and be identical in 
content and format to the front of the report cover page. See, 
Attachment B. 

Study History, Abstract, Key Words, Project Data and 
Citation- Following the Title Page, the report shall include, on 

3 



EVOSTC Report Procedures 

Adopted: XXIXXIXXXX 

not more than two pages: a study history; an abstract; key words; 
summary of data gathered during the project; and a recommended 
citation for the final report. See, Attachment B. 

(1) Study History- A brief study history shall include 
reference to any prior project numbers; changes in the title 
of the project or report over time; annual project reports or 
other reportS which contributed to the final report; and 
citation of publications that have preceded publication of 
the final reports. If the final report includes information 
regarding related projects or synthesis, the study history 
should reference this information. 

(2) Abstract- An abstract, with a maximum length of200 
works, shall enable readers to quickly identify the basic 
content of the report, determine its relevance to their 
interests and thus decide whether to read the document in 
its entirety. If the final consists of several chapters or 
manuscripts, the abstract shall summarize the entire reports. 
See, Use of Manuscripts for Final Report Writing, II (A) 
(3). Do not use abbreviations or acronyms in the abstract. 
This abstract is submitted by the Alaska Resources Library 
and Information Services (ARLIS) to the National 
Technical Information Service. 

(3) Key Words - A short list of key words (up to 12 in 
alphabetical order) shall be provided. Include words from 
the title and others that identify: 

(4) 

(a) common and scientific names of principal 
organisms, if any; 

(b) geographic area or region; 

(c) phenomena and entities studied (e.g., behavior, 
reproduction); 

(d) methods (only if the report describes a new or 
improved method); and 

(e) other words not covered above but useful for 
indexing. 

Project Data- A summary of the data collected during the 
project shall be provided in order to preserve the 
opportunity for other researchers and the public to access 
this data in the future. The summary shall: 
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(a) describe the data; 

(b) indicate the format of the available data collections; 

(c) identify the archive in which the data have been 
stored or the custodian of the data (including 
contact name, organization, address, phone/fax, e­
mail, and web address where data may be acquired); 
and 

(d) indicate any access limitations placed on the data. 
Limiting access requires written pre-approval by the 
Trustee Council Office. 

(5) Citation - A recommended citation for the final report shall 
be provided. See, Attachment A for the correct citation 
format. 

d) Table of Contents, including Lists ofTables, Figures and 
Appendices. 

e) Executive Summary - The executive summary shall: 

(1) consolidate principal points ofthe report in one place and 
provide enough detail for the reader to understand the 
significance of the report without having to read it in full; 

(2) be written to that it can be understood independently of the 
report (i.e., it must not refer to figures, tables or references 
contained elsewhere and all acronyms, uncommon 
symbols, and abbreviations must be spelled out; 

(3) not exceed four singled-spaced pages; 

( 4) concisely state the objectives, methods, results and 
conclusions of the report and reference any related projects 
or synthesis; and 

(5) be organized in the same manner as the report it 
summarizes. 

t) Introduction - The introduction shall reference any related 
projects or synthesis, where appropriate, and: 

(1) clearly present the nature and scope of the problem 
investigated, including the general area in which field 
activities were conducted; and 
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(2) review pertinent literature, state the methods(s) of 
investigation and briefly state principal results. 

g) Objectives - The statement of objectives shall be the same as the 
objectives identified in the approved proposal. If the objectives 
have changed, describe what has changed and why. 

h) Methods - The discussion of methods shall include a clear 
description of the study area. To the extent the methodology 
differs from that described in the proposal , explain the reason for 
the deviation. 

i) Results- The presentation of results shall provide an objective 
and clear presentation of the data collected. 

j) Discussion - The discussion section shall: 

(1) interpret the study results and explore the meaning and 
significance of the findings, including alternative 
interpretations of the results; 

(2) discuss whether the study hypotheses are upheld or 
disproven; 

(3) note where there are unanswered questions; and 

( 4) where appropriate, cite relevant findings from other Exxon 
Valdez oil spill restoration studies, including published 
literature. 

k) Conclusions - This shall be a brief, clear statement of the 
conclusions that are apparent from the discussion. Major 
unanswered questions shall be identified. 

I) Acknowledgments 

m) Literature Cited 

n) Other References- If there is a need to list references other than 
the literature cited (e.g., personal communications), these 
references shall be identified in this section. 

2. Technical Format- The following guidelines shall help provide 
consistent formatting: 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 

Adopted: XXIXXIXXXX 

a) Word Processing Conventions 

(1) Standard Settings 
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Line 
Line spacing: single 

Hyphenation: off(i.e., do not hyphenate at right 
margin) 

Justification: left (i.e., do not right-justify margins) 

Margins: I inch at top, bottom 
I inch at left, right 

Tabs: every 0.5 inch 

Widow Protection: yes 

Page 
Page numbers: 

Position: 

No numbers: 

bottom center 

cover, OEO/ADA page (inside of 
front cover), title page 

Roman numerals: lower case (i, ii, iii, iv, v, vi, etc.); 
front matter, includes Study History, 
Table of Contents, List ofTables, 
List of Figures, and List of 
Appendices. 

Arabic numbers: (I , 2, 3, etc.); narrative, beginning 
with the Executive Summary. 

Header: none 

Font 
Times: I2 point 
Note: If Times is not available, some other serif font shall 
be used (e.g., Paiatino, Bookman or New Century 
Schoolbook). 

(2) Literature Citations- In the Literature Cited section, start 
each citation with a hanging indent as shown below: 

Byrd, G.V., D. Gibson, and D.L. Johnson. I974. The birds 
of Adak Island, Alaska. Condor 76:288-300. 

b) Other Conventions 

(1) Italics - se italics, rather than underlining, for Latin 
names and for Exxon Valdez. 
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(2) Paper - Use good quality white paper 8.5 x 11" (215 x 
280mm) or metric size A4. 

(3) Terms for oil spill When referring to the oil spill that 
occurred because the Exxon Valdez ran aground, use Exxon 
Valdez oil spill. After the first mention of the Exxon Valdez 
oil spill, refer to it simply as the spill. 

( 4) A cronyns - Clearly define any acronyms. Avoid the use of 
acronyms completely in the Abstract and Executive 
Summary. 

(5) Terms - Use the terms "damages" and "injury" as defined 
by CERCLA regulations (See, 43 CFR 11.14): 

(a) "Damages " means the amount of money sought by 
the natural resource trustee as compensation for 
injury, destruction or loss of natural resources. 

(b) "Injury " means a measurable adverse change, 
either long or short-term, in the chemical or 
physical quality or the viability of a natural resource 
resulting either directly or indirectly from exposure 
to a discharge of oil. Injury encompasses the 
phrases "destruction" and "loss". 

(c) "Destruction" means the total and irreversible loss 
of a natural resource. 

(d) "Loss " means a measurable adverse reduction of a 
chemical or physical quality or viability of a natural 
resource. 

3. Use of Manuscripts for Final Report Writing- The Trustee Council 
encourages principal investigators to publish the results of their work in 
peer-reviewed journals. With the written approval of the Trustee 
Council's Science Coordinator, and on a project-by-project basis, 
manuscripts or journal articles may be used to satisfy project final report 
writing requirements. When a manuscript is used to fulfill the report 
requirements, it is strongly preferred that the manuscript be in draft form 
before it has been submitted to a journal to allow duplication without 
violation of copyright or publication rights. See, Copyright and 
Publication Rights, II (A) (3) (d). 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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a) Authority to Use Manuscripts- Principal investigators shall 
contact the Science Coordinator to request written approval to use 
a manuscript(s) as the body of a final report. 
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b) Objectives- Because final reports are the primary and permanent 
record of how Trustee Council funds have been spent and what has 
been accomplished with those funds, it is necessary that these 
reports address all of the objectives for which the Trustee Council 
has provided funds. 

(1) If all ofthe project's objectives are completely described 
within one or more manuscripts being prepared for 
publication, a copy of the manuscript(s) may be submitted 
as the entire body of the report. See, Standard Format 
requirements, II (A) (3} (c). 

(2) If a project's objectives are not all described completely 
within one or more manuscripts, the manuscript(s) may 
serve as a portion of the report. For example, if only two of 
five objectives are addressed in a manuscript, the report 
shall include - in addition to the manuscript- information 
on the three objectives not covered in the manuscript The 
two objectives covered by the manuscript shall be 
referenced in the report as appropriate (e.g., in the Methods 
and Results sections) and substantially integrated into the 
Discussion section, where there shal l be an overall 
discussion of the project. In such cases, the combination of 
the manuscript and additional report material shall present 
an organized, integrated and complete account of the 
project activities and results. 

c) Standard Format- Every report, regardless of whether it is in 
the standard format or includes manuscripts, shall adhere to the 
formatting prescribed for the Report Cover, Title Page, Study 
History, Abstract, Key Words, Project Data and Citation. See, 
Content Format, II (A) (I}. 

d) Copyright and Publication Rights- When a manuscript is used 
to fulfill report writing requirements, it must be in a form that can 
be duplicated freely and posted on the Trustee Council website. 
This may require obtaining permission from the publisher. When 
appropriate: 

(1) 

(2) 

The author shall provide the Trustee Council Office with a 
copy of the publisher's written permission to duplicate and 
post the article as part of the report. 

The statement "This article is reprinted with permission 
from the publisher." shall precede the journal article(s} in 
the report. 
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e) Disclaimer Statement- Investigators seeking to publish the 
results of Trustee Council-sponsored projects shall include the 
following statement with all manuscripts: 

"The research described in this paper was 
supported by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Trustee Council. However, the findings and 
conclusions presented by the author(s) are 
their own and do not necessarily reflect the 
views or position of the Trustee Council." 

f) Reprints- Investigators who publish the results of Trustee 
Council-sponsored projects shall provide the Trustee Council 
Office (attention: Science Coordinator) three (3) reprints of any 
published manuscript. The Trustee Council Office shall provide 
one (l) ofthe reprints to ARLIS. 

4. Due Date 

a) Due Dates- Unless a different date is specified in the approved 
proposal or contract, draft final reports shall be submitted for peer 
review in the year following the fiscal year in which project work 
was completed. For a February 1-January 31 fiscal year, the report 
is due by March l. 

b) Request for Extension - If the due date cannot be met, the 
principal investigator shall file an extension request with the 
Science Coordinator at least 15 days prior to the due date. The 
request must be in writing and state a reason the report will be late. 
With approval of the Executive Director, an alternative final report 
due date may be identified. 

B. Review Process: Final Reports 

1. Submission of Draft Final Reports for Peer Review- Draft final 
reports are required to undergo the peer review process outlined below. 
For projects which are not in a Trustee Council-funded Program, the 
principal investigator shall submit one (I) electronic copy of the draft final 
report to the Science Coordinator for peer review. The electronic copy 
shall be submitted as a word processing document (most recent version of 
Microsoft Word) with any figures and tables embedded. 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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Science Coordinator 
EVOS Trustee Council Office 
4210 University Dr. 
Anchorage, AK 99508-4626 

phone: (907) 278-8012 
fax: (907) 276-7178 

E-mail: dfg.evos.projects@alaska.gov 
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2. Draft Final Report Peer Review- Draft final reports shall be 
scientifically or technically peer reviewed under the direction of the 
Science Coordinator or, for Trustee Council-funded Programs, the 
Program Leads. 

a) Peer Review- The Science Coordinator or Program Leads, 
where applicable, may secure the services of a minimum of two 
qualified reviewers who will provide comments, identify 
questions, and suggest revisions as appropriate for the report. 

(1) Reviewers will be selected based upon experience, 
expertise, availability, and objectivity. 

(2) Reviewers will be screened to avoid conflicts of interest 
and shall sign a confl ict of interest disclosure form before 
being selected for a peer review. 

(3) Peer reviews will be confidential. Comments may be 
submitted in writing to the Science Coordinator or Program 
Leads. 

(4) Peer reviewers will be anonymous to the authors of the 
report and the general public. 

b) Peer Review Comments- The Science Coordinator or Program 
Leads, where applicable, shall consolidate the peer review 
comments and provide the consolidated comments and any 
recommendations in writing to the principal investigator(s); 
Program Leads will also forward the peer review comments and 
any recommendations to the Science Coordinator. 

3. Revision of Final Report andRe-Submission for Approval 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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a) Revision - Within 30 days of receiving peer review comments, 
principal investigators will revise their draft final reports to address 
peer review comments, as appropriate. 

b) Re-Submission - After revision, principal investigators will 
submit one ( I) electronic copy of the revised final report to the 
Science Coordinator for acceptance. 

c) Approval- Final reports will not be distributed from the Trustee 
Council Office until peer review is complete. Once the final report 
is accepted, 

(1) the Science Coordinator shall notify the principal 
investigator in writing and send a copy of the letter of 
acceptance to the project manager, ARLJS, and Program 
Leads, where applicable; 

II 



(2) the Science Coordinator will also forward the report to 
ARLIS for format review. 

4. Final Report Review of Format- Once the content of the report is 
accepted by the Science Coordinator, the Science Coordinator shall 
forward the final report to ARLIS for review of format. 

a) Format Review- After approving the final report, the Science 
Coordinator will send an electronic copy of the final report as a 
Word file to ARLIS (attention: Carrie Holba at 
reference@.arlis.org) for format review. 

b) Revisions- Within 15 days of receipt ofthe final report, ARLIS 
staff shall review it for compliance with the report format 
standards, remove all references to "draft", and make any revision 
needed for format compliance. 

c) Approval- After revising and approval the format, ARLIS staff 
will e-mail a copy of the report to the principal investigator with 
written confirmation that the format has been approved and the 
report is ready to be printed. The principal investigator shall not 
reproduce the report until format approval is confirmed in writing 
by ARLIS. ARLIS staff will also e-mail final copies of the report 
and format approval letter to the Science Coordinator, project 
manager and Program Leads, where applicable. 

C. Printing and Distribution Process 

1. Reproduction and Number of Copies- Within 60 days of the date of 
the written confirmation from ARLIS indicating approval of the final 
report format, the principal investigator shall produce and send to ARLIS 
six (6) two-sided, bound copies of the report. 

2. Binding- Copies of final reports shall be bound using Perfect binding. 
Smaller reports may be bound with black tape or comb binding. Very 
small reports may be bound with staples in three places along the spine, 
but only when other binding options are not available. Questions 
regarding binding shall be directed to ARLIS (attention: Carrie Holba at 
reference!al,arlis.org). 

3. Distribution of Final Reports - ARLIS shall send two bound copies of 
final reports to the Trustee Counci l Office for the Science Coordinator and 
the Trustee Council's Official Record. Final reports, in locked PDF 
format, shall be posted on the Trustee Council website at 
www.evostc.state.ak.us. ARLIS will provide URLs for final reports to the 
Alaska State Library and National Technical Information Service (NTIS) 
to fulfill state and federal depository requirements. See, Attachment A, 
How to Find EVOSTC Reports. 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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III. ANNUAL PROJECT REPORTS AND ANNUAL PROGRAM STATUS 
~UMMAR\f ---------

A. Projects not in a Trustee Council-Funded Program: Annual Project 
Report Requirement 

1. Annual Project Report- The principal investigator for a project is 
responsible for the submission to the Trustee Council of an annual project 
report. 

2. 

3. 

Multi-Year Projects- An annual project report shall be submitted each 
year until the project is completed, at which time a final report shall be 
submitted. 

Due Date- Unless a different date is specified in the approved proposal 
or contract, annual project reports shall be submitted for each fiscal year 
for which a project received funding. For a February ]-January 31 fiscal 
year, annual reports are due by March I. 

B. Trustee Council-Funded Programs and Projects within a Program: 
Annual Project Reports and Annual Program Status Summary 
Requirement 

1. Annual Project Reports- The principal investigator for a project within 
a Trustee Council-funded program is responsible for production of an 
annual project report for submission to the Trustee Council by the 
Program Leads, as required in III (B) (3) (b). 

2. Multi-Year Projects- An annual project report shall be submitted each 
year until the project is completed, at which time a final report shall be 
submitted. 

3. Program Lead Submission - Program Leads are responsible for: 

a) collecting, reviewing and collating the annual project reports from 
the individual projects within the program, including any agency 
projects; 

b) submission to the Trustee Council of: 

(1) the annual project reports from the individual projects 
within the program; and 

(2) an annual program status summary. 

4. Due Date- Unless a different due date is specified in the approved 
proposal or contract, annual project reports and annual program status 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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- Comment [CH2]: Changes mclude· 

I) Removed m1d-year project report and mid-year 
program status summary as only an annual project 
report and annual program status summary are 
due (Marth I). 

2) Reduced reportmg Items so as not to be 
redundant with the original proposal. 

3) Requ~red submission of project reports to be as 
tndtvidual electromc documents. 

4) Language additions to clanfy reporting and 
budget mformallon sought 

5) Separated requirements for programs and 
projects. 

6) Added forms for reporting, including a budget 
form. 

7) Quarterly reports were stopped m 2010 as they 
were not informative. 

8) "Team Lead" was changed to " Program Lead" 



summaries shall be submitted for each fiscal year for which a project 
within a Trustee Council-funded program received funding. For a 
February 1-January 31 fiscal year, the annual project report and annual 
program status summary are due by March 1. 

C. Annual Project Report Content- Content of annual project reports, 
including for projects within a Trustee Council-funded program, shall include the 
information listed below and be submitted on the appropriate form. See, 
Attachment C for the report form and Attachment E or F for the budget form, as 
appropriate. 

1. Project Number 

2. Project Title 

3. Principal Investigator's Name(s) - Include the Principal Investigator's 

name and the names of any researchers submitting the report. 

4. Time Period Covered by the Report- The annual reports will report 
on the prior fiscal year's work. 

5. Date of Report- Specify month and year. 

6. Project Website- If applicable. 

7 . Summary of Work Performed- This section shall include a brief 
summary of work performed during the reporting period, including any 
results available to date, scientific findings, and their relationship to the 
original project objectives. Discuss the evolving status of the working 
hypothesis in light of the research findings obtained to date. Any 
deviation from the original project objectives, procedures or statistical 
methods, study area, or schedule shall be included. Any known problems 
or unusual developments, and any other significant information pertinent 
to the project, shall also be described. Detail or highlight any noteworthy 
finding relating to the project. Budget issues can be detailed in the Budget 
section (11), below. 

8. Coordination and Collaboration - For this section, list: 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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a) 

b) 

Within a Trustee Council-Funded Program- Provide a list and 
clearly describe the functional and operational relationships with 
other Trustee Council-funded program projects that occurred 
during the reporting period. This includes what form the 
coordination took (shared field sites or researchers, research 
platforms, sample collections, data management, equipment 
purchases, etc.). 

With other Trustee Council-Funded Projects- Indicate how the 
project relates to, complements or includes collaborative efforts 
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with other projects funded by the Trustee Council that are not part 
of a Trustee Council-funded program. 

c) With Trustee or Management Agencies- Please discuss if there 
are any areas which have supported EVOSTC trust or other agency 
work or which have received EVOSTC trust or other agency 
feedback or direction, including the contact name(s) of the agency 
staff. Please include specific information as to how the subject 
area assisted the EVOSTC trust or other agency work. If the 
project required or included collaboration with other agencies, 
organizations or scientists to accomplish this work, such 
arrangements should be fully explained and the names of agency or 
organization representatives involved in the project should be 
provided. If the project is in conflict with another project, note this 
and explain why. 

9. Information and Data Transfer- This section shall list, for the 
reporting period: 

a) publications produced during the reporting period; 

b) conference and workshop presentations and attendance during the 
reporting period; 

c) data and/or information products developed during the reporting 
period, if applicable, and 

d) data sets and associated metadata that have been uploaded to the 
program's data portal. 

10. Response to EVOSTC Review, Recommendations and Comments­
Describe how the project has addressed recommendations from EVOSTC 
reviews, including from the EVOSTC Trustees, Science Panel and Staff. 

11 . Budget- For this section, 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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a) for a project not within a Trustee Council-funded program, 
complete the column 'Actual Cumulative' on the Summary Page 
of the Project Budget Proposal and Reporting Form, submitted 
with the original proposal, form available on the EVOSTC website 
and at Attachment E; 

b) for a project within a Trustee Council-funded program, complete 
the column 'Actual Cumulative' on the Summary Page of the 
Program Project Budget Proposal and Reporting Form, submitted 
with the original proposal, form available on the EVOSTC website 
and at Attachment F: and 
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c) on the Project Annual Report Form, form at Attachment D, if any 
line item exceeds a I 0% deviation from the originally proposed 
amount, provide detail regarding the reason for the deviation. 

D. Annual Program Status Summary Content- Content of the annual 

program status summary shall include the information listed below and be 
submitted on the appropriate form. See, Attachments D and F. 

1. Project Number 

2. Program Title 

3. Program Lead Name(s)- Include the name of the Program Lead 
submitting the summary. 

4. Time Period Covered by the Summary- The annual project reports 

and annual program status summary will report on the prior fiscal year's 

work. 

5. Date of Summary- Specify month and year. 

6. Program website - If applicable. 

7. Overview of Work Performed during the Reporting Period­
including any results available to date; the overview of work shall include, 
for the reporting period : 

a) progress toward hypotheses; 

b) detail or highlight any noteworthy issues or findings relating to the 
program and projects within the program; 

c) this section shall describe efforts undertaken to achieve the 
community involvement/traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) 
and resource management application provisions of the proposal, if 
applicable; 

d) any known problems or unusual developments; and 

e) any other significant information pertinent to the program. 

8. Coordination and Collaboration - For this section, provide: 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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a) Within a Trustee Council-Funded Program- Provide a list 
and clearly describe the functional and operational relationships 
with other Trustee Council-funded program projects. This 
includes what form the coordination took (shared field sites or 
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researchers, research platforms, sample collection, data 
management, equipment purchases, etc.). 

b) With other Trustee Council-Funded Projects- Indicate how 
the program relates to, complements or includes collaborative 
efforts with other projects funded by the Trustee Council that are 
not part of a Trustee Council-funded program. 

c) With Trustee or Management Agencies- Please discuss if 
there are any areas which supported EVOSTC trust or other agency 
work or which have received EVOSTC trust or other agency 
feedback or direction, including the contact name(s) of agency 
staff. Please include specific information as to how the subject 
area assisted EVOSTC trust or other agency work. If parts of the 
program required or included collaboration with other agencies, 
organizations or scientists to accomplish the work, such 
arrangements should be fully explained and the names of agency or 
organization representatives involved should be provided. If the 
program is in conflict with another program or project, note this 
and explain why. 

9. Information and Data Transfer - For this section, list, for the 
reporting period: 

a) publications produced; 

b) conference and workshop presentations and attendance; 

c) data and/or information products developed, if applicable; and 

d) data sets and associated metadata that have been uploaded to the 
program's data portal. 

10. Response to EVOSTC Review, Recommendations and Comments­
Describe how the program has addressed recommendations from 
EVOSTC reviews, including those from the EVOSTC Trustees, Science 
Panel and Staff. 

11. Budget- For this section, complete the column 'Actual Cumulative' on 
the Summary Page of the Program Project Budget Proposal and Reporting 
Form, submitted with the original proposal, form available at the 
EVOSTC website and at Attachment F. 

E. Submission and Review Process: Annual Project Reports and 

Annual Program Status Summary 

1. Submission for Review of Annual Project Reports and Annual 
Program Status Summary- The principal investigator, or Program 
Lead, as applicable, shall electronically submit each report as a separate 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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electronic document to the Science Coordinator, care of 
dfg.evos.projects@alaska.gov. 

a) Subject Line- The subject line of the e-mail transmitting the 
annual project report or summary must include the project number 
and the words "annual project report" (e.g., "035620 Annual 
Project Report), or "annual program status summary" (e.g., 
"035620 Annual Program Status Summary"). 

b) Electronic Format- An electronic report or summary shall be 
submitted as a Microsoft Word document with all figures and 
tables embedded. 

2. Review Process: Annual Project Reports and Annual Program 
Status Summaries- Annual project reports and annual program status 
summaries shall be reviewed by the Science Coordinator. These reports 
and summaries may also be reviewed by qualified outside peer reviewers 
and the Trustee Council's Science Panel. The review process may be used 
to determine whether continued funding of the project is warranted and to 
guide further work on the project. Any written comments on a report or 
summary shall be provided to the principal investigator or Program Leads, 
as applicable, and kept on file at the Trustee Council Office, available 
upon request. 

F. Distribution of Annual Project Reports and Annual Program 
Status Summaries- Annual project reports and annual program status 
summaries shall be kept on file as public documents at the Trustee Council 
Office, available upon request. These reports and summaries shall also be posted 
on the Trustee Council's website at www.evostc.state.ak.us. 

EVOSTC Report Procedures 
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ATTACHMENT A How to Find EVOSTC Project Reports 

A list of EVOS Trustee Council (EVOSTC) final reports and annual (prior to 2002) reports is 
maintained at the EVOSTC website at www.evostc.state.ak.us/Publications/bibliographies.cfm. 
EVOSTC reports are available as listed below. Reports are also submitted to the Alaska State 
Library and the National Technical Information Service in fulfillment of state and federal 
depository requirements. 

Final project reports are available full-text at: 

• EVOSTC website. The Trustee Council's database of restoration projects is searchable 
via Project Search by project number, researcher, or project title. 

• ARLIS catalog. The catalog is searchable by title, project number, principal investigator, 
additional authors, series title, subject heading, and key words. A searchable notes field 
in the catalog record describes the report and provides additional access points. From the 
catalog record, a link takes the researcher to the full-text report. Paper copies of reports 
are available for check out at ARLIS and are loaned worldwide through interlibrary loan. 

• National Technical Information Service (NTIS) . Copies of most final reports can be 
purchased in electronic, paper or microfiche formats through NTIS at (703) 487-4650 or 
www.ntis.gov. 

Annual project reports are available full-text at: 

• EVOSTC website. The Trustee Council's database of restoration projects is searchable 
via Project Search by project number, researcher, or project title. 

• ARLIS catalog. Annual reports for projects funded prior to 2002 are available full-text 
through the ARLIS catalog. Paper copies are available for check out and are loaned 
worldwide through interlibrary loan. 

Program Status Summaries are available full-text at the EVOSTC website. The Trustee 
Council's database of restoration projects is searchable via Project Search by project number, 
researcher, or project title. 

Report Numbers: When locating a report, it may be helpful to understand how the reports are 
numbered. For purposes of identification each project is assigned a unique number. The project 
number that appears on the final report is the number of the final year of funding. Over time the 
Trustee Council's project numbering system has evolved to meet the changing needs of the 
Restoration Program. 

• Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) Studies: Funded in 1989 to 1992, these 
studies were designated by alpha-numeric study numbers (e.g., MM6 for "Marine 
Mammal Study 6" or FS2 for "Fish/Shellfish Study 2"). These reports were published in 
the series, Exxon Valdez Oil Spill State/Federal Natural Resource Damage Assessment 
Annual Report, or Exxon Valdez Oil Spill State/Federal Natural Resource Damage 
Assessment Final Report. 



• Restoration Projects: In 1993 the Trustee Council shifted the program emphasis from 
damage assessment to restoration, and projects were given five-digit numbers. The first 
two digits indicate the funding year and the last three digits identify the individual 
project. Initially, continuing projects received a new project number each year, but in 
1995 the Trustee Council began using the unique project identifier, and the same last 
three digits were used to identify an individual project each year it was funded. Large 
projects were divided into several smaller subprojects, and numbers and/or letters were 
added to the project number to identify these subprojects (e.g., 95320S or 95139C I). 
Some NRDA studies focused on restoration activities were continued as restoration 
projects in 1993. From 1993 to 200 I restoration project annual reports were published in 
the series, Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Project Annual Report. Beginning in 2002, 
annual reports were no longer published, but are available in electronic format at the 
EVOSTC website. Restoration project final reports are published in the series, Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Project Final Report. 

• Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Gulf Ecosystem Monitoring and Research Program (GEM): These 
projects were funded between FY 2002 and FY 2006. GEM projects funded in 2002 
have five-digit numbers as described above. GEM projects funded after FY 2002 have 
six-digit project numbers (e.g., 030647). The first two digits identify the fiscal year in 
which the project was funded, and the last four digits are the unique project identifier. 
Some early GEM report numbers are preceded by a "G", but this practice was 
discontinued. These final reports were published in the series, Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Gulf Ecosystem Monitoring and Research Project Final Report. 

• Restoration Projects funded in 2003 to 2009: These projects have six-digit project 
numbers. The first two digits represent the fiscal year of funding and the last four digits 
are the unique project identifier. These final reports were published in the series, Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Project Final Report. 

• Projects funded from FY 2010 to present: The projects have eight-digit project numbers: 
the first two digits designate the current funding year, the second two digits represent the 
year the initial funding was authorized by the Trustee Council, and the last four digits are 
the unique project identifier. Trustee Council-funded programs are given an eight-digit 
number that follows the same numbering scheme. Each project within a program 
receives the program's eight-digit number with the addition of a letter designation 
beginning at "A". Projects that submit amendments receive a designation of"Am" 
followed by the date of the amendment. These project final reports are published in the 
series, Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Project Final Report. Reports from projects 
within a program are published in the series, Exxon Valdez Long-Term Monitoring 
Program ("Gultwatch Alaska") or Exxon Valdez Long-Term Herring Research and 
Monitoring Program. 

For assistance in locating EVOSTC final and annual reports, contact ARLIS at: 
Alaska Resources Library and Information Services (ARLIS) 

Suite Ill Library Building 
321 I Providence Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99508 

(907) 27-ARLIS (272-7547) 
reference@.arlis.org www.arlis.org 



ATTACHMENT B EVOSTC Final Report Example 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Restoration Project Final Report 

Responses of River Otters to Oil Contamination: 
A Controlled Study of Biological Markers 

Restoration Project 99348 
Final Report r---------------, 

NOTE: The Report Cover 

Merav Ben-David 
R. Terry Bowyer 

Lawrence K. Duffy 

must be quality cover stock, 
goldenrod in color. 

*This example cover page also 
shows how to indicate the authors' 
(Ben-David, Bowyer, Duffy) 
affiliation when the report was 
done at the direction of an agency 
(ADF&G) and the agency wants 

to be acknowledged. 

Institute of Arctic Biology 
3 I I Irving Building 

University of Alaska Fairbanks 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99775 

for: 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Habitat and Restoration Division 

333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99518 

September 1999 



NOTE: The statement 
below must be printed on 
the back of the goldenrod 
Report Cover. 

The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council admtmsters all programs and actiVIties free from 
dtscr1mmat10n based on race, color, natiOnal ongm, age, sex, rehgwn, manta! status, pregnancy, 

parenthood, or dtsabtlity The Council admm1sters all programs and activities m compliance 
wtth Title VI of tile Civil Rights Act of 1964, SectiOn 504 of the RehabilitatiOn Act of 1973, 

Title II of tile Americans with Disabilities Action of 1990, tile Age DiscnminatiOn Act of 1975, 
and Title IX of tile EducatiOn Amendments of 1972 If you believe you have been discnminated 
agamst many program, actiVIty, or facility, or If you desire furtller mformatwn, please wnte to 
EVOS Trustee Council, 4210 Umversity Dr., Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4626; or 0 E 0 US. 

Department of the Intenor, Washmgton, D.C. 20240 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
RestoratiOn ProJect Final Report 

Responses of River Otters to Oil Contammatwn 
A Controlled Study of BIOlogical Markers 

Restoration ProJect 99348 
Final Report 

Merav Ben-David 
R Terry Bowyer 

Lawrence K. Duffy 

NOTE: The Title 
Page must be on 
white bond paper. 

Institute of Arctic Bwlogy 
311 lrvmg Buildmg 

Umversity of Alaska Fairbanks 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99775 

for 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Habitat and RestoratiOn DivisiOn 

333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99518 

September 1999 



Responses of River Otters to Oil Contammation· 
A Controlled Study ofB10logJcal Stress Markers 

RestoratiOn Project 99348 
Fmal Report 

Study History: ProJect 99348 origmated from the need to better understand the effects 
ofcontammatiOn by crude 01! on biOmarkers m nver otters (Lontra canadens1s) 
Previous studies demonstrated elevated levels of biomarkers m nver otters from oiled 
areas compared With those from non-Oiled areas throughout Prmce Wilham Sound, 
Alaska, shortly followmg the Exxon Valde=·oil spill (EVOS) Although the data collected 
to date strongly mdicated a correlatiOn between 01! contammatwn and physiOlogical 
stress m nver otters, this evidence reqUired venficatwn tqrough controlled expenments as 
identified by the EVOS Trustee Council review process (1997) This 2-year project was 
conducted at the Alaska SeaL1fe Center m Seward, Alaska, USA, between Apnl1998 
and March 1999 Additional fundmg was provided by the Council for completiOn of 3 
manuscnpts m FY 2000 for publicatiOn m a peer-reviewed Journal 

Abstract: In this study, we expenmentally determmed the effects of 01! contammatwn 
on nver otters Fifteen wild-caught male nver otters were exposed to 2 levels of 
weathered crude oil (1 e, control, 5 ppm/day/kg body mass, and 50 ppm/day/kg body 
mass) under controlled conditions m captiVIty at the Alaska SeaLife Center m Seward, 
Alaska Responses of captive nver otters to 01! mgestwn provided mixed results m 
relatiOn to biOmarkers Although hemoglobm, white blood cells, alkalme phosphates, 
and possibly mterleukm-6 immunoreactive responded m the expected manner, other 
parameters did not Aspartate Ammotransferase Alanme Ammotransferase haptoglobm 
did not mcrease m response to o1hng or decrease durmg rehabilitatiOn In addition, 
although expression ofP450-1A mcreased in captive nver otters during oilmg, several 
mconsistenc1es m the data complicated data mterpretatwn Nonetheless, we were able to 
establish that reduction m hemoglobm led to mcrease m energetic costs of terrestrial 
locomotiOn, decrease m aerobic dive limit, and potential mcrease m foragmg time due to 
a decrease m total length of submergence dunng each foragmg bout We offer a 
theoretical physwlogical model to descnbe Interactions between the different biOmarkers 
and advocate the exploratiOn and development of other biOmarkers that will be 
mdependent of the heme cycle 

Key Words: Aerobic dive limit, Alaska, captiVIty, CYP1A, crude oil, hemoglobm, 
Immuno-histochemistry, liver enzymes, Lontra canadensis, lymphocytes, oxygen 
consumptiOn, quantitative RT-PCR 

Project Data: Descnptwn of data- data was collected from live anupals held m 
captivity at the Alaska SeaLife Center Blood and other tissues were sampled and 
processed m different laboratones Additional samples are archived at the Institute of 
Arctic Biology, UAF Format- All data were entered as Excel spreadsheets Custodwn 
-contact Merav Ben-David, Institute of Arctic Biology, 311 Irvmg Bmldmg, Umvers1ty 
of Alaska Fairbanks, Fairbanks, Alaska 99775 



Citation: 
Ben-David, M, R T Bowyer, and L.K. Duffy 1999 Responses of river otters to ml 

contammat10n A controlled study of biOlogiCal stress markers, Exxon Valde= Oil 
Spill RestoratiOn Project Fmal Report (RestoratiOn Project 99348), Alaska 
Department ofFish and Game, Habitat and RestoratiOn DIVISion, Anchorage, Alaska 
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ATTACHMENT C EVOSTC Annual Project Report Form 

Form Rev. I 0.3 . 14 

•Please refer to the Reporting Policy for all reporting due dates and requirements. 

it. Program Number: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (1 ). 

Text 

lz. Projeet Tide: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (2). 

Text 

I 3. Principal Investigator( a) Names: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (3). 

Text 

14. Time Period Covered by the Report: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (4). 

Text 

I 5. Date of Report: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (5). 

Text 

I 6. Project Website (ifappllcable): See, Reporting Policy at III (C)(6). 

Text 

I 7. Summary of Work Performed: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (7). 

T~xt 

Is. Coordination/Collaboration: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (8). 

Text 

I 9. Information and Data Transfer: See, Reporting Policy at III (C) (9). 

Text 

10. Response to EVOSTC Review, Recommendations and Comments: See, Reporting 
Policy at III (C) (10). 

Text 

ln. Budget: See, Reporting Policy at lll (C) (11). 

Text 

We appreciate your prompt submission 
and thank you for your participation. 



ATTACHMENT D EVOSTC Annual Program Status Summary Form 

Form Rev. 10.3.14 

*Please refer to the Reporting Policy for all reporting due dates and requirements. 

11. Project Number: See, Reporting Policy at ITI (D) (1). 

Text 

I 2. Program Title: See, Reporting Policy at rn (D) (2). 

Text 

I 3. Program Lead Name(s): See, Reporting Policy at rn (D) (3). 

Text 

14. Time Period Covered by the Summary: See, Reporting Policy at ITI (D) (4). 

Text 

Is. Date of Summary: See, Reporting Policy at rn (D) (5). 

Text 

I 6. Program Website (if applicable): See, Reporting Policy at III (D) (6). 

Text 

7. Overview of Work Performed during the Reporting Period: See, Reporting Policy at ill 
(D) (7). 

Text 

I 8. Information and Data Transfer: See, Reporting Policy at III (D) (8). 

Text 

I 9. Coordination and Collaboration: See, Reporting Policy at III (D) (9). 

Text 

10. Response to EVOSTC Review, Recommendations and Comments: See, Reporting 
Policy at ill (D) (10). 

Text 

ln. Budget: See, Reporting Policy at ITI (D)(ll). 

Text 

• We appreciate your prompt submission 
and thank you for your participation. 



ATTACHMENT E EVOSTC Project Budget Proposal and Reporting Form 

FormRev. I0.3. l4 

For this Excel document, please see the Reporting Procedures page at the EVOS Trustee 
Council website. 



ATTACHMENT F EVOSTC Program Budget Proposal and Reporting Form 

Form Rev. I 0.3.14 

For this Excel document, please see the Reporting Procedures page at the EVOS Trustee 
Council website. 
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Presentation Overview 

• Market Overview 
- Domestic Equities 
- Fixed I nco me 
- International Equity 

• Historic Performance & Asset Values 
- Cumulative 
- Calendar Year Periods 
- Asset Class Performance 

• Capital Market Review 
- Projection Process 
- Existing Policy with 2014 Long-term Projections 
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Overview 

• Choppy economic growth. 

Negative GOP growth in 102014 followed by robust increase in 2Q. 

• Expectations for little or negative growth in Europe; slowing (to + 7%) in China. 

• Continued concerns for rising interest rates . 

Shorter term rates have risen while longer; rates have fallen from one year ago. 

• Geopolitical concerns (Russia & Ukraine; Ebola; declining growth expectations outside of 
the US) weigh heavily on decision-makers and increase uncertainty in late 2014- 2015. 

• Increased equity market volati lity worries investors. 

US dollar strengthens versus other currencies. 
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Consumer Price Inflation Remains Muted 
Through August, 2014 

CPI and Core CPI CPI 
% change vs. prior year, seasonally adjusted 
15% 

50-yr. Avg. Aug. 2014 Components 

Food & Bev. 

4.1~o 1.7°~ 
Housing 

12% 
Apparel 

Trnns portiltiOO 

9% Medical Care 

Recreation 

6% Educ. & Comm. 

Other 

Headline CPI 

le5s : 

0%+-----------------------------------------------~, ----- Energy 

Food 

-3%;-----.----,,---~-----r----,-----.----,----~-----.----

'65 70 '95 '10 '00 '05 75 '80 '90 Core CPI 

Source: BLS. FactSet. J.P. Morgan Asset Managemen . 
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Weight in 12-month 
CP I change (sa) 

14.9% 26% 

41.4% 2.6% 

3.4% 0.1% 

16.4% -0.4% 

7.6% 2.1 % 

5.8% 0.0% 

7.1% 1 .5% 

3.4% 1.6% 

1.7% 

9.0% 0.3% 

13.9% 2.7% 

77.1% 1.7% 

------
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Real GOP 
Real GOP growth has average 2.2°/o p.a. over last five years 

20 0 20 209 

I nn 
Trendll e: 

II d 
e ge 

20 2 2 3 
Re. I DP - United S t 

Sources: Babson Capital; US Commerce Department's Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

2 

• Real GOP grew by 4.6o/o in the 2nd quarter of 2014 after dropping by 2.1 o/o in Q1 . 
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Global GOP Growth Expectations Vary Widely 

Emerging Market Country Real GOP Growth 
Yea -over-year % chg. - forecasts from JPMS I 
10% 

8% 

6% 

4% 

2% 

-2% 

-4% 
Emerging Markets Ch ina 

Developed Market Country Real GOP Growth 
Year-over-year% ch;.- forecasts from JPMSI 
10% 

8% 

6% 

4% 

2% 

0% ~~------~~~------~ 
-2% 

-4% 
Developed 
Countries 

U.K. U.S. 

Korea 

Canada 

Souree: J.P. Morgan G Economic Resean:::h, J.P. organ Asset Management. 
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Labor Force Participation Rate 

67 

66 

65 

64 

63 

1 980 1 983 1 986 1 989 1 992 1 995 1 998 2001 2004 2007 201 0 2013 

Month 

Source: US Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

• The labor force participation rate declined to 62.8o/o as of August, 2014. 

• The participation rate peaked at 67.3°/o in 2000; it has been trending down since that time. 
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Unemployment rate vs employment to US population ratio 

12o/o 56 
- Emptoym nt-to-popufation ratio (r"ght axis) 
- Un mploym nt rat (f ft axis) 

9o/o 59 

3% ~~~,_~~~--~--+------+------~----~----- 65 
1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 

Sources: ICAP; Bureau of Labor Statistics. Data provided from 1/1980 through 8/2014. 

• The labor market strengthened with an addition of 224,000 jobs per month during the 3rd quarter. 

• The official US civilian unemployment rate at the end of September 2014 was 5.9°/o. 
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Asset Class Performance 
As of September 30, 2014 

Periodic Table of Investment Returns 

I 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 3 Qtrs. 2014 

Russell 3000 

6.12% 

Source: Callan 

Callan 

Russell 3000 

5.14% 
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S&P 1500 

27.25% 
Russell2000 

I 

27.17% 

Russell3000 

16.42% 

S&P 500 

8.34% 

Russel l 2000 

-4.41% 
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U.S. Equity Style Returns 

Periods Ending September 30, 2014 

30 2014 Annualized 1 Year Returns 
Value Core Growth 

Large Large 

Mid Mid 

Small -8 .6% Small 

• Last Quarter: Large caps outperformed; growth led value 

• Last Year: Large caps best, growth led value 

Represents 3 best 
performing asset 
classes in time period 

Represents 3 middle 
performing asset 
classes in time period 

Represents 3 worst 
performing asset 
classes in time period 

Large Cap Core is represented by the Russell1000 Index, Large Cap Value is represented by the Russell1000 Value Index and Large Cap Growth is represented by the Russell1000 Growth Index. 
Mid Cap Core is represented by the Russell Midcap Index, Mid Cap Value is represented by the Russell Midcap Value Index and Mid Cap Growth is represented by the Russell Mid cap Growth Index. 
Small Cap Core is represented by the Russell2000 Index, Small Cap Value is represented by the Russell2000 Value Index and Small Cap Growth is represented by the Russell2000 Growth Index. 
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International Equity Returns 

Periods Ending September 30, 2014 
Regional Quarterly Performance (U.S. Dollar) 

MSCI ACWI ex USA 

MSCIEAFE 

MSCI Emerging Markets 

MSCI Europe -7.00% 

MSCI Japan 

MSCI Pacific ex Japan 

Source: MSCI 

MSCI EAFE Sector Returns 

Health Care 

IT 

Financials 

Telecom 

Utilities 

MSCI EAFE 

Cons Staples 

Industrials 

Cons Disc 

Materials 

I I I I 
I I 
I I : • Q.4% 
I I I 
I I 
I I -0.7%:. 
I I 

: -4.6°/q ...... . 

~5.2% ........ . 
I 

-5 .4% ••••••• 
I 

-5.t:l% -~-·-·-1 -6.9% : ......... .. 
I -7.0% ········· -8.4°{o ••••••••••• 

9.3%············ Energy :-11 .1%•••••••••••••• 

-1 3.0%-11 .0% -9.0% -7.0% -5.0% -3.0% -1.0% 1.0% 
Source: Barrow Hanley Quarterly Benchmark Review 
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3.0% 

Major Currencies' Cumulative Returns (vs. U.S. Dollar) 

40% 

40o/o 1 • 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 J 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 • 1 1 1 1 I' 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I' 1 , 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
9495 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 

-Japanese yen - U.K sterling 

*Euro returns from 1 Q99. German mark prior to 1 Q99. 
Source: MSCI 

- Euro 

• ACWI ex-U.S. dropped in the quarter and 
trailed the U.S. ; Europe lagged (-7 .0°/o). 

• The euro, yen and pound depreciated 
versus the strengthening U.S. dollar. 

• Emerging markets fell but bested 
developed markets 
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Domestic Equity Volatility 

S&P 500 20 Day Volatility 

7~ ~------------------------------~--------------------------------------------------

6.~ +-------------------------------------------·----------------------------------------

5.~ -t------------------------------------··--------------------:1~---

4.CXICM 

'-~ +---------------------------------------·---------------------lt----------111-------

2~ +----~-----------------·-------------------·----------~ 

Source: Iron Horse Capital Management, "Visualizing Recent Volatility." 

• As measured by rolling 20-day standard deviation, volatility has been low on an historical basis. 
Even the recent market gyrations have been barely above the long-term average since 1958. 
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International Equity Volatility 

MSCI EAFE 20 Day Volatility 

Source: Iron Horse Capital Management, "Visualizing Recent Volatility." 

• EAFE's rolling 20-day standard deviation shows that even recent volatility in the non-US developed 
markets is below the historical average and far lower than during the 2011 European debt crisis. 
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Yield Curve Changes 

Periods Ending September 30, 2014 

Historicai 10-Year Yields U.S. Treasury Yield Curves 

6% 4% --····----------··------· ------------------------· --------------------------------------· 

5% 

3% 

2% 

1% 1% .. 

0% 

-1% 0% ....... -.--.--.---.-~~~....---.~~...--,-~~~-,-~~----.--.~~~ 
3003 3004 3005 3006 3007 3008 3009 3010 3011 3012 3013 3014 0 5 

- u.s. 10-Year Treasury Yield - 10-Year TIPS Yield 

- Breakeven Inflation Rate _..... September 30, 2014 

Source: Bloomberg Source: Bloomberg 

• A flattening of the yield curve helped long-term treasury returns. 

10 15 

Maturity (Years) 

_..... June 30, 2014 

20 25 

__..... September 30, 2013 

• The ten-year treasury yield remained essentially flat at 2.52°/o, declining one basis point. 

• TIPS fell 2.0%> in the quarter, trailing the Aggregate (+0.2°/o). 
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Total Rates of Return by Bond Sector 

Periods Ending September 30, 2014 
Absolute Returns for Quarter ended September 30, 2014 Excess Return versus Like-Duration Treasuries 

Bardays Aggregate 

Bardays Treasury 

Bardays Agency 

Barclays CMBS 

BardaysABS 

Bardays Mortgage 

Bardays Credit 

Bardays High Yield -1 .87% 

Source: Bardays 

• 0.17% 

.. 0.34% 

• 0.19% 

-0.23% . 

1 o.o1% 

• 0.18% 

-o.o3% 1 

Effective Yield Over Treasuries 

20% 

-5% r---~---r--~----.---.----.--~.---.----r---, 

-0.28% 

-a.o2% 1 

-0.36% 

-o.o5% 1 
-0.27% -

3004 3005 3006 3007 3008 3009 3010 3011 3012 3013 3014 

-u.s. Credit - MBS 
- ABS - CMBS 
- High Yield Bellwether 10-Year Swap 

------------------------"'""'ourc;&;-&rc!ay~--------------------------
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Capital Market Projections 

No changes since Mr. O'Leary's April presentation 

• Long-term economic outlook drives the process. We focus on 10 year and longer returns 
and carefully assess the implications associated with the current starting point. 

• Callan will begin updating capital market projections for the 2015 - 2024 period beginning in 
December, 2014. The final projections will be published in January 2015. 

• Evaluate the current environment and economic outlook for the U.S. and other major industrial 
countries (business cycles, relative growth, inflation, etc.). 

• Examine the relationships between the economy and asset class performance patterns. 

• Examine both recent and long-run trends in asset class performance. 

• Apply market insight: 

Consultant experience- Plan Sponsor, Manager Search, Specialty 

Industry consensus 

Client Policy Review Committee 

• Test the projections for reasonable results . 
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Callan 2014 Capital Market Assumptions 

Summary of Callan's Long-Term Capital Market Projections (2014- 2023) 

Asset Class 
Domestic Equity 
International Equity 
Domestic Bonds 
Cash Equivalents 

Inflation 

Index 
Russell 3000 
MSCI World ex-US 
BC Aggregate 
90-Day T-Bill 

CPI-U 

2013 Correlation Matrix 

Pro·ected Return* Pro·ected Risk 
• I I I • I I I I 

7.50% 20.20% 
3.00% 3.75% 
2.00% 0.90% 

2.25% 1.50% 

Correlations 
Dome~tic Equity 
International Equity 
Domestic Bonds 
Cash Equivalents 

Domestic Equity International Equity Domestic Bonds 
Ill 

0.852 
-0.107 
-0.042 

1.000 
-0.100 
-0.010 

1.000 
0.100 

Cash Eq 

1.000 
~-

*These are geometric returns derived from arithmetic returns and the associated risk (standard deviation). 
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. 
Change in Callan Capital Market Assumptions 

10 Year Geomtric Return 
10% 

8% 

6% 

4% 

2% 

0% 

-2% 
Domestic Equity International Equity Domestic Bonds Cash Eq Inflation 

•2013 7.65% 7.50% 2.50% 2.00% 2.50% 
• 2014 7.60% 7.50% 3.00% 2.00% 2.25% 

• Difference -0.05% 0.00% 0.50% 0.00% -0.25% 
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2014 Capital Market Inputs & Resultant "Efficient" Mixes 
For 2012 return & risk for the current policy were 7. 46% and 12.95%, respectively 
For 2013 return & risk for the current policy were 7. 19% and 12.99%, respectively 

2014 Risk and Return Assumptions 

Projected Arithmetic:Projected Standard 5 Yr. Geometric 10 Yr. Geometric Projected Sharpe 
Asset Class Return Deviation Mean Return Mean Return Ratio 

Broad Domestic Equity 
International Equity 
Domestic Fixed 
Cash Equivalents 

9 .15% 
9 .25% 
3.05% 
2.00% 

Asset Mix Alternatives 

Portfolio 
Com~onent Mix 1 
Broad Domestic Equity 21 
International Equity 11 
Domestic Fixed 68 
Cash Eguiv alents 0 
Totals 100 

Projected Arithmetic Return 5.00% 
Projected Standard Deviation 6.23% 

5 Yr. Geometric Mean Return 4.91% 
10 Yr. Geometric Mean Return4.90% 
10 Yr. Simulated Sharpe Ratio0.47% 
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Mix 2 
26 
14 
60 

0 
100 

5.50% 
7.58% 

5.33% 
5.33% 
0.44% 

19.02% 
20 .20% 

3 .75% 
0.90% 

Mix 3 
31 
17 
52 
0 

100 

6.00% 
9.02% 

5.74% 
5.73% 
0.41% 

7.66% 
7 .54% 
3.02% 
2.01% 

Mix 4 
37 
19 
44 

0 

Mix 5 
42 
22 
36 

0 
100 100 

6.50% 7.00% 
10.50% 12.00% 

6.12% 6.48% 
6.10% 6.46% 
0.39% 0.37% 

7 .62% 
7.48% 
3.02% 
2.01% 

Current Polic~ Mix 6 
47 47 
23 25 
30 28 

0 0 
100 100 

7.34% 7.50% 
13.05% 13.53% 

6.71% 6.81% 
6.69% 6.79% 
0.36% 0.35% 

0.38% 
0.36% 
0.28% 
0.00% 

Mix 7 
53 
28 
19 
0 

100 

8.00% 
15.07% 

7.12% 
7.09% 
0.34% 
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5-Year Range of Returns 

Range of Projected Rates of Return 
Projection Period: 5 Years 

20% 

-?ft. 15% -c 
~ 

::J 
Q) 

10% a::: 
'+-
0 
CJ) 

~ 5% 
a::: 80% 79% 
m 
::J 
c 0% c 
<( 

(5%) --r- I 

Mix3 Mix4 

1Oth Percentile 11 .27% 12.60% 
25th Percentile 8 .57% 9.43% 
Median 5.72% 6.10% 
75th Percentile 2 .99% 2 .91% 
90th Percentile 0 .52% 0 .05% 

Prob > 2.25% 80.24% 79 .08% 
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-

r- -

8% 77% 77% 76°~ 
2.25% ::::::1 7 

- ~- f----

I 

Mix5 Current Policy Mix 6 Mix? 

13.93% 14.86% 15.29% 16.62% 
10.28% 10.85% 11 .11% 11 .92% 
6.45% 6 .68% 6.79% 7.10% 
2.80% 2.71% 2 .68% 2.51% 

(0.48%) (0.86%) (1.02%) (1 .59%) 

77 .92% 77 .36% 77 .16% 76 .19% 
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Current Policy- Multiple Time Frames 

Range of Projected Rates of Return 
Current Policy 

30% 

25% --:::R 20% 0 - -

r:::::: ..... 
:::::J 15% - -

Q) 

a::: 
10% - -

0 
(/) 

5% Q) -m 
-

64 

a::: 0% - - -
m 
:::::J (5%) r:::::: 
r:::::: 

-

<( 
(10%) -

(15%) - -

1 Year 

1Oth Percentile 25.49% 
25th Percentile 16.59% 
Median 6.98% 
75th Percentile (1 .89%) 
90th Percentile (9.83%) 

Prob > 2.25% 64.4% 
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I 

5 Years 

14.86% 
10.85% 
6.68% 
2.71% 

(0.86%) 

77.4% 

77 86 
2.25% 

I 

10 Years 

12.43% 
9.64% 
6.61% 
3.78% 
1.36% 

85.6% 
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2014 UPDATE ON INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the Injured Resources and Services Ltst 
In November 1994, the Exxon Valdez Otl Sptll Trustee Counctl adopted an off'ictal hst of resources and 
sefV!ces mJured by the Exxon Valdez Otl Sptll (EVOS or Splll) as part of 1ts RestoratiOn Plan The 
InJured Resources and ServiCes Ltst (Ltst) serves three mam purposes m the RestoratiOn Program 

Imttally, the List tdenttfied natural resource and human service mJunes caused by the ml Sp1ll and 
cleanup efforts 

2 The List helped gmde the Restoratwn Plan and was especmlly tmportant m 1994 when the plan was 
first adopted The Ltst was created as gmdance for the expenditure of pub he restoration funds under 
the Plan, and assisted the Trustees and the pubhc wtth ensurmg that money was expended on 
resources that needed attentiOn The Ltst contmues to serve that purpose today to some extent, 
although the focus of the Council has expanded to an ecosystem approach, which 1s dtscussed below 

3 Fmally, the status of mJured resources on the Ltst provides the Trustees and the pubhc a way to 
momtor recovery of ecological functtons and human services that depend on those resources 

Although the fish and wlldhfe resources that appear on the L1st expenenced populatiOn-level or chrome 
mjury from the Spill, not every species that suffered some degree of mJury was mcluded For example, 
carcasses of about 90 dtfferent spectes of otled btrds were recovered m 1989, but only I 0 spectes of 
b1rds were mcluded on the Ltst 

Moreover, 1t should be noted that the analysts of resources and servtces m relation to the1r recovery 
status only pertams to amehorat10n of effects from the 1989 011 Sp1ll When the Restoration Plan was 
first drafted, the dtstmctton between effects of the ml Sp1ll and the effects of other natural or 
anthropogemc stressors on affected natural resources was not clearly dehneated At that time, the Sp11l 
was recent, the tmpact to the Sp1ll area ecosystem was profound and adverse effects of the 011 on 
b10logtcal resources were apparent As t1me passes, the ab1hty to d1sbngmsh effects of oil from other 
factors affectmg fish and wtldhfe populatiOns dtmmtshes Currently, natural and human perturbatiOns 
may be hmdermg recovery of some resources Imt1ally mJUred by the Sp1ll Whtle those perturbations 
warrant constderatJOn m definmg and assessmg recovery, they do not negate the responstb1hty of the 
Counctl to pursue restoratiOn of Spill-affected resources ' However, the passage of ttme and the 
evolutiOn of sctence have focused the CounCil's work from a hstmg of mJured species to an ecosystem 
approach and th1s has shtfted the purpose and utlbty of the InJured Resources and Spectes L1st The 
Counctl recogmzes that the complextttes and the dtfficult1es m measunng the contmumg tmpacts from 
the Sp1ll result m some mherent uncertamty m defimng the status of a resource or service through a 
specific hst and the Counc1l' s focus has accordmgly expanded to a more ecosystem approach The 1994 
Plan also outhned an ecosystem approach to restoratiOn and thts more mtegrated v1ew has become 
mcreasmgly recogmzed as essential and the ongmal organizatiOn of efforts through a hst of spec1es m 
the Update 1s no longer a vtable approach 

In 2009, at the Twentieth Anmversary of the Sp1ll, the Counctl acknowledged that fundmg for future 
restoratiOn ts hmtted and that It ts becommg mcreasmgly dtfficult to dtstmgmsh between Sp!lltmpacts 
and other effects m measurmg recovery Consequently, the Counctl's current efforts are focused on a 

\ 
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few specific programs: (I) long-term herring research and monitoring; (2) long-term monitoring of 
marine conditions and injured resources; (3) shorter-term harbor protection/restoration projects; (4) 
lingering oil; and (5) habitat protection. 

The Council also recognizes that long-term management of species and resources initially injured by the 
Spill lies with the agencies and entities that have the mandate and resources to pursue these long-term 
goals. To support natural restoration and to enable management consistent with this long-term 
restoration, the Council has increasingly directed funds toward research that provides information that is 
critical to monitor and support the healthy functioning of the Spill ecosystem. 

Restoration Goals and Objectives 
The Restoration Plan guides the Council's restoration efforts with respect to resources and services in 
the Spill-affected area (Figure I). 

TilE EXXON VAJ.m :z 
OIL SPlLL AlUlA 

Soothftntral ~ 

Figure 1: Map produced by: Al.U Department of Natural Resouroes, Land Records 
Informalioo Service 

It contains policies for making restoration decisions and describes how restoration actions will be 
implemented. As part of the Restoration Plan, the List was created to document injured resources that 
were of concern to the Council. The benchmarks that were established at that time to assess the status of 
the resources and services injured by the oil Spill included: 

• Restoration Goal: The overarching goal of the Restoration Program is the recovery of all 
injured resources and services, sustained by healthy, productive ecosystems to maintain naturally 
occurring diversity. 

2 
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• Recovery Goal of Injured Resources and Services: The primary goal for all recovering injured 
resources and services is a return to conditions that would have existed had the Spill not 
occurred. 

• Recovery Objective/s: Specific, measurable parameters that, when achieved, signal the recovery 
of an injured resource or service. 

It is difficult to predict conditions that would have existed in the absence of the Spill. Therefore, the 
recovery objectives include measurable and biologically substantive parameters that can be used as 
proxies for these conditions. In some cases, multiple objectives are used for individual resources. For 
some resources, so little is known about the original or current injury or status that identifying a 
recovery objective has not been possible. 

Recovery Status Categories 
The List has historically included four categories of recovery which are defined below. A fifth category 
was introduced in 2010, "Very Likely Recovered." Together, these categories represent a scale along 
which an injured resource can progress: 

• Not Recovering: Resources that are Not Recovering continue to show little or no clear 
improvement from injuries stemming from the oil Spill. Recovery objectives have not been met. 

• Recovering: Recovering resources are demonstrating substantive progress toward recovery 
objectives, but are still adversely affected by residual impacts of the Spill or are currently being 
exposed to lingering oil. The amount of progress and time needed to attain full recovery varies 
depending on the species. 

• Recovered: Recovery objectives have been met, and the current condition of the resource is not 
related to residual effects of the oil Spill. 

• Very Likely Recovered: While there has been limited scientific research on the recovery status 
of these resources in recent years, prior studies suggest that there had been substantial progress 
toward recovery in the decade following the Spill. In addition so much time has passed since 
any indications of some Spill injury, including exposure to oil; it is unlikely that there are any 
residual effects of the Spill. 

• Recovery Unknown: For resources in the unknown category, data on life history or the extent of 
injury from the Spill is limited. Moreover, given the length of time since the Spill, it is unlikely 
that new or further research will provide information that will help in comprehensively assessing 
the original injury or determining the residual effects of the Spill such that a better evaluation of 
recovery can occur. 

Human services that rely on natural resources were also injured by the oil Spill and can thus be placed in 
one of the above categories. Because the recovery status of injured services is inextricably linked to the 
state of the resource on which it depends, full recovery of the Spill area cannot occur until both 
resources and services are restored. 

3 
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List Update History 
The Restoration Plan states that the List should be reviewed periodically and updated to reflect results 
from scientific studies and other information. A summary of how the list has changed since 1996 is 
available in Table l . 

A reassessment of the List is necessary to understand the consequences of the original Spill and the 
effects of oil remaining in the environment. It also provides a way to identify areas where additional 
restoration activities are needed and documents each resource's progress toward its recovery objectives. 

The List was first updated in September 1996. At that time, the bald eagle was upgraded from 
recovering to recovered. In March 1999, a major review of recovery objectives and status occurred and 
several more changes were made. River otters were then considered to be recovered, and five 
resources--black oystercatchers, clams, marbled murrelets, Pacific herring, and sea otters--were 
upgraded to recovering. One resource, the common loon, was moved from recovery unknown to not 
recovering. Five resources remained as recovery unknown. All four human services were classified as 
recovering. 

Recovery continued to progress and more changes were made to the List in 2002. Five more species or 
resources were moved to the recovered category: archaeological resources, black oystercatchers, 
common murres, sockeye salmon and pink salmon. In addition, designated wilderness areas were moved 
from the recovery unknown to the recovering category;· Pacific herring were moved back from the 
recovering to the not recovering category; subtidal communities were moved from the recovering to 
recovery unknown category; and killer whales were moved from not recovering to recovering. In all, 
seven resources were considered fully recovered from the effects of the oil Spill; 16 resources and all 
four human services were not fully recovered; and the recovery of five resources was still considered 
unknown. 

In 2006, the Update acknowledged the recovery of common loons, cormorants, Dolly Varden, and 
harbor seals from the effects of the. Spill. Harlequin ducks were moved from not recovering to 
recovering based on positive population trends, and marbled murrelets were moved from recovering to 
unknown. In addition, in the 2006 Update the following factors were considered in the development of 
the Recovery Objectives established for injured resources: 

• Return to pre-Spill levels: Used where population estimates or indices were available prior to 
1989. For species that are highly variable, these numbers could reflect a range of values. Where 
possible, these numbers account for the effects of other influences on injured populations, such 
as from climate change, although these other effects may interact with oil Spill effects. 

• Hydrocarbon exposure: Used where hydrocarbon exposure itself was part of the original basis 
for injury, where hydrocarbon exposure may limit recovery, or where hydrocarbon exposure in 
an injured resource may be a pathway to injury in other resources. 

• Stable or increasing population: Used where resources were in decline before the Spill or where 
ongoing declines unrelated to the Spill may be occurring. 

• Productivity: Reproductive success and population demographics are used in lieu of or to 
supplement data on population sizes. Measures include such indicators as eggs produced per 
female, young successfully reared, returns per spawning adult and growth rates. 

Draft 1 1110114 
4 



In 2010, 21 years after the Sp1ll, the Council agam evaluated the status of Ill Jured resources and serv1ces 
and prov1ded a synopsis of the most current mformatton available Based on the recommendations from 
the Sc1ence Panel and agency experts, the recovery obJeCtives were rev1ewe!i for each resource and 
serv1ce to provide obJectives that are potentially attamable and scientifically valid 

In 2010, a fifth Recovery Status was also added "Very Likely Recovered" was added to reflect the 
status of species for wh1ch (1) there has been hm1ted SCientific research on the resource's recovery 
status m recent years, (2) pnor studies suggest that there had been substantial progress toward recovery 
m the decade followmg the Spill, and so much time has passed smce any md1catwns of some Spill 
Ill Jury, mcludmg exposure to ml, that 1t 1s unlikely that there are any res1dual effects of the Spill 

Barrows go1deneyes were added to the List m 2010, based on the1r contmumg exposure to od at that 
t1me Lastly, the Recovery Objectives were also updated to address 

" Stressors other than ml that may be currently affectmg a populatiOn 

<> The hkehhood that a resource has recovered given the amount of time that has lapsed smce the 
Spill 

"' Changes to the environment m Pnnce Wilham Sound smce 1989 may make retummg some 
resources to pre-Spill levels unlikely 

Th1s 2014 Update, 25 years post-Spdl, acknowledges the recovery of sea otters, Barrow's Goldeneye, 
Kttthtz's Murrelets, harlequm ducks, clams, mussels and rockfish Pacific hernng have also been 
moved to recovenng after showmg 21 years of hm1ted recovery 

Recovery for most InJUred resourees has taken much longer than was ongmally projected However, th1s 
Update contams the largest number of resources movmg to recovered status smce 1994 Th1s sh1ft 
marks an Important stage m recovery from the Spill Wh1le this 1s a positive step forward, there remam 
nme resources and four services that are still recovenng from the Spill 

Recovery Status Determmatwn 
The recovery goal for InJUred resources 1s a conditiOn that would exist m the absence of the Exxon 
Valdez 011 Sp11l However, ecosystems are dynamic and the Spill-affected area would have changed even 
without the Sp1ll G1ven the hm1ted ab1hty to predict multi-year changes m marme ecosystems, It IS 

difficult to know precisely what changes were mev1table had the Spill not occurred However, It 1s still 
possible to assess the recovery status of a particular resource by reVIC\vmg multiple sources of 
applicable mformat10n 

Types of mformatlon that are used to assess the recovery status of a particular resource or service 
mclude 

<> mitlal magmtude of Oil impacts to a populatiOn m the Spill area 
" comparisons ofpopulat1on demographic moiled and reference areas 
" survey data of commumty members m oiled and reference areas 
" contmued exposure to residual ml m the Spill area as measured by the biomarker cytochrome 

P450 or tissue concentratiOns of petroleum hydrocarbons 
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• exposure potential as evaluated by the distribution of lingering oil; overlap in spatial distribution 
of lingering oil and a resource; and identification of an exposure pathway 

• persistence of sub-lethal or chronic injuries 
• intrinsic ability of the population to recover 
• other natural or human-caused stressors 

Even with such an evaluation, direct links cannot always be drawn between effects from the oil Spill and 
the observed, current condition of a particular resource: in most cases the amount or type of data is 
insufficient to complete a cause and effect relationship. Specifically, there is little pre-Spill data for 
many of the injured resources. Moreover, the physiological effects of oil on key species of wildlife and 
subsequent population consequences were not well understood at the time of the Spill. As a result, few 
species exist for which there is complete knowledge of the original impacts of the oil Spill. 

Uncertainties in Evaluating Recovery Status 
To mitigate the uncertainties inherent in evaluating recovery, the Council reviews current, relevant 
scientific information while acknowledging the limitations of assigning an ultimate cause and effect 
relationship using the existing data. The types of uncertainty found in the literature include: 

I. Variability in population estimates. Because the patterns of animal distribution present challenges in 
getting accurate counts (especially of highly mobile fish, birds and marine mammals), most 
estimates of population size have wide ranges of variability associated with the data. 

2. Lack of pre-Spill data. For many of the resources affected by the Spill there was limited or no recent 
data on their status in 1989. Additionally, some of the available pertinent data were the result of 
limited sampling, which consequently produced wide confidence intervals around the population 
estimates. 

3. Interaction of Spill and natura/factors. It is increasingly difficult to separate what may be lingering 
effects of the Spill from changes that are natural or caused by factors unrelated to the oil Spill. 

4. Scale. The geographic scale of studies conducted over the years has varied among resources and this 
disparity must be considered when interpreting data and applying results to recovery status. Some 
stud ies were conducted at the large spatial scale to address population and ecosystem concerns, 
while other studies focused on localized exposure and effects of oil. 

6 
Draft 11/10/14 



Table I : Historical and current overview of the statuS of injured resources and services during each reassessment year. 
Resource 1996 Status 1999 Status 2002 Status 2006 Status 2010 Status 2014 Status 
Archaeological Resources Recovering Recovering Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Bald Eagles Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Barrow's •oldeneye N/A N/A N/A N/A Recovering Recovered 
BIJck ()ystercatchers Unknown Recovering Recovered Recovering Recovering \ "" I 1kdv Recovered 
Clams Unknown Recovering Recoverinp; Recovering Recovering Recovered 
Common Loons Unknown Not recovering Not recovering Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Common Murres Recoverinp; Recovering Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Connorants Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Cutthroat Trout Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Very likely recovered Verv likely recovered 
Designated Wilderness Unknown Unknown Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering 
Dolly Varden Unknown Unknown Unknown Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Harbor Seals Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Harlequin Ducks Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering Recovering Recovering Recovered 
Intertidal Communities Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering 
Killer Whales-AB Not recovering Not recoverinll. Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering 
KillerWhales-ATl N/A N/A N/A N/A Not recovering Not recovering 
Kii_tlitz's Murrelets Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

14rbled Murrelets Not recovering Recovering Recovering Unknown Unknown Not Recoven n• 
[ussels Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovered 

. 1cific Herring Not recovering Recovering Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering ~ Recovering 
Pigeon Guillemots Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering Not recovering 
Pink Salmon Recovering Recovering Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered 
River Oners Unknown Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Rockfish Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Verv likely recovered Recovered 
SeaOners Not recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovered 
Sediments Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering 
Sockeye Salmon Recovering Recovering Recovered Recovered Recovered Recovered 
Subtidal Communities Recovering Recovering Unknown Unknown Very likely recovered Very likely recovered 

Hunwt Service 1996 Status 1999 Starus 2002 Status 2006 Status 2010 Status 2014 Starus 
Commercial Fishing Recoverin!( Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering 
Passive Use Recovering" Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering 
Recreation & Tourism Recoverin~ RecoverinJ.\ Recovering Recoverinp; Recovering Recovering 
Subsistence Recoverinst' Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering Recovering . " ... 

Classtfied as Lost or Reduced Servtce tn 1996 Update, mearung that the servtce was negattvely tndtrectly Impacted by the Sptll due to tts 
connection with impacted natural resources 
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More Effective Use of Remaining Funds 
For some species such as rockfish and cutthroat trout, no further actions have been taken with regard to 
future funding of studies to assess recovery. This may be based upon the factors discussed above and 
may also include a consideration of the following: 

1. Additional studies expensive. More study, with sufficient effort and scope to achieve powerful tests 
of the impacts oflingering oil, would be prohibitively expensive. 

2. Unable to definitively demonstrate an effect. Natural variability, confounding effects, and a lack of 
tools to estimate important metrics make it unlikely that an effect could be detected with a high 
degree of confidence. 

3. Effects likely small. Based on available data, mechanistic principles, and knowledge of past Spill 
impacts on processes of recovery, the likely effects are deemed to be minimal. 

4. Effects unlikely to be of ecological importance. Based on available data, understanding of 
ecological interactions, and the expected small size oflingering impacts, it is unlikely that the effect 
(if any) will impair function of the ecological system. 

5. No effective restoration options available. Even if demonstrated, there are no reasonable options 
for restoration of the injured resource. 

6. More effective uses of funds. Other projects provide promise of more definitive results, greater 
significance to the ecosystem, or more potential for restoration. 

Ecosystem Perspective and Recovery 
The List consists mainly of single species and resources, but it also provides a basis for evaluating the 
recovery of the overall ecosystem; its functions and the services it provides to people. Within their 1994 
Restoration Plan, the Council adopted an ecological approach to restoration, and the studies and projects 
the Council sponsors have been ecologically-based. 

The Restoration Plan defines ecosystem recovery as follows: 

Full ecological recovery will have been achieved when the population of flora and fauna are 
again present at former or pre-Spill abundances, healthy and productive, and there is a full 
complement of age classes at the level that would have been present had the Spill not occurred. 
A recovered ecosystem provides the same functions and services as would have been provided 
had the Spill not occurred 

Although significant progress has been made using this definition of recovery, the coastal and marine 
ecosystems in the oil Spill region have not fully recovered at this time from the effects of the Spill. 
Although full ecological recovery has not been achieved, the Spill area ecosystem is making progress 
towards recovery 25 years after the Exxon Valdez oil Spill. 
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INJURED RESOURCES 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

ln;ury 
The ml Sptll area IS believed to contam more than 3,000 sites of archaeological and htstoncal 
stgmficance Twenty-four archaeological sttes on pubhc lands are known to have been adversely 
affected by cleanup actiVIties or lootmg and vandahsm lmked to the ml Sptll AdditiOnal sttes on both 
public and pnvate lands were probably InJured, but damage assessment studtes were limited to public 
land and not destgned to tdenttfy all such sites 

Documented mJunes mcluded theft of surface artifacts, maskmg of subtle clues used to tdentlfy and 
classify sttes, vmlatmn of ancient bunal sttes, and destructiOn of evtdence m layered sedtments In 
addttmn, residual ml may have contammated sttes 

Recovery Ob;ectzve 
Archaeological resources are nonrenewable they cannot recover m the same sense as bwlogtcal 
resources ArchaeologiCal resources w1ll be considered to have recovered when Spill-related mJury 
ends, lootmg and vandahsm are at or below pre-Sp11llevels, and the artifacts and scientific data 
remammg m vandalized s1tes are preserved (e g, through excavatwn, Site stabilizatiOn, or other forms of 
documentatiOn) 

Recovery Status 
Assessments of 14 'sites m 1993 suggested that most of the archaeological vandahsm that can be lmked 
to the Sp11l occurred early m 1989, before adequate constramts were put mto place over the actiVIties of 
ml Spill cleanup personnel Most vandalism took the form of"prospectmg" for htgh yteld sttes Once 
these problems were recogmzed, protective measures were Implemented and successfully IImtted 
addttwnal mJury Although some cases of vandalism were documented m the 1990s, there appears to be 
no Sptll-related vandalism at the present time 

From 1994-1997, two sttes m Prmee Wtlham Sound were partly documented, excavated, and stabilized 
by professiOnal archaeologists because they had been so badly damaged by mhng and eroswn The 
presence of ml m sediment samples taken from four sites m 1995 dtd not appear to have been the result 
of re-mhng by Exxon Valdez 011 Restdual ml does not appear to be contammatmg any known 
archaeological Sites 

In 1993, the Trustee Counc1l provided part of the constructiOn costs for the Alutuq Archaeological 
Reposttory m Kodiak (www alutuqmuseum com) Thts facthty now houses Kod1ak area artifacts that 
were collected durmg Spill response In 1999, the Trustee Council approved fundmg for an 
archaeological reposttory and local dtsplay factht1es for artifacts from Prmce Wtlham Sound and lower 
Cook Inlet Local dtsplays are open to the pubhc m Port Graham, Cordova, Seward, Seldovia, and 
Tatttlek The facihty m Seward serves as the repository for the Chugach regton 

Based on the apparent absence or extremely low rate of Spill-related vandalism and the 
preservation of artifacts and scientific data on archeological sites, archaeological resources are 
considered to be recovered. 
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BALD EAGLES 

Injury 
The bald eagle is an abundant resident of marine and riverine shorelines throughout the oil Spill area. 
Following the oil Spill, a total of 151 eagle carcasses were recovered from the Spill area. Prince 
William Sound provides year-round and seasonal habitat for about 6,000 bald eagles, and within the 
Sound it is estimated that about 250 bald eagles died as a result of the Spill. There were no estimates of 
mortality outside the Sound, but there were deaths throughout the Spill area. In addition to direct 
mortalities, productivity was reduced in oiled areas of Prince William Sound in 1989. 

Recovery Objective 
Bald eagles will have recovered when their population and productivity (reproductive success) have 
returned to pre-Spill levels. 

Recovery Status 
Productivity (or reproductive success as measured by chicks per nest) was back to pre-Spill levels in 
I 990 and 1991, and an aerial survey of adults in 1995 indicated that the population had returned to or 
exceeded its pre-Spill level in the Sound. 

In September 1996, the Trustee Council classified the bald eagle as recovered from the effects of 
the oil Spill. 

BARROW'S GOLDENEYES 

Injury 
Barrow's goldeneyes are sea ducks that winter in protected nearshore marine waters in Prince William 
Sound and feed in the intertidal zone, consuming primarily mussels. 

Some acute mortality of Barrow's goldeneyes was observed in the weeks and months immediately 
following the Exxon Valdez oil Spill in March 1989. Total acute mortality of Barrow's goldeneyes is 
difficult to determine, given uncertainty in carcass identification and recovery rates, but sea ducks, 
generally, were vulnerable to acute mortality and constituted approximately 25 percent of the carcasses 
recovered in Prince William Sound. Given the number of Barrow's goldeneyes present at the time of the 
Spill, acute mortality was likely in the low thousands. 

Of more concern are longer-term effects due to either chronic exposure to lingering oil or indirect effects 
of trophic web disruption. Because Barrow's goldeneye!; occur exclusively in intertidal and shallow 
subtidal habitats, they are particularly vulnerable to lingering oil exposure and the potential for 
physiological effects. Similarly, reliance on intertidal invertebrate prey suggests that Barrow's 
goldeneyes are particularly vulnerable to disruptions of intertidal communities. Barrow's goldeneyes 
were shown to have higher levels of induction of cytochrome P4501A (CYP1A) in oiled areas compared 
to unoiled areas ofPWS in 1996, 1997 and 2005. However, in March 2009, average CYP1A was 
similar between areas, suggesting that exposure to residual oil had abated by that time. 

Recovery Objective 
Barrow's goldeneyes will have recovered when demographics and biochemical indicators of 
hydrocarbon exposure in goldeneyes in oiled areas of Prince William Sound are similar to those of 
goldeneyes in unoiled areas. 
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Recovery Status 
Within their wintering range, Prince William Sound is an important area, supporting between 20,000 
and 50,000 wintering individuals. Survey data from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that 
winter numbers of goldeneyes on oiled areas were stable from 199Q-1998, in contrast to significantly 
increasing numbers on unoiled areas during that same time period. That was interpreted as evidence of 
lack of recovery, as the prediction would be that lack of continued injury would result in parallel 
population trajectories and that recovery would be indicated by more positive trajectories on oiled areas. 
However, US Fish and Wildlife Service surveys through April2012 show that population growth rates 
were the same between oiled and unoiled sites and remained relative! unchan ed between 1998 
20 I 2.EiemeAstrate tfiat sle13es vi ere 13arallel aRe stable frem 1998 te 2012. 

20 I 2 study of Barrow's goldeneye habitat use in oiled and unoiled portions of Prince William ound 
found that densities of birds in oiled areas were at expected levels, given the habitat in h oiled areas 
suggesting that food limitations in the intertidal zone within oiled areas were not restraining recovery. 
There is no evidence that Barrow's goldeneyes are currently being exposed to lingering oil in the 
intertidal habitat. 

Interpretation of surveys and habitat selection is constrained by lack of full understanding of Barrow's 
goldeneye demography, particularly rates of site fidelity and dispersal. These values have important 
implications for understanding the process of population recovery. 

Lack of elevated CYPlA in oiled relative to unoiled areas suggests that exposure to lingering oil 
has ceased in the Barrow's goldeneyes. Surveys iB-from 2009- 2012 indicate that populations in 
oiled and unoiled areas have converged and the total population in Prince William Sound has 
remained stable since the Spill. Barrow's golden eyes are considered to be recovered from the 
effects of the oil Spill. 

BLACK 0YSTERCATCHERS 

Injury 
Black oystercatchers spend their entire lives in or near intertidal habitats and are highly vulnerable to oil 
pollution. They are fully dependent on the nearshore environment and forage exclusively on invertebrate 
species along shorelines. It was-is estimated at the time of the S il that I ,50o-2,000 o stercatchers breed 
in south-central Alaska. Only nine carcasses of adult oystercatchers were recovered following the Spill, 
but the actual number of mortalities may have been several times highe~. 

In addition to direct morta lities, breeding activities were disrupted by the oil and cleanup activities. 
When comparing 1989 with 1991, significantly fewer pairs occupied and maintained nests on oiled 
Green Island, while during the same two years the number of pairs and nests remained similar on 
unoiled Montague Island. Nest success on Green Island was significantly lower in 1989 than in 1991, 
but Green Island nest success in 1989 was not lower than on Montague Island. In 1989, chicks 
disappeared from nests at a significantly greater rate on Green Island than from nests on Montague 
Island. Disturbance associated with cleanup operations also reduced productivity on Green Island in 
1990. In general, the overt effects of the Spill and cleanup had dissipated by 1991, and in that year 
productivity on Green Island exceeded that on Montague Island. 
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Recovery Objective 
Slaek eystefeatehefs will have feeeYerea wheR 8pill tRefe is a stable pep~:~latieR tfeHa aaa eeHlpafable 

· · · · · . lac o stercatchers will have 
recovered when the population. reproduction and productivity have reached levels that would have 
existed without the spill. An increasing population trend and comparable hatching success and growth 
rates of chicks in oiled and unoiled areas. after taking into account geographic differences. will indicate 
that recovery is underway. 

Recovery Status 
Black oystercatchers are long-l ived (15+ years) and territorial, occupying nests in rocky areas close to 
the intertidal zone and returning in successive years to nest again in the same vicinity. In the early 
1990s, elevated hydrocarbons in feces were measured in chicks living on oiled shorelines. Deleterious 
behavioral and physiological changes including lower body weights of females and chicks were also 
recorded. Because foraging areas are limited to a few kilometers around a nest, contaminations of 
mussel beds in the local vicinity was thought to provide a source of exposure. In 1998 the Trustee 
Council sponsored a study to reassess the status of this species in Prince William Sound. The data 
indicated that oystercatchers had fully reoccupied and were nesting at oiled sites in the Sound. The 
breeding phenology of nesting birds was relatively synchronous in oiled and unoiled areas, and no oil­
related differences in clutch size, egg volume, or chick growth rates were detected. However, a higher 
rate of nest failure occurred on oiled Green Island: at the time this was thought to be the result of 
predation, not lingering effects of oil. Because the extent of shoreline with persistent contamination was 
limited and lingering oil was patchy, it was concluded that the overall effects of oil on oystercatchers in 
the Sound had been minimal. However, the reasons that predation was higher at oiled Green Island than 
at Montague were not investigated. It is not clear whether predation was higher because there were 
higher numbers of predators, lower number of nests initiated or a behavioral change in the parents that 
would have led to lower nest protection. There have bee no further studies of hatch in success of black 
oystercatchers in Prince William Sound since this study. 

Based on this study and one year of boat-based surveys (2000) of marine birds in Prince William Sound 
indicating that there were increases in numbers of oystercatchers in both the oiled and unoiled areas for 
that year, the black oystercatcher was identified as recovered. A long-term ( 1989-- 2007) evaluation of 
marine bird population trends suggested that populations of black oystercatchers in the Sound may not 
have recovered to conditions had the Spill not occurred, making the recovered designation premature 
and their status was chan ed to recoverin in the 20 I 0 lu dat ·"" Surve s throu h 2012 have shown a 
stable population trend. 

Further, oil exposure to oystercatchers was documented in 2004 using a biochemical marker of 
exposure, cytochrome P450lA. However, no studies since 2004 have documented continuing oil 
exposure. 
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added back 

Comment [cwb5]: Change recommende< 
USFWS 

Comment [cwb6]: Changes recommended by 
USFWS 

Recent studies show no evidence of change in black oystercatcher abundance in oiled ar.eas and no 
evidence that trends differ between oiled and unoiled areas. However, no data exists to ~valuate I .....--/ Comment [cwb7]: Changes recommended by 

the recovery of the hatching success in oiled or unoiled areas. Therefore we interpret the recove~ l._u_SFW_ s __________ ___, 
status of black oystercatchers as reeo'/eredvery likely recovered. 
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CLAMS 

Injury 
Clams are widely distributed throughout the oil Spill area. They can be found in a variety of substrates 
and are most abundant in the lower intertidal and shallow subtidal zones. Clams are important prey for 
various fish and wildlife resources including sea otters and; some sea bird s~, sea dueks aRd others. 

The magnitude of the immediate impacts of oil on clam populations varied depending on species of 
clam, degree of oiling and location. Although direct mortality of some clam species like littlenecks and 
butter clams were assessed for several years after the Spill, other more sensitive species, (e.g., Macoma 
and My a spp) were not the focus of much study, and the immediate impact of the oil to these species 
remains unknown. In 1990 and 1991, growth of littleneck clams at oiled sites was less than at reference 
sites, and growth rate was directly proportional to hydrocarbon concentrations. Additionally, mortality 
was higher and growth rates lower in clams transplanted from clean areas to oiled areas to eleaA areas, 
five to seven years after the Spill. 

Cleanup technologies, including hot water, high pressure washing, manual and mechanical scrubbing 
and physical removal of oiled sediments, were detrimental to clam populations. Hot water washing 
caused thermal stress, oil dispersal into the water column, animal displacement and burial, and the. 
transportation of fine grain sediment from the upper intertidal into the lower intertidal zone. Early 
assessments reported that cleanup activities resulted in reductions in clam abundance and distribution on 
treated (oiled-but-treated) beaches up to three years after the Spill. 

Recovery Objective 
Clams will have recovered when population and productivity measures at oiled and washed sites are 
comparable to populations and productivity measures at unwashed sites, when there isno oil exposure, 
and when abundances of large clams can provide adequate, uncontaminated food supplies for predators 
and subsistence users. 

Recovery Status 
Studies have indicated that abundances of some species of clams were lower on treated beaches through 
1996. Densities of littleneck and butter clams were depressed through 1997 on cleaned mixed­
sedimentary shores where fine sediments had been washed down the beach during pressured water 
treatments. 

As part of an investigation of sea otter populations conducted from 1996-1998, researchers compared 
clam densities between oiled sites on Knight Island and unoiled sites on Montague Island. They reported 
an increase in mean size of littlenecks and butter clams at Knight Island, where numbers of sea otters, a 
major predator of clams were sighlficantly reduced. Absolute densities of littlenecks and butter clams 
were not different between oiled and unoiled sites; however, oiled sites had fewer juvenile clams and 
lower numbers of other clam species. In 2002, differences in species richness, diversity and abundance 
of several species were still measurable between cleaned (oiled and treated) and untreated (oiled but 
untreated) beaches. Moreover, as of2005, several wildlife species that use the intertidal zone and feed 
on bivalveselaffis (e.g., harlequin ducks and-sea ptters ~laek oystereatef:lers) were sti II being exposed to .-----{ Comment [c8]: Change recommended by USGS 

oil. 

Between 2002 and 2010, bivalve assemblages declined substantially in PWS. Recent (20 1 2.~) studies 
indicate that the decline is in response to changes in regional conditions rather than the Spill or 
subsequent cleanup activities. There are currently no differences in species richness, diversity and 
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abundance between cleaned (oiled and treated) and untreated (oiled but untreated) beaches and 
no evidence of oil exposure in clam tissue am le . The recover ob · ectives have been met and 
clams are considered recovered. 

COMMON LOONS 

Injury 
Carcasses of 395 loons offour species were collected following the Spill, including 216 common loons. 
Current population sizes in the Spill area are not known for any of these species, but it is estimated that 
the 216 collected common loons represented between 720-2,160 total individuals that died as a result of 
the initial oiling event. Common loons in the Spill area may number only a few thousand, including 
only hundreds in Prince William Sound. Common loons injured by the Spill probably included a 
mixture of wintering and migrating birds. The specific breeding areas used by the loons affected by the 
Spill are not known. 

Recovery Objective 
Common loons will have recovered when their population returns to pre-Spill levels in the oil Spill area. 
An increasing population trend in Prince William Sound will indicate that recovery is underway. 

&covery Status 
Boat-based surveys of marine birds in Prince William Sound give some insight into the recovery status 
of the loons affected by the oil Spill. Pre-Spill counts of loons exist only for 1972-1973 and 1984-1985. 
After the Spill, contrasts between oiled and unoiled areas of the Sound indicated that loons as a group 
were generally doing better in unoiled areas than in oiled areas. Thus, the survey data suggested that the 
oil Spill had a negative effect on nwribers of loons (all species combined) in the oiled parts of the Sound. 

Common loons exhibited declines in population numbers and habitat usage in oiled areas in 1989 but not 
in 1990. There was a weak negative effect of oiling on population numbers again in 1993, but not in 
1996 or 1998. Based on the boat surveys carried out through 2000, there were indications of recovery, 
because in that year the highest counts ever recorded for common loons in PWS. In addition, July 2000 
counts were the third highest of the 11 years since 1972, although these increases were limited to the 
unoiled portion of the Sound. Loons are a highly mobile species with widely variable population 
numbers and the pre-Spill data were limited, thus, this one year of high counts in the unoiled areas was 
insufficient to indicate that recovery had started. 

Population surveys conducted from 1989-2007 found increasing winter population trends in common 
loon densities in oiled areas. The summer counts do not show a consistent positive relationship, however 
the summer counts of loons are usually low and variable because they are predominately found on their 
breeding grounds in other areas during the summer. Common loons have an intrinsically low population 
growth rate and relatively large numbers of carcasses were recovered after the Spill, yet post Spill winter 
population counts of common loons have met or exceeded available pre-Spill counts for all years 
measured since the Spill, except 1993. 

Given the long-term positive changes in winter population information, common loons are 
considered recovered from effects of the oil Spill. 
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COMMON MURRES 

Injury 
About 30,000 carcasses of o1led birds were picked up m the first four months followmg the ml Spill, and 
74 percent of them were common and thick-billed murres (mostly common murres) Many more murres 
probably d1ed than actually were recovered Based on surveys of mdex breedmg colomes at such 
Iocatwns as the Barren Islands, Ch1swell Islands, Tnplet Islands, Puale Bay, and Ug1aushak Island, the 
Spill area populatiOns may have declmed by about 40 percent followmg the Spill In add1t1on to direct 
losses of murres, there IS ev1dence that the tlmmg of reproductiOn was disrupted and productivity 
decreased InterpretatiOn of the effects of the Spill, however, IS complicated by mcomplete pre-Spill 
data and by md1catJ.ons that populatiOns at some colomes were m decline before the o!l Spill 

Recovery Objectzve 
Common murres w1ll have recovered when populatiOns at mdex colomes have returned to pre-Spill 
levels and when reproductive success (productivity) 1s sustamed w1thm normal bounds Increasmg 
populatiOn trends at mdex colomes w1ll be an md1catwn that recovery Is underway 

Recovery Status 
Post-Spill momtonng at the breedmg colomes m the Barren Islands md1cated that productive success 
was w1thm normal bounds by 1993, and It has stayed w1thm these bounds each breedmg season smce 
then Dunng the penod 1993-1997, the murres nested progreSSively earlier by two to five days each 
year, suggestmg that the age and expcnencc of nesting b1rds were mcreasmg, as m1ght be expected after 
a mass mortality event By 1997, the numbers of murres at the Barren Island had mcreased, probably 
because three- and four-year old non-breedmg sub-adult birds that were hatched there m 1993 and 1994 
were returnmg to the1r natural nestmg colony Although counts were low m 1996, the counts m 1997 at 
th1s mdex s1te brought the colony s1ze to pre-Spill levels 

The population snze coupled with normal reproductive success (productivity), indicate that 
recovery has been achieved for common murres. 

CORMORANTS 

Injury 
Cormorants are large fish-eatmg b1rds that spend much ofthe1r time on the water or perched on rocks 
near the water. Three species of cormorants are typically are found w1thm the ml Sptll area Carcasses 
of 838 cormorants were recovered followmg the ml Spill, mcludmg 418 pelag1c, 161 red-faced, 3 8 
double-crested, and 221 umdentlfied cormorants From th1s sample, dtrect ml Sptll related mortality was 
est1mated at between 2,900 and 8,800 deaths In 1996, the US Ftsh and Wildlife ServiCe Alaska 
Seabird Colony Catalog, however, listed counts of7,161 pelagic cormorants, 8,967 red-faced 
cormorants, and 1,558 double-crested cormorants m the otl Sp11l area These are direct counts at 
colomes, not overall population estimates, but they suggest that populatiOn stzes are small In this 
context, 1t appears that InJUry to all three cormorant species was stgmficant 

Counts on the outer Kenai Penmsula coast suggested that the direct mortality of cormorants due to ml 
resulted m fewer btrds m this area m 1989 compared to 1986 In additiOn, there were statistically 
significant declines m the estimated numbers of cormorants (all three spec1es combmed) m the oiled 
portiOn ofPrmce Wilham Sound based on pre and post-Spill boat surveys m July 1984-85 compared to 
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1989-91 It IS not known what the counts and trends of cormorants would have been m the absence of 
the 01! Sp1ll 

Recovery Ob;ect1ve 
Pelag1c, red-faced, and double-crested cormorants will have recovered when the1r populatwns return to 
pre-Spill levels moiled areas An mcreasmg populatiOn trend m Pnnce Wilham Sound will md1cate that 
recovery IS underway 

Recovery Status 
Manne b1rd surveys were conducted dunng ten of the 16 years dunng 1989-2005 For cormorants, trends 
for both summer and wmter populatwns were mcreasmg m the o1led area ofPrmce Wilham Sound 
Moreover;populatwn estimates for cormorants m summer 2004 ranged from 9,000--- 11,000 birds, 
wh1ch falls w1thm the range of 10,000--30,000 estimated m 1972. 

Therefore, although populatiOn estimates of cormorants are highly vanable throughout the1r 
range, the recovery objectives have been met and cormorants are considered to be recovered 

CUTTHROAT TROUT 

In;ury 
Anadromous streams throughout the Spill zone were o1led followmg the Spill m 1989, and 01! was 
sequestered m the mtertJdal sediments at stream mouths and along shorelines Subsequently, It was 
documented that cutthroat trout em1gratmg w1thm the Oiled areas m 1989-1990 grew more slowly than 
those m the un01led areas When trout leave the1r freshwater spawmng areas they feed pnmanly m the 
nearshore environment, thus 1t IS hkely cutthroats were exposed to 01! m th1s environment The 
difference m growth rat(_;s between trout m o1led versus un01led streams persisted through 1991 It was 
hypothesized that the slower rate of growth m Oiled streams was the result of reduced food supplies or 
direct exposure to 01!, and there was concern that reduced growth rates resulted m reduced survival 

Recovery Ob;ect1ve 
Cutthroat trout will have recovered when growth rates w1thm Oiled areas are Similar to those for un01led 
areas, after takmg mto account geographic differences 

Recovery Status 
Due to lack of widespread, long-term stock assessment throughout Alaska, 1t IS difficult to assess 
populatiOn status and trends of cutthroat trout Recent exposure to lmgenng 01! 1s unlikely, because most 
of the bwavailable 01! appears to be confined to subsurface mtert1dal areas, and not dissolved m the 
water column Moreover, dJstnbutwn of cutthroat trout IS patchy throughout the Sound, thus access to 
01!1s restncted However, the Sound IS the northern edge of cutthroat trout·range and dispersal durmg 
marme m1grat10n IS restncted, thereby mcreasmg their susceptibility to hab1tat alteratiOn and pollutwn 
Cutthroat trout populatiOns m the Sound are small and geographically Isolated from each other These 
charactenst1cs suggest that recovery of a populatiOn would depend less on mlXlng w1th nearby 
aggregates than on the productlVlty of the endemic populatiOn and the extent to wh1ch 1t was Ill Jured by 
the Spill Confoundmg factors such as sport fishmg and habitat alteratiOn of spawnmg streams ( e g , 
through loggmg) may also mh1b1t successful recruitment of young mto a populatiOn and subsequent 
mcrease m numbers 
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Given the ecological similarities in summer diet and foraging ecology along shorelines between 
cutthroat trout, ·uvenile ink salmon and Doll Varden, and the absence of on oin in" to tho e other 
two species, further research would be very unlikely to demonstrate any evidence of continuing 
differences between oiled and unoiled areas due to the Spill. Thus, funding the additional research 
necessary to provide current growth rate and abundance data for this species is not a cost-effective 
scientific priority. 

Cutthroat trout are very likely recovered. Additional study, with sufficient effort and scope to 
achieve powerful tests of the impacts of lingering oil, would be relatively expensive, would likely 
be unable to definitively demonstrate an effect, and any effects would likely be minimal. For these 
reasons, it is unlikely that additional research will clarify this species' injury status. 

DESIGNATED WILDERNESS AREAS 

Injury 
The Spill deposited oil into the waters and tidelands adjoining areas designated as Wilderness or 
Wilderness Study Areas by Congress or the Alaska State Legislature. During the intense cleanup 
seasons of 1989 and 1990, thousands of workers and hundreds of pieces of equipment were at work in 
the Spill zone. This activity was an unprecedented imposition of people, noise, and activity on the area's 
undeveloped and normally sparsely occupied lapdscape. Although human activity levels on these 
wilderness shores have returned to normal, lingering oil still occurs at some locations. The Spill-affected 
areas were: designated wilderness in the Katmai National Park, wilderness study areas in the Chugach 
National Forest and Kenai Fjords National Park, and Kachemak Bay Wilderness State Park. 

Recovery Objective 
Designated wilderness areas will have recovered when oil is no longer encountered in them and the 
public perceives that they are recovered from the Spill. 

Recovery Status 
Six moderately to heavily oiled sites on the Kenai and Katmai coasts were surveyed in 1994, at which 
time some oil mousse persisted in a remarkably unweathered state on boulder-armored beaches at five 
sites. These sites were visited again in 1999, and oil was found along park shorelines of the Katmai 
coast. Surveys carried out in 2001 and 2003 to determine the surface and subsurface distribution of oil in 
Prince William Sound found lingering oil on shorelines within designated wilderness study areas. In 
2005 and 2012 the sites surveyed in 1999 were again sampled. Although surface cover of oil had 
declined, the subsurface oil persisted in amounts similar to those found in 1999. Moreover, the oil at 
those sites was compositionally similar to samples collected II days after the Spill. The stranding of the 
oil on stable, boulder-armored shores or on a low-energy bedrock/boulder beach further protected the oil 
and slowed oil degradation processes. 

Lingering oil persists in designated wilderness areas, and quantitative studies of lingering oil outside of 
Prince William Sound are lacking. However, in many areas, the amount of oil has diminished since 
1990. Therefore, designated wilderness areas are considered to be recovering. 
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DoLLY VARDEN 

Injury 
Dolly Varden are widely distributed in the Spill area. Adults spawn in natal streams and most 
overwinter in contiguous freshwater lakes. Migration into the marine environment occurs in the summer 
where the fish spend time feeding in nearshore waters. Many fish were in freshwater when the oil Spill 
occurred but emigrated in and out of the Spill area later in the season. Concentrations of hydrocarbons in 
the bile of Dolly Varden were some of the highest of any fish sampled in 1989. Like the cutthroat trout, 
there is evidence from 1989-90 that Dolly Varden, in a small number of oiled index streams in Prince 
William Sound, grew more slowly than in unoiled streams. It was hypothesized that the slower rate of 
growth in oiled streams was the result of reduced food supplies or exposure to oil, and there was concern 
that reduced growth rates would result in reduced survival. 

Recovery Objective 
Dolly Varden will have recovered when growth rates within oiled streams are comparable to those in 
unoiled streams, after taking into account geographic differences. 

Recovery Status 
The growth differences between Dolly Varden in oiled and unoiled streams did not persist into the 
1990--91 winter, but no growth data have been gathered since 1991. In addition, by 1990 the 
concentrations of hydrocarbons in bile had dropped substantially and a biochemical marker of oil 
exposure had a diminished. 

In a 1991 restoration study sponsored by the Trustee Council, some tagged Dolly Varden moved 
considerable distances among streams within Prince William Sound, suggesting that mixing of 
overwintering stocks takes place during the summer in saltwater. Follow up studies indicate that Dolly 
Varden are abundant throughout the Sound, and genetically similar among geographically different 
aggregates. Frequent genetic exchange among groups of fish implies that mixing occurs, and outside 
populations are available to enhance depleted stocks. Moreover, fishing pressure on Dolly Varden is 
likely not as intense as that on coastal cutthroat trout. Populations are larger, the fish are more widely 
spread throughout the Sound and larger numbers can better tolerate harvest. Finally, current exposure to 
lingering oil is unlikely because most of the bioavailable oil is confmed to subsurface intertidal areas 
and not dissolved in the water column. 

Given the available evidence, Dolly Varden are considered to be recovered from effects ofthe oil 
Spill. 

HARBOR SEALS 

Injury 
Harbor seal numbers were declining in the Gulf of Alaska, including in Prince William Sound, before 
the oil Spill. Exxon Valdez oil affected harbor seal habitat, including key haul-out areas and adjacent 
waters, in Prince William Sound and as far away as Tugidak Island, near Kodiak. Estimated mortality 
as a direct result of the oil Spill was about 300 seals in oiled parts of Prince William Sound. In some 
parts of the Sound, 80 percent of the seals had oil on them in May 1989 and remained oiled until their 
molt in August. Some of the haul-out sites were oiled through the pupping season, and many pups 
became oiled shortly after birth. Based on aerial surveys conducted at trend-count haulout sites in central 
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Prince William Sound before ( 1988) and after ( 1989) the oil Spill, seals in oiled areas declined by 43 
percent, compared to II percent in unoiled areas. 

Recovery Objective 
Harbor seals will have recovered from the effects of the oil Spill when their population is stable or 
increasing. 

Recovery Status 
Harbor seal populations in the Sound were declining before the oil Spill and the decline continued after 
the Spill occurred. Factors contributing to this decline may involve environmental changes that occurred 
in the 1970's in which the amount and quality of prey resources were diminished. It is possible that the 
changes in the availability of high quality forage fish such as Pacific herring and capelin altered the 
ecosystem such that it may now support fewer seals than it did prior to the late 1970's. Other sources of 
mortality that may be contributing to lower seal numbers could include predation, subsistence hunting, 
and commercial fishery interactions (e.g., entanglement and drowning in nets). 

Satellite tagging studies sponsored by the Trustee Council and genetic studies carried out by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service indicate that harbor seals in the Sound are largely resident throughout 
the year and have limited movement and interbreeding with other subpopulations in the northern Gulf of 
Alaska. This suggests that recovery must come largely through recruitment and. survival within resident 
populations. 

Based on annual counts from haulouts concentrated in the south-central region of the Sound, seal 
numbers stabilized from 1996-2005 and likely increased between 2001-2005. From 1990-2005, seal 
numbers at sites that were not oiled decreased at a greater rate than oiled sites, indicating no localized 
effects of the Spill. However, the entire Spill zone was not surveyed, and trends may have been 
influenced by movements of seals from oiled to unoiled sites after the Spill and a return to more oiled 
sites in recent years. This hypothesis has not been studied directly. 

Harbor seals are considered recovered due to collective evidence from the last ten years indicating 
that harbor seal population numbers are stabilizing or increasing. 

HARLEQUIN DUCKS 

Injury 
Harlequin ducks spend most of their time in intertidal and shallow subtidal habitats where much of the 
oil was initially stranded. In Prince William Sound, about ISO harlequin duck carcasses were collected 
immediately after the Spill in 1989. From these recovered birds, it was estimated that 1,000 harlequins 
were killed by the initial oiling event, which represented about 7 percent of the wintering population. In 
addition to acute effects, harlequin ducks were one of the few species for which chronic injury related to 
long-term exposure .to lingering oil was documented. 

Recovery Objective' 
Harlequin ducks will have recovered when breeding- and non-breeding-season demographics and 
biochemical indicators ofhydrocarbon exposure in harlequins in oiled areas of Prince William Sound 
are similar to those in harlequins in unoiled areas. 
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Recovery Status 
Winter populations of harlequin ducks in Prince William Sound have ranged from a high of 19,000 
ducks in 1994 to a low of around 11,000 ducks in March of 1990, one year after the Spill. The L 
estimate of wintering harlequin ducks in the Sound was approximately 15,00G425. 

Several post-Spill studies were designed to measure the extent and severity of injuries to the Prince 
William Sound harlequin duck population from the oil Spill and assess recovery. Through 1998, oil Spill 
effects were still evident although the extent and magnitude of the injury remained unclear. Supporting 
studies provided evidence of continuing injury to harlequins through the following mechanisms: 1) 
invertebrate recovery in upper intertidal and subtidal areas remained incomplete for some species, 
thereby impacting potential prey base for harlequins; 2) oil persisted in intertidal areas of Prince William 
Sound where it was identified as a source of contamination of benthic invertebrates; 3) the possibility of 
external oiling offeathers remained due to lingering 5\Hfaee-oil; 4) the possibilit\:l of oil ingestion while 
digging for prey in the subsurface: 54) a biochemical marker of oil exposure (cytochrome P450) was 
~ in tissues of harlequin ducks captured in oiled areas than in reference areas and 5) 
overwinter female survival was lower in oiled than reference areas. 

From 1997-2007, age composition and umerica trends were com ared in harle uin ducks 
between oiled and unoiled areas of the Sound. No difference in population trends was observed between 
areas. Although populations in the oiled area were no longer declining as they were in the mid-1990s, a 
positive trend was not observed. Overall, more males than females occurred Sound-wide which is 
consistent with other Pacific populations of harlequin ducks. The ratio of immature to adult males was 
similar between areas, thus indicating similar recruitment into both populations. However, there 
remainedRS a disproportionately lower number of female ducks in the oiled areas. From 2000-2002, 
female survival rates were eonverging similar between oiled and unoiled areas. However, in 2005 
through 201 1 the ?450 biomarker was elevated in ducks from the oiled.areas. Finally, lingering oil 
appeared to remain in habitats used by harlequins, thereby maintaining the possibility of chronic effects 
related to continued exposure. 

In 2013 studies, hepatic CYPIA levels in harlequin ducks, based on EROD activjty, were similar 
between areas oiled during the Spill and in nearby unoiled areas. This constitutes the first time since 
initiation of harlequin duck CYPIA sampling in 1998 that EROD activity has not been higher in oiled 
areas than in unoiled areas of Prince William Sound. This would indicate that harlequin ducks are no 
longer exposed to residual oil from the Spill. 

Harlequin ducks are considered to be recovered, as indications of negative effects (reduced 
survival and declining numbers) in oiled areas have abated and breeding- and non-breeding­
season demographics in oiled and unoiled areas have converged.· 

INTERTIDAL COMMUNITIES 

Injury 
Over I ,400 miles of coastline were oiled by the Spill in Prince William Sound, on the Kenai and Alaska 
peninsulas, and in the Kodiak Archipelago. Heavy oiling affected approximately 220 miles of this 
shoreline. It is estimated that 40-45 percent of the 11 million gallons of crude oil Spill by the Exxon 
Valdez washed ashore in the intertidal zone. For months after the Spill in 1989, and again in 1990 and 
1991, both oil and intensive cleanup activities had significant impacts on the flora and fauna of this 
environment. 
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Initial impacts to the intertidal zone occurred at all tidal levels and in all types of habitats throughout the 
oil Spill area. Direct assessment of the Spill effects included sediment toxicity testing, documenting 
abundance and distribution of intertidal organisms and sampling ecological parameters of community 
structure. Dominant species of algae and invertebrates directly affected by the Spill included common 
rockweed, speckled limpet, several barnacle species, blue mussels, periwinkles, and oligochaete worms. 
At lower elevations on gravel and mixed sand/gravel beaches, the abundance of sediment organisms and 
densities of clams declined. Large numbers of dead and moribund clams were documented on treated 
beaches, but these effects were likely due to a combination of oil toxicity and hot water washing. 
Intertidal fish were also affected. In a study conducted in different habitats, density and biomass offish 
at oiled sites showed declines relative to reference sites in 1990. 

Recovery Objective 
Intertidal communities will have recovered when such important species as Fucus (marine 
algae/seaweed) have been reestablished at sheltered rocky sites, clams and mussels at soft or mixed 
sediment beaches are not contaminated by residual oil, the differences in community composition and 
organism abundance on oiled and unoiled shorelines are no longer apparent after taking into account 
geographic differences, and the intertidal and nearshore habitats provide adequate, uncontaminated food 
supplies for predators and subsistence users. 

Recavery Status 
By 1991, in the lower and middle intertidal zones, algal coverage and invertebrate abundances on oiled 
rocky shores had returned to conditions similar to those observed in unoiled areas. However, large 
fluctuations in the algal coverage in the oiled areas caused a subsequent alteration in community 
structure. The Fucus canopy was initially eliminated in most of the areas that underwent extensive 
cleaning, thereby removing the protection provided by this alga to intertidal organisms from predation, 
desiccation and abrasion. This early eradication ofFucus led to instability of this alga's subsequent 
populations because the single-aged stands present after recolonization of the habitat were susceptible to 
large synchronous die-offs. Until a broader distribution of mixed-aged stands is established, this cycle 
may continue for many generations. Meanwhile, full recovery of Fucus is crucial for the recovery of 
intertidal communities at oiled sites, because many intertidal organisms depend on the shelter this 
seaweed provides. 

As of 1997, Fucus had not yet fully recovered in the upper intertidal zone on snores oriented towards 
direct sunlight, but in many locations, recovery of intertidal communities had been substantial. In other 
habitat types, such as estuaries and cobble beaches, many species did not show signs of recovery when 
they were last surveyed in 1991. Studies on the effects of cleanup activities on oiled and washed beaches 
showed some invertebrates, like mollusks and annelid worms were still much less abundant than on 
comparable unoiled beaches through 1997. It is undetermined how much recovery has occurred in these 
locations since 1997, because further work has not been conducted. 

Lingering oil is still present in some intertidal areas within the Spill zone. Recent studies indicate that at 
beaches with pockets of buried lingering oil, high amphipod mortality is associated with elevated 
hydrocarbon concentrations. 

Intertidal communities are considered to be recovering, due to the progress in the reestablishment 
of functioning intertidal communities. 
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KILLER WHALES 

Injury 
More than 160 killer whales in eight resident (fish eating) pods regularly use Prince William 
Sound/Kenai Fjords as part of their ranges. Transient (marine mammal eating) groups are observed in 
the Sound less frequently, but some (the ATI population) use the Sound year-round. After the Spill, the 
loss of individual whales from the resident AB pod was of particular concern. At the time of the Spill, 
this group numbered 36 animals, and from 1989-1990, fourteen whales disappeared. During that time 
no young were recruited into the population. Members of the transient A Tl population were also 
observed in the area of the Spill and adjacent to the tanker as it was leaking oil. Two stranded whales 
were found in 1990, but their cause of death was not determined. 

The original link between the AB pod losses and the oil Spill was largely circumstantial. No carcasses of 
any resident whales were discovered. However, whales were observed surfacing in Exxon Valdez oil 
slicks following the Spill in 1989 and nearly all of the deaths occurred at the time of the Spill or the 
following winter. It is likely that petroleum or petroleum vapors were inhaled by whales, and it is also 
possible that they ate contaminated fish. The mortality rate for the AB pod was 19 percent in 1989 and 
21 percent in 1990, compared to an expected natural mortality rate of 2.2 percent or less. 

The A TI population appears to range only through Prince William Sound and the Kenai Fjords region. 
From 1984-1989, their numbers were stable at 22 regularly observed individuals, but in a retrospective 
analysis it was determined that nine whales disappeared shortly after the Spill. Because transients may 
occasionally leave their groups and swim with other transient whales, it could not be immediately 
determined if these whales were dead. However, in the subsequent 20 years these individuals were not 
seen by researchers with any other transient groups and they had not reappeared with their original 
group. Thus, they were considered deceased. It was hypothesized that these whales died from inhaling 
toxic oil vapors or as a result of eating oiled harbor seals. The timing and magnitude of missing 
individuals directly following the Spill and the fact that the A TI pod is a year-round resident of the 
Sound suggest that oil may have caused a decline immediately after the Spill. 

Since 1989, a total of 15 of 22 whales have gone missing from the A Tl group and are now presumed 
dead (five of the carcasses were found on beaches). During that same period there has been no 
recruitment of calves into this genetically unique group of transients. The A Tl transients are a distinct 
population segment and considered depleted under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 

Recovery Objective 
The recovery objective for killer whales is a return to a pre-Spill number of 36 for the AB pod and a 
stable population trend in the A Tl population. 

Recovery Status 
From 1990--1995 seven calves were born within the AB pod: however, additional mortalities occurred 
and by 2005, the number of whales was only 28. AB pod continues a slow recovery and in 1990 
numbered 30 individuals, although the pod has now split and travels as two distinct units. Killer whales 
are long-lived and slow to reproduce. Female killer whales give birth about every five years, and are 
likely to produce only four to six calves throughout their life. Moreover, a disproportionate number of 
females were lost at the time of the Spill, and population modeling has demonstrated that the Spill 
impacted the AB pod primarily through the loss of young and reproductive females. Unexpected 
mortalities in the years since the Spill have also impacted this group. These factors indicate that the 
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recovery rate of this population will continue to be slow. The As pod is the only tracked pod that has 
experienced a decline following the Spill. Other pods have increased at an average rate of 3% per year. 

Transient killer whales, such as the ATl population, largely prey on marine mammals, especially harbor 
seals. From data collected at haul-outs in the south-central region of the Sound, it appears that harbor 
seals numbers may have increased over the past fi:ve years. It is unclear how the population dynamics of 
harbor seal influence transient whale populations, but changes in the availability of such an important 
prey species could impact survival of individuals and reproductive success within groups. Research 
sponsored by the Trustee Council on contaminants in killer whales in the Sound indicates that 
individuals of the ATl population are carrying elevated levels ofPCBs, DDT, and DDT metabolites in 
their blubber. Although the presence of these contaminants is not related to the oil Spill, the high 
concentrations found in these transients are comparable to levels that cause reproductive problems in 
other marine mammals. Accordingly, it is likely that the population dynamics of this population are 
being influenced by factors other than residual oil which may further hinder their ability to rebound from 
the initial injury from the Spill. 

Since 1990, the AB Pod females that survived EVOS have produced nearly as many calves as would be 
expected based on the number of females and their ages. The lack of recovery of AB Pod, thus, can be 
largely attributed to the loss of young adult females, which reduced the number of reproductive females 
by half, and by the loss of juveniles, such that fewer animals matured to replace the reproductive 
females that died. As a result, the annual birth rate in AB Pod since the EVOS has been about 70 percent 
the birth rate observed in other resident pods, which was significantly lower than expected, this pod is 
considered recovering. Full recovery can be expected over decades if recruitment rates remain positive 
and unexpected mortalities do not occur. The A Tl transient population of killer whales has remained 
stable at seven individuals with no recorded births or deaths since 20 I 0 and is considered not 
recovering. Progress toward recovery appears unlikely as key breeding females have been lost and no 
new recruitment observed. 

The AB killer whale pod is considered to be recovering due to the low but stabilized reproduction 
rate of the pod. The recovery status of the A T1 killer whale population is considered to be not 
recovering due to a lack of recruitment of breeding females. 

~TTLITZ'S~URRELET._ ____________________________________________________ ~ 

Injury 
The Kittlitz's murrelet is found only in Alaska and portioAs of the Russian Far East. A large percentage 
of the world population, which may number only a few tens of thousands, breed in Prince William 
Sound (PWS). The Kenai Peninsula coast, lower Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay are also important 
concentration areas for this species. 

Seventy-two Kittlitz's murrelets were positively identified among the bird carcasses recovered after the 
oil Spill. Nearly 450 more Brachyramphus murrelets were not identified to the species level, and it is 
reasonable to assume that some of these were Kittlitz's. In addition, many more murrelets probably 
were killed by the oil than were actually recovered. Estimates of the total number ofKittlitz's murrelets 
that died as a result of the Spill vary from 25~2,000; it has been suggested that this represents 5-l 0 
percent of the world's population. 
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Recovery Objective 
Kittlitz's mMurrelets will have recovered when their population has recovered to a level had the Spill 
not occurred. Stable or increasing productivity within normal bounds will be an indication that recovery 
is underway. 

Recovery Status 
While studies of Kittlitz's murrelets were conducted in the 2000s. our knowledge of their ecology and 
trends remains limited. They are histerieally known to nest in montane areas historically or actively 
shaped by glacial action e1:1tereeeiags and are thought to reside within PWS from May through August. 
Nesting has been reported from around the PWS region. as well as the Kenai and Alaska Peninsulas. and 
Kodiak Island. Kittlitz's murrelets lay a single egg and have an intrinsically low population growth 
rate, thus recoverv from an acute loss is likely to be slow. Few st1:1aies ha~·e l!eea eeaa1:1etea ea Kittlitz's 
m1:1rrelets, hewe,·er they are lrnewa te aest iR areas efglaeial e~:~tereppiags, ana the~· are the1:1ght te 
resiae withia the Set:JRa frem Me)' t:JRtil Septeml!er/Oetel!er. Kittlitz's m1:1rrelets have aa iatriasieally 
lew fl8pl:llatiea gre~,...h rate, th1:1s reeevery frem an ae1:1te less is likely te lie slew. 

Kittlitz's ml:lf-FE!Iets aeeliaea 99 f!ereeRt frem 1972 te 2()()4 aHa 88 fleFeeRt frem 1989 2QQ4. W~ile this 
aeeliae like!)' startea 13rier te the Spill, the rate efaeeliae was 18 f!ereeat per year frem 1972, l!1:1t 
l!egin.."Hag iR 1989 that rate iaereasea te 31 f!ereeat. 
Kittlitz's murrelets have shown evidence of steep declines, which began before the Spill. The rate of 
decline between 1972 and 2007 was -18% per year. but if measured between 1989 and 2007. the rate of 
decline was -3 I% per year. Estimating population trends for this species is complicated. however. 
because of the small population size. patchy distribution. and difficulty in distinguishing the rare 
Kittltiz's murrelet from the more abundant marbled murrelet. Data from EVO TC surveys in PWS 
from 2010 and 2012 suggest a possible stabilization of Kittlitz's murrelets at a lower population size. 

Natural recovery has not restored this resource to fiFe Sflillle•tels er levels that would have existed had 
the Spill not occurred. What little evidence is available ftWeals-from studies in Alaska suggest possible 
predator limitation in some areas, withia their feeaiag areas, and im13aets a1:1e te a shiftiag elimatelack of 
productivity due to food availabilitv and chick predation. A 2014 study has also found that paralytic 
shellfish poisoning has contributed to chick mortality at nest sites on Kodiak Island While it is likely 
that basic biological studies would be useful to understand what may be limiting recovery, it is t:Jalikely, 
dt:Je...te-.these confounding effects make it unlikely that further study will clarify whether there are still 
residual effects of the Spill. In addition, the rarity of this species makes it difficult and expensive to 
study. 

A reeJ<amiaatiea efaata frem 1989 2Qlll!y U.S. Fish aRa Wilalife Serviee researehers has suggestea 
that estimates eff!revie~:~s pefll:llatiea trea.as efKittlitz's Murrelet ia PWS were aFiYeR l!y twa early 
SI:IF¥e~·s that Sl:lfferea frem lew iaeRtifieatieR rates aHa SI:ISfleetea higher thaR I:ISI:Ial Sfleeies 
misiaeatifieatieR. WheR the E!t:Jestieaal!le aata were eeaserea, W'ia twe years (2QQlaaa 2QQ9) ef 
iateasive Kittlitz's M~:~rrelet SI:IFYtl)'S are aaaea, the fl8flt:Jiatiea efKittlitz's Mt:Jrrelets iH PWS shews Re 
siga ef a sigaifieaat aeerease siaee 1989. A weightea aea liaear regressieR alse skews ae sigaifieilflt 
aeeliRe. Hewever, this pafleF has l!eeR reft:Jtea l!y ether USFWS researehers whe l!elieYe that the aata 
previae eviaeaee fer a majer aeeliae ef KIMU in PWS that may kave stal!ilizea al:lfiag the 2QQQs. 
URferti:IRately SI:IF\'eys iR 2QIQ aaa 2()12 iaaieate further aeeliae. 

With the eeaAietiag rese&rell &Ra &flfl&rent l&elo eh stftble p8fll:llatien trenaWhile the population 
decline appears to have abated, Kittlitz's murrelets have not met their recovery objective _&Fe 
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eansiEiereEI ta l!e reeaYering H-am the Spill.and, due to the factors discussed above, their current 
recovery status remains unknown. 

MARBLED ~URRELE. L-------------------------------------------------------------
Injury 
Marbled murrelets are found throughout the northern Gulf of Alaska and are known to concentrate in 
Prince William Sound. Carcasses of nearly 1, I 00 Brachyramphus murre lets were found after the Spill, 
and about 90 percent of the murrelets that could be identified to the species level were marbled 
murrelets. Since they are a small bird and not easily seen, many more murrelets probably were killed as 
a result of the oil than were .fooflarecovered. Estimates vary but between 2,900 and 14,800 individuals 
were killed by the initial oiling and th is represented 6-12 percent of the marbled murre lets in the Spill 
area. In addition to direct mortality, foraging activity and behavior was likely disrupted during the 
cleanup activities. 

Recovery Objective 
Marbled murrelets will have recovered when their population has recovered to a level had the Spill not 
occurred. Sustained or increasing productivity within normal bounds will be an indication that recovery 
is underway. 

Recovery Status 
Marbled murre lets were declining in the Sound before the oil Spill, and the decl ine has continued since 
the Spill. In PWS. it is estimated that marbled murrelets declined at a rate of 5% per annum from 1989-
2012, a cumulative population loss of -69%. It is listed as a threatened species in Washington, Oregon, 
California and British Columbia. Marbled murrelets have low intrinsic productivity and a slow 
population growth rate. Therefore, recovery from an acute loss will likely take many years. 

Marbled murrelets rely on forage fish such as Pacific herring and Pacific sand lance, which may be 
declining in the Spill area due to various reasons. Their dietary preferences and foraging areas make 
significant contact with lingering oil unlikely and there are no differences in population trends between 
oiled and unoiled areas. Exogenous factors such as climatic factors, decreases in habitat availability, and 
shifts in forage fish populations are the most likely drivers of murrelet population dynamics. 

Marbled murrelets have not met their recovery objective of an increasing or stable population. 
They are considered to be reeeYering not recovering from the effects of the Spill. 

MUSSELS 

Injury 
Mussels are a keystone species in the nearshore environment throughout the spill area and are locally 
important for subsistence users. They provide prey for harlequin ducks, black oystercatchers, juvenile 
sea otters, river otters and many other species. Mussel beds are also important components of intertidal 
habitats because they provide physical stability and habitat for other organisms in the intertidal zone. 
Although mussels were coated with oil from the Exxon Valdez, dense mussel beds were purposely not 
disturbed during cleanup operations so the stability and habitat they provided would be preserved. 
However, some unconsolidated groups of mussels were subjected to hot water high pressure washing. 
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In 1989, after the spill, concentrations of oil in mussel tissue from the oiled area increased rapidly. These 
concentrations were typically far higher than in mussels from unoiled areas (or in mussels sampled from 
1977-1979). The chemical composition of this oil was consistent with Exxon Valdez oil. Long-term 
mussel contamination occurred where substantial amounts of oil was trapped in sediment; primarily 
within coarse-textured habitats, including heavily oiled beaches exposed to considerable wave and storm 
energy (e.g., Sleepy Bay). In 1991, high concentrations of relatively unweathered oil were found in the 
mussels and in underlying byssal mats and sediments in certain dense mussel beds. No differences in 
abundance or biomass were documented in sheltered rocky and estuarine habitats. However, in coarse­
tel_(tured habitats along the Kenai Peninsula, mussel populations were still affected. 

Recovery Objective 
Mussels will have recovered when population and productivity at oiled sites are comparable to­
populations and productivity at unoiled sites, when chemical markers no longer indicate oil exposure, 
and when mussels can provide adequate, uncontaminated food supplies for predators and subsistence 
users. 

Recovery Status 
The primary route by which mussels accumulate oil is through ingestion of petroleum hydrocarbons in 
the water. Much of the lingering oil in the Sound and the Gulf of Alaska is sequestered in the subsurface 
sediments. Mussels are found both as epibiota, attached to the surface substrates, and also partially 
embedded in coarse sediment, where they could come into close contact with oiled sediments. It is 
possible that mussels could filter particulate and dissolved hydrocarbons from the water if the oil is re­
suspended during storm surges, wave action or when underlying sediments are disturbed by predators. 
The current distribution of oil within a mussel bed is determined by water flow, amount of oil present, 
sediment grain size, and disturbance history. 

After the spill, hydrocarbons accumulated in mussels for about a decade at sites where oil was retained 
in sediments. Remaining oil was biologically available for many years after the spill, but the frequency 
of occurrence and average hydrocarbon concentrations in mussel tissue has declined with time. In most 
instances concentrations of oil in mussels from the most heavily oiled beds in Prince William Sound 
were largely indistinguishable from background by 1999. However, concentrations in sediment 
underlying the mussel beds remained elevated. 

Data from 2012 indicated that hydrocarbon concentrations in mussels, even on armored beaches where 
elimination has been slow, are not different from background. 

As mussels have met all oftheir goals for recovery, they are considered recovered from the effects 
of the Spill. 

PACIFIC HERRING 

Injury 
Pacific herring are an ecologically and commercially important species in the PWS ecosystem. They are 
central to the marine food web; providing food to marine mammals, birds, invertebrates and other fish. 
Herring are also commercially fished for food, bait, sac-roe and spawn on kelp. 

Pacific herring spawned in intertidal and subtidal habitats in Prince William Sound shortly after the oil 
Spill. All age classes and a significant portion of spawning habitats and staging areas in the Sound were 
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contaminated by oil. Juvenile and adult herring typically come to surface at night to feed and would 
have had increased exposure probability at this time. Lesions and elevated hydrocarbon levels were 
documented in some adult Pacific herring from the oiled areas . Laboratory studies showed abnormalities 
and possible depressed immune functions in Pacific herring exposed to oil. ~~::::~~:~;· 
W85 Aet eeservee iA 1989, Bl:lt tAis we!:! lEI Aet ee 1:1Ae1tpeetee gi,'eA IRe Aea\')hpi'tltlatieit er~eli¥eflgifli13;· 
EliffereAt gre1:1ps ef preeaters. Egg mortalities and larval deformities were also documented in the 1989 
year class, but population level effects of the Spill were never clearly established. 

Prior to the Spill herring populations in the Sound were increasing as documented by record harvests in 
the late 1980s. However, four years after the Spill a dramatic collapse of the fishery occurred, and the 
herring population has never rebounded. Herring populations are dominated by occasional, very strong 
year classes that are recruited into the overall population. The 1988 pre-Spill year-class of Pacific 
herring was large in Prince William Sound, and as a result, the estimated peak biomass of spawning 
adults in 1992 was high. Despite the expectation that this large spawning event would lead to high 
numbers of fish, the population exhibited a density-dependent reduction in size of individuals, and in 
1993 there was an unprecedented crash of the adult herring population in PWS. The overall 1993 
harvest was about 14 percent of the 1992 harvest, and the 1989 year class was one of the smallest 
cohorts ever to return as spawning adults. 

Recovery Objective 
The population ofPWS Pacific herring will be considered recovered when the spawning biomass has 
been above the current regulatory fishery threshold of f.43,000 tons for 6 to 8 years; two strong 
recruitments(> 220 million) of age-3 fish have occurred during those 6 to 8 years, and spawning occurs 
in at least three geographic regions of the Sound. 

Recovery Status 
The herring fishery in the Sound has been closed for 19 of the 25 years since the Spill. The population 
began increasing again in 1997 and the fishery was opened briefly in 1997 and 1998. However, the 
population increase stalled in 1999, and reeeRt-research suggests that the opening of the fishery in 1997 
and 1998 stressed an already weakened population and may have contributed to the 1999 decline. The 
fishery has been closed since then and no trend suggesting healthy recovery has occurred. 

One of the primary-factors currently limiting recovery of herring in the Sound ear to be 
disease. Two pathogens, a virus and a fungal infection are prevalent in herring populations among 
several age classes. Conditions which made herring susceptible to these two diseases (viral hemorrhagic 
septicemia and lcthyophonus hoferi infection) are unknown, but it appears they have been impacting 
herring for over a decade. While t+hese diseases can occur at background levels. they do not usually 
~impact fish popul ations for such a long durat i on~ · · 
AerriRg efPriRee William SettREI. 

Lingering oil exists in the Sound; however there does not appear to be much overlap between current 
herring spawning areas and sites known to harbor residual oil. In 2006, some herring spawn was 
observed in areas of the Sound that were oiled however, the spatial extent was limited, and this was t):le 
first year in decades that it has been reported. Therefore, it is not likely that lingering oil is directly 
affecting spawning adults, eggs or larvae. 

Low genetic diversity does not appear to be a limitation within herring populations. It was-has been 
hypothesizeds~:~ggestee that historic overfishing coupled with the population crash of 1993 could have 
resulted in a population with low genetic diversity. Similar genetic structure could limit a population's 
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ability to tolerate disease or recover from acute losses, but the genetic diversity of Prince William Sound 
herring is no different from other northwest populations. 

Other factors may have contributed to the crash of 1993. Some evidence implies that zooplankton 
production in the 1990's was less than in the 1980's, thereby causing food to be limited at the time of a 
peaking population. This hypothesis is offered some support by the fact that the average size-at-age of 
herring had been decreasing since the mid-1980s as population numbers were rising. Poor nutrition may 
also increase susceptibility of herring to disease. 

Predation also plays a role in herring population dynamics, as they are a primary forage fish within the 
Prince William Sound ecosystem. It is plausible that the small herring population is fighting an on­
going disease problem and is further being kept in check by predators such as whales, seals, sea lions 
and seabirds. 

Despite the pressures of predation and disease, ADF&G biomass est-~~riDJm~t'-!~~~~~~--­
and 20 If_+ exceeded the commercial fishing threshold of 22,000 tons. However, they did not provide a 
large enough harvestable surplus to allocate fish among all five herring fi sheries: purse seine sac roe, 
gillnet sac roe, spawn-on-kelp not in pounds, spawn-on-kelp in pound fi sheries, and herring food/bait 
fishery . estimates Hindcasts from d 2013 forecast model fo r 20 II and -20 12, 2013, afld 2014 were 
below the regulatory threshold with 2013 having the lowest mile-days of spawn in PWS since 1973. 

A combination of factors, including disease, predation and poor recruitment appear to contribute to the 
continued suppression of herring populations in the Sound. No strongly successful year class has been 
recruited into the population and health indices suggest that herring in the Sound are not fit. However, 
the biomass has remained relatively stable over the past seven years but at a lower tonnage than can 
support a sustainable commercial fishery. Pacific herring have not yet met their recovery objectives 
and are considered recovering from the effects of the Spill. 

PIGEON GUILLEMOTS 

Injury 
Although pigeon guillemots are widely distributed in the North Pacific region, they do not occur 
anywhere in large concentrations. An estimated 2,000 - 6,000 guillemots, representing 10-15 percent of 
the Spill area population, died from acute oiling. Additionally, an increase in nest predation of pigeon 
guillemot c~icks and incubating adult birds occurred in the Sound after the Spill. Researchers speculated 
that immediately after the Spill, predators such as river otters and minks preyed more heavily on nesting 
guillemots due to heavy oiling and subsequent reduction of their customary shellfi sh prey. 

Recovery Objective 
Pigeon guillemots will have recovered when their population is stable. Sustained or increasing 
productivity within normal bounds will be an indication that recovery is underway. 

Recovery Status 
Pigeon guillemot populations were likely declining prior to the Spill and this decline has continued 
through 2008. The causes of the decline are unclear and the extent to which the Spill has been a factor 
has not been determined. From 1989 to 1991, pigeon guillemot abundance decreased more in oiled areas 
than in unoiled areas, and this accelerated decrease persisted in most years through 200 1. Summer 
surveys along both oiled and unoiled shorelines of the Sound have indicated that numbers of guillemots 
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continued to decline through 2005. March surveys reveal no significant trends in abundance although 
the data appear to suggest a decline at this time of year as well. 

In 1999, adult pigeon guillemots in the oiled areas were still being exposed to oil as indicated by 
elevation of a biochemical marker of exposure, cytochrome P450. No differences were found between 
P450 activity in chicks from oiled and unoiled sites. The difference in P450 activity between adults and 
chicks is probably due to the fact that pigeon guillemot chicks are fed primarily fish, while adults eat a 
combination of fish and invertebrates. Invertebrates are more likely to sequester petroleum compounds, 
whereas fish metabolize them. Data collected in 2004 indicated that there was no difference in P450 
activity in adult pigeon guillemots collected in oiled and unoiled parts of the Sound. 

Reduction in forage fish, specifically herring and sand lance, has been implicated in declines of pigeon 
guillemots. The extent to which the oil Spill resulted in the depletion of these species could indirectly 
injure guillemots and other seabirds by removing the food resources on which they depend. Other 
factors, such as predation and interactions with commercial fisheries, might be contributing to the 
negative population trend; however comprehensive studies including these variables have not been 
conducted. 

The pigeon guillemot population continues to decline in both oiled and unoiled areas of Prince William 
Sound. Nest predation is a potential source of mortality that may be limiting recovery in some areas, 
implying that predator removals could prove an effective restoration option. More data on productivity 
levels is needed to determine if the recovery objective of increasing abundance and productivity has 
been met. 

A project to determine if mink predation is a limiting factor in the nesting success of PIGU on the Naked 
Island complex began in 2014 and will continue through 2015. 

Pigeon guillemots are considered to be not recovered from the effects of the Spill. 

PINK SALMON 

Injury 
Up to 75 percent of wild pink salmon in Prince William Sound spawn in the intertidal portions of 
streams. Eggs deposited in gravel and developing embryos were chronically exposed to hydrocarbon 
contamination from the water column and from leaching oil deposits on adjacent beaches. When 
juvenile pink salmon migrate to saltwater, they spend several weeks foraging for food in nearshore 
habitats. Thus, juvenile salmon entering seawater from both wild and hatchery sources were likely 
exposed to oil as they swam through contaminated waters and fed along oiled beaches. Two primary 
types of injury impacted early life stages of pink salmon: l) growth rates in both wild and hatchery­
reared juvenile pink salmon from oiled parts of the Sound were reduced; and 2) increased embryo 
mortality was documented in oiled versus unoiled streams. 

Recovery Objective 
Pink salmon will have recovered when population indicators, such as juvenile growth and survival, are 
within normal bounds and when ongoing oil exposure, which may cause injury to pink salmon embryos 
(eggs), is negligible. 
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Recovery Status 
In the years preceding the Spill, returns of wild pink salmon in Prince William Sound varied from a 
maximum of 23.5 million fish in 1984 to a minimum of 2. I million in I 988. Many factors, such as the 
timing of spring plankton blooms and changes in water circulation patterns throughout the Gulf of 
Alaska are likely to have a great influence on year-to-year returns in both wild and hatchery stocks of 
pink salmon. Since the Spill, returns of wild pinks have varied from a high of about 12.7 million fish in 
1990 to a low of about 1.9 million in 1992. In 2001 the return of wild stock fish was estimated to be 6. 7 
million fish. 

The decade preceding the oil Spill was a time of peak productivity for pink salmon in the Sound. In 
1991 and 1992, it appears that wild adult pink salmon returns to the Sound's Southwest District were 
reduced by 11 percent; however wild salmon returns are naturally highly variable. Furthermore, the 
methods used to estimate this decrease could not be used to produce reliable injury estimates across 
multiple generations of salmon. An analysis of escapement data from 1968-2001 did not show any 
differences in annual escapements between oiled and unoiled parts of the Sound. Therefore, population­
level effects from the Spill did not impact wild pink salmon or were short-lived. 

Sound-wide population levels appear to be within normal bounds. In addition, reduced juvenile growth 
rates in Prince William Sound occurred only in the 1989 season. Since then, juvenile growth rates have 
been within normal bounds. 

Higher embryo mortality persisted in oiled streams wijen compared to unoiled streams through 1993: 
These differences were not detected from 1994 - 1996, but higher embryo mortality was again reported 
in 1997. It could not be determined if the reemergence of elevated embryo deaths was due to the effects 
of lingering oil (perhaps newly exposed by storm-related disturbance of adjacent beaches), or due to 
other natural factors (e.g., differences in the physical environment). Although patches of lingering oil 
still persist in or near intertidal spawning habitats in a few of the streams used by pink salmon in 
southwestern Prince William Sound, the amounts were considered negligible based on 1999 and 2001 
studies. In 1999, dissolved oil was measured in six pink salmon streams that had been oiled in 1989. 
Only one of the six streams had detectable concentrations of oil, and they were about. a thousand times 
lower than concentrations reported as toxic to developing pink salmon embryos. 

Based on these results, continuing exposure of pink salmon embryos to lingering oil is negligible and 
unlikely to limit pink salmon populations. Given the fact that pink salmon population levels and 
indicators such as juvenile growth and survival are within normal bounds, pink salmon were 
considered recovered from the effects of the oil Spill in 1999. 

RIVER 0TIERS 

Injury 
River otters have a low population density in Prince William Sound. Twelve river otter carcasses were 
found following the Spill, but the actual total mortality is not known. Studies conducted during 1989--91 
identified several differences between river otters in oiled and unoiled areas in the Sound, including 
biochemical alterations, reduced body size, and increased home-range size. The lack of comparable pre­
Spill information precluded any effort to determine ifthese differences were the result of the oil Spill. 

30 
Draft 11110114 



Recovery Objective 
The river otter will have recovered when biochemical indicators of hydrocarbon exposure or other 
stresses and indices of habitat use are similar between oiled and unoiled areas of Prince William Sound, 
after taking into account any geographic differences. 

Recovery Status 
Although some of the differences (e.g., values of blood characteristics) between river otters in oiled and 
unoiled areas in Prince William Sound were apparent through 1996, they did not persist in 1997 and 
1998. 

In 1999, the Trustee Council considered river otters to be recovered, because the recovery 
objectives had been met and indications of possible lingering injury from the oil Spill were not 
present. 

ROCKFISH 

Injury 
Dead rockfish were observed throughout the Sound immediately following the Spill, but an absolute 
count was never documented. Necropsies of five fish indicated that oil ingestion was the cause of death. 
Additionally, hydrocarbon concentrations in dead fish from oiled areas were higher than those from 
unoiled areas. Closures to salmon fisheries apparently caused increasing fishing pressure on rockfish, 
which may have adversely affected local populations. 

Recovery Objective 
Due to the continuing lack of data on rockfish, no recovery objective can be identified. 

Recovery Status 
From 1989--1991, higher petroleum hydrocarbon concentrations were measured in rockfish from oiled 
areas when compared to unoiled areas. Interpretation of these data is limited, however, because oil 
accumulation differs by species and by age of the fish, and these variables were not fixed across sites. 
Other Council-funded studies have been conducted on rockfish since the Spill, including 1) an 
examination of larval growth of fish, (including rockfish) in 1989; 2) a genetics investigation designed 
to identify species of rockfish larvae and young in the Gulf of Alaska and 3) a microscopic examination 
of fish tissues to identify lesions associated with oil exposure. These studies were inconclusive as none 
of them directly linked exposure of Exxon Valdez oil to any of the endpoints that were measured. 

It is unlikely that rockfish are currently being exposed to lingering oil because known pockets of 
lingering oil rarely occur in their preferred habitat. Documented lingering bioavailable oil is in the 
subsurface·sediments of the intertidal zone, and rockfish mostly occur in differing habitats of subtidal 
areas and in pelagic environments. From 1999-2000, no differences were measured in physiological 
responses to oil in rockfish from oiled and unoiled areas. 

Rockfish are managed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game for recreational fishing and the 
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council for commercial fishing in PWS. Data collected by both 
groups in the years since the Spill show that the population is healthy in Prince William Sound and have 
shown no biomarkers of oil exposure. There have been no demonstrated differences in population or 
breeding success between oiled and unoiled areas. 
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As there is no defined recovery objective, we used objectives set by other injured resources to determine 
the rockfish's recovery status. As there is no difference in breeding success or population between 
oiled and unoiled areas and no evidence of ongoing exposure to lingering oil we consider rockfish 
to be recovered. 

SEA OTTERS 

Injury 
Sea otters were originally found throughout the north Pacific including Japan, Russia, the United States, 
Canada and Mexico. By the late 1800s, they had been eliminated from most of their range due to over­
harvest by fur traders. Sea otters came under international protection in 1911 and since then, their 
numbers have rebounded. Today, sea otters can only be harvested for subsistence purposes. Surveys of 
sea otters in the 1970s and 1980s indicated a healthy and expanding population in most of Alaska, 
including Prince William Sound. 

More than a thousand otters became coated with oil in the days following the Spill, and 871 carcasses 
were collected throughout the Spill area. Estimates of the total number of sea otters lost to acute 
mortality vary, but range as high as 40 percent (2,650) of the approximately 6,500 sea otters inhabiting 
the western areas ·of the Sound. In 1990 and 1991, higher than expected proportions of prime-age adult 
sea otters were found dead in western Prince William Sound (PWS). Higher mortality of recently 
weaned juveniles in oiled areas was documented through 1993. Continuing studies ofrnortality rates, 
based largely on sea otter carcass recoveries, suggest that relatively poor survival of otters in the oiled 
area persisted for well over a decade. 

Recovery Objective 
Sea otters will have recovered when the population in oiled areas returns to conditions that would have 
existed had the Spill not occurred and when biochemical indicators of hydrocarbon exposure in otters in 
the oiled areas are similar to those in otters in unoiled areas. An increasing population trend and normal 
reproduction and age structure in western Prince William Sound will indicate that recovery is underway. 

Recovery Status 
No apparent population growth occurred for Prince William Sound sea otters through 1991. After 1993, 
the population in the western Sound began increasing at a rate approximately one-half of the pre-Spill 
rate of increase. From 1993-2000, the number of otters increased by 600 animals which represents an 
annual growth rate of 4 percent. However, in areas that were heavily oiled, such as northern Knight 
Island, sea otter populations remained well below pre-Spill numbers, and population trends continued to 
decline through 2010. Moreover, the demographics within this group apparently were not stable as many 
of the females are below reproductive age and young, non-territorial males moved into and out of the 
population. 

However, the aerial surveys in 2013 indicated that population abundance in Prince William Sound have 
converged in oiled and unoiled areas. The estimated number of sea otters more than doubled relative to 
the 1993 estimate and the increase over that time frame was greater to or similar to estimates of sea 
otters that died within the first years of the Spill. The 2013 surveys indicated that the sea otter 
population at heavily-oiled northern Knight Island, where abundance was depressed for two decades 
after the Spill, had fmally reached pre-Spill levels. 
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Starting in 2011, there was a distinct change in the age-class proportions of dying sea otters, with a 
return to the pre-Spill pattern of predominantly young and older sea otters recovered as carcasses. This 
pattern continued in 2012 and 2013, which may be interpreted as evidence that from 2011 - 2013, 
chronic exposure to lingering oil and/or chronic effects due to previous exposure abated to the point 
where they are no longer factors constraining survival. 

Overall, the current population level data for sea otters in PWS are consistent with the EVOSTC 
defmition o(recovery for sea otters from the long-term injury incurred in the wake of the 1989 oil Spill. 
The support for this is based primarily on demographic data, including ( 1) a return to estimated pre-Spill 
abundance of sea otters at northern Knight Island, a heavily-oiled area within PWS, and (2) a return to 
pre-Spill mortality patterns based on ages-at-death. Gene tran~cription rates in 2012 were similar in sea 
otters from oiled, moderately-oiled and unoiled areas, suggesting abatement of exposure effects in 2012. 
However, because 2012 gene transcription rates generally were low for sea otters from all areas relative 
to 2008, these observations cannot be fully interpreted without data from a wider panel of genes. This 
slight uncertainty with respect to the data from the biochemical indicator is outweighed by the strength 
of the data for the demographic indicators. The return to pre-Spill numbers and mortality patterns 
suggests a gradual dissipation of exposure to? lingering oil over the past two decades, to the point where 
continuing exposure is no longer of biological significance to the PWS sea otter population. Therefore, 
sea otters are considered to be recovered. 

SEDIMENTS 

Injury 
The Exxon Valdez Spilled approximately II million gallons of crude oil into Prince William Sound, and 
much of this oil washed up on shores and was deposited in intertidal and subtidal zones of the Spill area. 
Intertidal shorelines captured approximately 40- 45 percent of the oil, and up to 13 percent of the oil 
settled in subtidal habitats. Using a variety of methods, manual removal eliminated some of the oil from 
the intertidal zone early in the response phase, and within a few months of the Spill, 89 percent of the 
moderately to heavily oiled beaches had been treated. Cleanup activities also occurred in 1990 and 1991. 
According to Shoreline Cleanup Assessment Team (SCAT) surveys, by 1992, approximately I 0 km of 
the original estimated 583 km beaches with surface oiling remained uncleaned. The SCAT surveys were 
focused on documenting surface oiling as a way to direct cleanup activities. Therefore, subsurface and 
subtidal oil was not as closely monitored. 

Recavery Objective 
Sediments will have recovered when there are no longer significant residues of Exxon Valdez oil on 
shorelines {both intertidal and subtidal) in the oil Spill area. Declining oil residues and diminishing 
toxicity are indications that recovery is underway. 

Recavery Status 
Approximately 10 acres of Exxon Valdez oil remains in surface sediments of Prince William Sound, 
primarily in the form of highly weathered, asphalt-like or tar deposits. In 2003, it was estimated that 20 
acres of unweathered, lingering oil may still be present in subsurface, intertidal areas of the Sound, 
which could represent up to I 00 tons of remaining oil. Most of this oil is found in protected, unexposed 
bays and beaches. Subsurface oil was not subjected to the original cleanup activities, and because this oil 
is trapped beneath a matrix of cobbles, gravel and finer sediments, it is not easily exposed to natural 
weathering processes. 
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'The ost ecent studies examinin the extent of subsurface shoreline oil in in PWS and the Gulf of 
Alaska included selection of sites that had any level of initial oiling for field surveys. Known field data 
were combined with modeling to estimate the extent of oiled shoreline at that ooint. An earlier estimate 
of the amount of oil remaining was that 200 tons of oil might sti II exist. Given the slow loss rate of 
subsurface oiling that estimate may still be reasonable. 

_The mest reeeRt stHEiies Elee~:~meRtiag resir:i1:1al eil eee1:1rrer:i eR these eeaehes that were eeRsiC:iereEl 
l'lea><'ily er mer:ierately eiler:i ia 1989. Beael'les reflerteEl as ligl'ltly eileel were Ret s~:~n·~·eEI. Mereever, 
eeael'les e1:1tsir:ie efthe SeHREI were Ret iRei~:~EieC:i, se the ame~:~Rt aRC:i e11teRt efresiel1:1al eil iR the eRtire 
Sf!ill i!eRe is Ret I<Re',YR, a1:1t eRe estimate s1:1ggests as m1:1el'l as 2QQ teRs efeil may still e11ist. Several 
studies have evaluated the extent of lingering oil on armored oiled beaches along the outer Kenai 
Peninsula coast, the Alaska Peninsula, and Kodiak Archipelago. These studies looked at the same sites 
repeatedly at intervals from 1992-20.ll~. By 1995, little visible oiling was observed in the study area 
on Kodiak. Overall, by 1995, hydrocarbon concentrations in sediments at the Gulf of Alaska sites were 
generally lower than for sites in Prince William Sound, but at some locations substantial concentrations 
persisted. Through ~2012, surface oil was not frequently observed in these areas, and subsurface oil 
was present as mostly unweathered mousse. 

ln 1989, chemical analysis of oil in subtidal sediments was conducted at a small number of index sites in 
Prince William Sound. In the subtidal areas, petroleum hydrocarbon concentrations were highest at 
depths of 1-60 feet (below mean low water) and diminished out to depths of 300 feet. It is likely that oil 
in subtidal sediments have decreased substantially since the Spill. In 200 I, several sites that were 
sampled after the Spill were re-visited, and no oil was found in the subtidal sediment from these 
locations. 

Twenty-five years after the Spill, lingering oil persists in the intertidal zones of Prince William Sound 
and on northwest shorelines of the Spill area. The presence of subsurface oil continues to compromise 
wilderness and recreational values, expose and potentially harm living organisms, and offend visitors 
and residents, especially those who engage in subsistence activities along still-oiled shorelines. Although 
much of the oil has diminished over time, pockets of unweathered oil exist, and natural degradation of 
this oil is very slow. 

Therefore, sediments are still considered to be recovering. 

SOCKEYE SALMON 

Injury 
Commercial salmon fishing was closed in Prince William Sound and in portions of Cook Inlet and near 
Kodiak in 1989 to avoid the possibility of contaminated salmon being sold at market. As a result, there 
were higher-than-desirable numbers (i.e., ·'overescapement") of spawning sockeye salmon entering the 
Kenai River and Red and Akalura lakes on Kodiak Island. Initially, these high escapements produced an 
overabundance of juvenile sockeye that overgrazed the zooplankton, and altered planktonic food webs in 
the nursery lakes. As a result, growth rates were reduced during the freshwater stage of the salmon's life 
cycle, which led to a decline in returns of spawning adults. The net result was an initial loss of sockeye 
production. 
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Recovery Objective 
Sockeye salmon in the Kenai River system and Red and Akalura lakes will have recovered when adult 
returns-per-spawner are within normal bounds. 

Recovery Status 
Although sockeye freshwater growth tends to return to normal within two or three years following an 
overescapement event, there are indications that the populations are less stable for several years. The 
overescapement following the Spill resulted in lower sockeye productivity, (as measured by return per 
spawner) in the Kenai River watershed from 1989-92. However, production of zooplankton in both Red 
and Akalura lakes on Kodiak Island quickly rebounded from the initial effects overgrazing. By 1997, 
Red Lake had responded favorably in terms of smolt and adult production and was at or near pre-Spill 
production of adult sockeye. At Akalura Lake. there were low juvenile growth rates in freshwater during 
the period 1989-92, and these years of low growth correspond to low adult escapements during the 
period 1994-97. Starting in 1993, however, the production ofsmolts per adult increased sharply and the 
smolt sizes and age composition suggested that rearing conditions had improved. It is possible that 
overescapement also affected lakes on Afognak Island and on the Alaska Peninsula However, analysis 
of sockeye freshwater growth rates of juveniles from Chignik Lake on the Alaska Peninsula did not 
identify any impacts associated with a 1989 overescapement event. On the basis of catch data through 
2001 and in view of recent analyses of return per spawner estimates presented to the Alaska Board of 
Fisheries in 2001, the return-per-spawner in the Kenai River system is within historical bounds. 
Therefore, it is highly unlikely that the effects that reverberated from the overescapements in 1989 
continue to affect sockeye salmon. 

In 2002, this species was considered to be recovered from the effects of the oil Spill. 

SUBTIDAL COMMUNITIES 

Injury 
Subtidal habitats encompass all of the seafloor below the mean lower low water tide line to about 800 
meters, although deeper habitats are often referred to as the deep benthos. For purposes of this List and 
evaluating oil Spill effects, the impacted subtidal zone generally ranges from the lower intertidal zone to 
a depth of about 20 meters. Communities in the near subtidal areas are typically characterized by dense 
stands of kelp or eelgrass and comprise various invertebrate species, such as amphipods, polychaete 
worms, snails, clams, sea urchins and crabs. Subtidal habitats provide shelter and food for an array of 
nearshore fishes, birds, and marine mammals. 

It is estimated that up to 13 percent of the oil that was Spilled deposited in the subtidli! zones. The direct 
toxicity of the oil, as well as subsequent cleanup activities caused changes in the abundance and species 
composition of plant and animal populations below lower tides. Initial injuries were evident for several 
oil-sensitive species. Infaunal amphipods, a prominent prey species in subtidal communities, were 
consistently less abundant at oiled than at unoiled sites. Reduced numbers of eelgrass shoots and flowers 
were also documented and may have resulted from increased turbidity associated with cleanup activities. 
Two species of sea stars and helmet crabs also were less a6undant at oiled sites when compared to oiled 
areas. However, stress tolerant organisms, including polychaete worms, snails and mussels were more 
abundant at oiled sites. It has been suggested that these species may have benefited from organic 
enrichment of the area from the oil or from reduced competition or predation because other, more 
sensitive species were depleted. 
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Recovery Objective 
Subtidal communities will have recovered when community composition in oiled areas, especially in 
association with eelgrass beds, is similar to that in unoiled areas or consistent with natural differences 
between, sites such as proportions of mud and sand, and that the subtidal community and sediments 
found within are no longer contaminated by lingering oil. 

Recovery Status 
Invertebrate assemblages within eelgrass beds and adjacent areas of soft sediment, were compared at 
oiled and unoiled sites from 1990-1995. It was hypothesized that reduction in eelgrass and kelp could 
alter the habitat structure of subtidal communities and continue to impact resident species because food 
and shelter resources were removed from the environment. By 1995, some benthic species within 
eelgrass habitats of the oiled areas had recovered. However, important species such as amphipods, 
certain bivalves, crabs and sea stars were not as abundant at oiled sites as they were in unoiled areas. It 
was difficult to interpret the fmdings of these studies, because it was not possible to distinguish between 
natural conditions and differences in habitat characteristics caused by the Spill or subsequent cleanup 
activities. 

More recently, a census of marine life throughout the Gulf of Alaska measured biodiversity indices of 
plants and animals in the intertidal and shallow subtidal zones. Measurements of species abundance, 
richness and evenness were compared among areas in Prince William Sound, Kodiak Island and 
Kachemak Bay. Generally, community structure was significantly different between intertidal and 
subtidal areas with intertidal communities comprising more species and being more variable than 
subtidal communities. However, direct comparisons between oiled and unoiled sites were not evaluated 
for each community, and comparisons in these communities at a smaller scale are not known. 

Concentrations of oil in subtidal areas declined by 1995, but were still slightly elevated over unoiled 
sites. In 2001, at a few random sites adjacent to heavily or moderately oiled intertidal areas, little or no 
oil was found in the subtidal sediments. However, a systematic sampling of sediments from subtidal 
areas in the entire Spill zone has not been conducted. 

In the early 1990's, several benthic organisms using the subtidal zones showed trends towards recovery, 
and hydrocarbon concentrations had declined in many areas. However, consistent, systematic surveys 
have not been conducted for many species. Given the length of time since evidence of injury was last 
documented, the lack of subtidal oil for many years, and the resiliency and short generation times for the 
species that had shown lower populations in the oiled areas, it seems likely that recovery has occurred. 

Subtidal communities are very likely recovered. In addition, further study, with sufficient effort and 
scope to achieve powerful tests of the impacts of lingering oil, would be relatively expensive and 
unlikely to defmitively demonstrate an effect of the oil Spill on this resource. 

HUMAN SERVICES 

COMMERCIAL FISHING 

Injury 
Commercial fishing was injured as a result of the Spill's direct impactS to commercial fish species (see 
individual resource accounts) and through subsequent emergency fishing closures. Fisheries for salmon, 
herring, crab, shrimp, rockfish and sablefish were closed in 1989 throughout Prince William Sound, 

36 
Draft 11 I 10114 



Cook Inlet, the outer Kenai coast, Kodiak and the Alaska Peninsula. Shrimp and salmon commercial 
fisheries remained closed in parts of Prince William Sound through 1990. 

Recovery Objective 
Commercial fishing will have recovered when the commercially important fish species have recovered 
and opportunities to catch these species are not lost or reduced because of the effects of. the oil Spill. 

Recovery Status 
In the 1994 Restoration Plan, the Trustee Council specifically recognized the declines in pink salmon 
and Pacific herring populations, and considered the reduction in these two fisheries as the biggest 
contributors to injury of the commercial fishing service in the Spill area. Therefore, many restoration 
activities were focused towards these resources. The strategy for restoring commercial fishing included 
funding projects that accelerated fish population recovery, protected and purchased important habitat 
and monitored recovery progress. By 2002, the Trustee Council considered pink salmon and sockeye 
salmon to be recovered from the oil Spill. However, recovery was not considered complete for Pacific 
herring and the recovery status of this resource remains 'Not recovering' (see individual resource 
accounts). 

Income from commercial fishing dramatically declined immediately after the Spill, and for a variety of 
reasons, disruptions to income from commercial fishing continue today, as evidenced by changes in 
average earnings, ex-vessel prices and limited entry permit values. Natural variability in fish returns and 
a number of economic changes in the commercial fishing industry since 1989 probably mean that many 
of these changes in income are not directly attributable to the Spill. However, these factors also make 
discerning Spill-related impacts difficult. Economic changes confronting the industry include the 
increased world supply of salmon (due primarily to farmed salmonids) and corresponding reduced 
prices, entry restrictions in certain fisheries (such as Individual Fishing Quotas, for halibut and 
sablefish), allocation changes (e.g., a reduction in the allocation of Cook Inlet sockeye salmon to 
commercial fishermen), reduction in processing capacity, and spatial limitations of groundfish fisheries 
in the Spill areas in conjunction with sea lion management. Finally, competition among commercial, 
recreational, and subsistence fishers influence management decisions of these shared resources. 

Since 1989, there have been no non-herring, Spill-related, district-wide fishery closures related to oil 
contamination, and populations of pink and sockeye salmon are considered recovered from the effects of 
the Spill. The Prince William Sound herring fishery has been closed for 19 of the 25 years since the Spill 
and herring are still considered to be recovering recovered. 

Commercial fishing, as a lost or reduced service, is considered to be recovering from the effects of 
the oil Spill. 

PASSIVE USE 

Injury 
Passive use is the service provided by natural resources to people that will likely not visit, contact, or 
otherwise use the resource. Thus, injuries to passive use are tied to public perceptions of injured 
resources. Passive use is the appreciation of the aesthetic and intrinsic values of undisturbed areas and 
the value derived from simply knowing that a resource exists. The oil Spill occurred in what many 
Americans viewed as an undisturbed area and caused visible injury to shorelines, fish and wildlife. The 
loss to passive use following.the oil Spill was estimated by the State of Alaska at $2.8 billion. Using a 
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contingent valuation approach, this was the median value that those surveyed were willing to pay to 
prevent a catastrophe similar to the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill from happening again. 

Recovery Objective 
Passive use will have recovered when people perceive that aesthetic and intrinsic values associated with 
the Spill area are no longer diminished by the oil Spill. 

Recovery Status 
The Trustee Council determined that passive use injuries occurred as a result of the oil Spill because 
natural resources including scenic shorelines, wilderness areas, and popular wildlife species, from which 
passive uses are derived, were injured. The key to the recovery of passive use is providing the public 
with current information on the status of injured resources and the progress made towards their recovery. 

Two vital components of the Trustee Council's restoration effort are the research, monitoring, and 
general restoration program and the habitat protection and acquisition program. Extensive work has 
been done to restore and monitor resources and communicate these findings to the public. The research, 
monitoring, and general restoration program is funded each year through the annual work plan, which 
documents the projects that are currently funded to implement restoration activities for injured resources 
and services. This includes two long-term monitoring programs. The habitat protection program 
preserves habitat important to injured resources through the acquisition of land or interests in land. As 
of 2006, the Council has protected more than 630,000 acres of habitat. including more than I ,400 miles 
of coastline and over 300 streams valuable for salmon spawning and rearing. 

Other public information efforts in which the Council is currently engaged follows: 

• The Trustee Council's website (www.evostc.state.ak.us) offers detailed information regarding 
past, current, and future restoration efforts 

• The Trustee Council prepares a number of documents for distribution to the public including: 
• An Invitation for Proposals, issued at five-year intervals, which solicits restoration project ideas 

from the scientific community and the public for the Council's restoration activities, including 
two long-term monitoring programs, 

• The Annual Work Plan (described above), 
• Updates to the Restoration Plan (1996, 1999,2002, & 2006) which periodically provides new 

information on the recovery status of injured resources and services. 
• Project final reports are available to the public at the Trustee Council's website, through the 

Alaska Resource Library and Information Services (ARLIS) in Anchorage as well as at several 
other libraries in the State, at the Library of Congress, and through NTIS (National Technical 
Information Service). In addition, the Council supports researchers in publishing their project 
results in peer-reviewed scientific literature, which expands their audience well beyond Alaska. 

• Public Input: The Public Advisory Committee (PAC) is an important means of keeping 
stakeholders and others informed of the progress of restoration and providing the public's 
opinions to the Trustee Council as they make decisions. 

Until the public no longer perceives that lingering oil is adversely affecting the aesthetics and intrinsic 
value of the Spill area it cannot be considered recovered. 

Because recovery ofa number of injured resources is incomplete, the Trustee Council considers 
services related to passive use to be recovering from the effects ofthe Spill. 
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RECREATION AND TOURISM 

Injury 
Recreation and tourism in the Spill area dramatically declined in 1989 in Prince William Sound, Cook 
Inlet and the Kenai Peninsula. Injuries to natural resources led resource managers to limit access to 
hunting and fishing areas, and users such as kayakers were prevented from enjoying those beaches that 
harbored visible oil. Recreation was also affected by changes in human use in response to the Spill, 
because areas that were unoiled become more heavily used as activity was displaced from the oiled 
areas. 

Recavery Objective 
Recreation and tourism will have recovered, in large part, when the fish and wildlife resources on which 
they depend have recovered, and recreational use of oiled beaches is no longer impaired. 

Recavery Status 
Recreation and tourism accounted for 26,000 jobs, generated $2.4 billion in gross sales and contributed 
$1.5 billion to Alaska's economy in 2003. The number of visitors to Alaska has increased in the years 
since the Spill and it is expected that the recreation and tourism industry in south-central Alaska will 
grow approximately 28 percent per year through 2020. By 2001, over $10 million had been spent on 
repair and restoration of recreational facilities in the Spill area, and damage caused by the Spill or 
cleanup efforts at the Green Island cabin and Fleming Spit campsites were repaired. 

Telephone interviews conducted in 1999 and 2002 of people who used the Spill area for recreation 
before and after the Spill, indicated that, although oil remained on beaches, it did not deter them from 
using the area. However, they continued to report diminished wildlife sightings in Prince William 
Sound, particularly in heavily oiled areas such as around Knight Island. They also reported seeing fewer 
seabirds, killer whales, sea lions, seals, and sea otters than were generally sighted before the Spill, but 
also reported observing increases in the number of seabirds over the last several years. Key informants 
with experience along the outer Kenai coast reported diminished sightings of seabirds, seals, and sea 
lions. However, they indicated that the possible presence of residual oil has no effect on recreational 
activities along the outer Kenai coast, the Kodiak Archipelago, and the Lake Clark and Katmai national 
park coastlines. Changes in the amount of wildlife observed could be due to a variety of factors, 
including the Spill. 

Recreation and tourism rely on both consumptive and non-consumptive uses of natural resources. 
Although these activities have increased since the Spill, several resources have not yet recovered from 
the Spill and beaches used for recreation contain lingering oil. Resources that are important to 
recreation and tourism, but are still not considered recovered from the Spill or their recovery is unknown 
include Kittlitz's and marbled murrelets, pigeon guillemots, and killer whales. Sport fishing resources 
that affected recreation and tourism are now either very likely recovered (cutthroat trout) or recovered 
(rockfish and pink and sockeye salmon). 

Even though visitation has increased since the oil Spill, the Trustee Council's recovery objective 
requires that the injured resources important to recreation be recovered and recreational use of oiled 
beaches not be impaired. Lingering oil remains on beaches and in some localized areas this remains a 
concern for users. Moreover, some of the natural resources upon which recreation and tourism rely have 
not recovered from the effects of the Spill. 
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Therefore, the Trustee Council finds recreation and tourism to be recovering from the effects of 
the Spill, but not yet recovered. 

SUBSISTENCE 

Injury 
Fifteen predominantly Alaskan Native communities (with a total population of about 2,200 people) in 
the oil Spill area rely heavily on harvests of subsistence resources, such as fish, shellfish, seals, deer, and 
waterfowl. Oil from the Spill disrupted subsistence activities for the people of these villages and 
approximately 13,000 other subsistence permit holders in the area. Oil affected the subsistence harvests 
through a variety of mechanisms including reduced availability of fish and wildlife due to injury, 
concern about possible health effects of eating oiled fish and wildlife, and disruption of the traditional 
lifestyle due to cleanup and related activities. 

Recovery Objective 
Subsistence will have recovered when injured resources used for subsistence are healthy and productive 
and exist at sustainable levels. In addition, there is recognition that people must be confident that the 
resources are safe to eat and that the cultural values provided by gathering, preparing, and sharing food 
need to be re-integrated into community life. 

Recovery Status 
After the Spill, subsistence harvest declined between 9-77 percent in 10 villages within Prince William 
Sound, Cook Inlet and Kodiak. Villages in Tatitlek and Chenega reduced their harvest by 56 and 57 
percent, respectively. Outside of the Sound, harvest declined in Akhiok (on the lee side of Kodiak 
Island) by nine percent, but by 77 percent in Ouzinkie, which is on the northern side of the island. The 
primary reason that harvest declined so dramatically was the fear that oil had contam inated the resources 
and made them unfit to eat. 

Harvest levels have generally increased in many communities since the Spill, but results of harvest 
surveys have been variable. By 2003, they were generally higher than pre-Spill levels in the 
communities in Cook Inlet, but lower in Kodiak and Prince William Sound (except for Cordova). Even 
though the harvest levels in the PWS communities were not as high as pre-Spill estimates, they were 
within the range of other Alaska rural communities. Harvest composition was also altered by the Spill. 
In the first few years following the Spill, people harvested more fish and shellfish than marine mammals 
because of the reduced number of marine mammals and the perception that these resources were 
contaminated and unsafe to eat. 

Both safety concerns and the reduced availability of shellfish contributed to a decline in harvest levels. 
From 1989-94, subsistence foods were tested for evidence of hydrocarbon contamination, with no or 
very low concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons found in most subsistence foods. However, concerns 
about oil contamination remained, and there was a belief that the increase in paralytic shellfish 
poisoning (PSP) was linked with Exxon Valdez oil. By 2006, most subsistence users expressed 
confidence in foods such as seals, finfish and chitons. However, the safety of certain shellfish, such as 
clams was still met with skepticism. 

Subsistence use is a central way of life for many of the communities affected by the Spill, thus the value 
of subsistence cannot be measured by harvest levels .alone. The subsistence lifestyle encompasses a 
cultural value oftraditional and customary use of natural resources. Following the oil Spill, there was 
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concern that the Spill disrupted opportunities for young people to learn cultural subsistence practices and 
techniques, and that this knowledge may be lost to them in the future. In a 2004 survey of the Spill area 
communities, 83 percent of respondents stated that their "traditional way of life" had been injured by the 
oil Spill and 74 percent stated that recovery had not occurred. 

Many factors may contribute to the changes observed in subsistence harvests and the lifestyle 
surrounding this tradition. Demographic changes in village populations, ocean warming, increased 
competition for subsistence resources by other people (e.g., sport fishing charters), predators (e.g., sea 
otters), and increased awareness of PSP and other contaminants may play a role in resource availability, 
food safety, and participation in traditional practices. 

Fears about food safety have diminished since the Spill, but it is still a concern for some users. 
Additionally, harvest levels from villages in the Spill area are comparable to other Alaskan 
communities. 

For these reasons, subsistence is considered to be recovering from the effects of the oil Spill. 
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Notice 

' ~ 

Th~ ab~tract of each· proposal was written by the authors of the proposals to describe th,eir projects. 
To the extent that the abstract~·express opinions about the status of injured resources they d9· not 
represent the views of the Executive Director or. other staff of the Exxon Valdez Oil SpiJlTrust~e 

·Council, nor do they reflect policies or positions of the Trustee <;:ouncil. 
. ' . ' . ' . } ' ' 

The Alaska DepartmeQt qfFish and Game (ADF&G) :administers all programs and activities :fre.e 
from discrimination based on race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, marital status, 

. pregnancy,. parenthood, or. disability. The department administers all programs and activities _in 
compliance with Title VI ofthe·Civil Rights'Act of 1964, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973, Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990,~the Age Discrimination Act of 
1975, and Title IX ofthe Educ~J.tion Amendments of 1972. · ·- · ' · · · 

i ' \ ,. 

~fyou believe you have been discriminate~ against iri any program, activity, or facility please ' 
w~ . 

0 ADF&G ADA Coordinator, P.O. Box 115526, Juneau, AK'99811-5526'. 
' ' ' 

G The ,ADF&G's ADA Coordinator can be reached via phone at the following numbers: 
(VOICE) 907';'"465-6077, (State-wide Telecommunication Device for the Deaf) 1-800~478-
3648, (Juneau TDD) 907-465-3646, or (FAX) 907-465-6078.· · ' 

o U.S. Fish and Wi\dlife Service;4040 N. Fairfax Drive,. Suite 300 Webb, Arlington, VA 
-22203.. ' ' . 

·o Office ofEqual Opportunity, U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington DC 2024Q. 

) ' 



PLEASE COMMENT 

You can help the Trustee Council by reviewing this draft work plan and letting us know your 
priorities for the Fiscal Year. You can comment by: 

Mail: 

Telephone: 

Fax: 

E-mail: 

Draft 10-20-14· 

4210 University Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99508-4650 
Attn: Draft Fiscal Year 2015 Work Plan 

1-800-4 78-77 45 
Collect calls will be accepted from fishers and boaters who call 
through the marine operator. 

907-276-7178 or 907-279-80 12 

elise.hsieh@alaska.gov 
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FY15 Proposal Funding Recommendations 
The fondmg descnbed m thts document ts approximate, for fundmg amounts authon=ed by the Council, please see the Annual Fundmg Overv1ew (AFO) 
for the approprwte fiscal year The AFO 1s posted on the EVOSTC webs1te after the fall Council meetmg 

Page ProJect Pnnc1pal FY15 Sc1ence Scaence PAC 
Executive Trustee 

Number Number Investigator Pro.Ject T1tle Requested Panel Coordmator D1rector Council 

6 15120100 EVOS Admm EVOS Admtmstratwn $2,319,025 
Not Not 

Fund NIA 
Revtewed Revtewed 

7 15100853 Irons 
Ptgeon Gmllemot RestoratiOn 

$391,206 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Program 

II 15120116 Palhster 
Manne Debns Removal 

$310,650 Fund Fund Fund Fund Program 

15 15150121 Mtchel Lmgenng Otl m PWS Update $114,570 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

17 15150122 Fall Subststence Survey Update $281,969 
Not Not 

Fund Fund 
Revtewed Revtewed 

EVOSTC Long-Term 
20 15120114 McCammon Momtonng Program Projects $2,803,400 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

(GulfWatch Alaska) - \ 

73 15150114-T Bochenek 
LTM Program- Supplemental 

$174,200 
Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Data Management Support Reduced Reduced Reduced Reduced 

76 15120111 Pegau 
PWS Herrmg Program-

$1,365,678 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Coordmat10n and Logtsttcs 

121 15120112 Jennmgs 
NOAA Harbor ProtectiOn-

$10,519 
Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Project Management Reduced Reduced Reduced Reduced 

125 15120112-A Patton 
NOAA Harbor Protectwn-

$72,996 Fund Fund Fund Fund Cordova Clean Harbor 

129 15120112-B Carpenter 
NOAA Harbor Protectwn-

$141,315 Fund Fund Fund Fund Cordova Snow Management 

TOTALS $7,985,528 
-
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EVOSTC Lo~rng-'ferm Mo~rnitoring Pmgram Projects (GuliWatch Alaska) 
The fundmg descrzbed m th1s document 1s approx1mate, for fundmg amounts authon=ed by the Council, please see the Annual Fundmg Overwew (AFO) 
for the approprzate fiscal year The AFO IS posted on the EVOSTC webs1te after the fall Council meetmg 

*Tile total for these proJects can be found above under 15120114-McCammon 
Page ProjeCt Pnnc1pal Project T1tle 

FY15 Sc1ence Sctence PAC 
Executive Trustee 

Number Number Inveshe:ator Requested Panel Coordmator Duector Council 
L TM Program- Nearshore 

65 15120114R Ballachey benthic systems m the Gulf of $309,560 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
AK 

28 15120114A Batten 
L TM Program- Contmuous 

$70,700 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Plankton Recorders 

33 15120114C Bishop 
L TM Program - Seabird 

$83,400 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Abundance m Fall and Wmter 

35 15120114D Bochenek I L TM Program - Data 
$163,900 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Management 

L TM Program -
39 15120114E ' Campbell Oceanographic Conditions m $203,700 - Fund Fund Fund Fund 

' PWS 

67 15120114S Carls 
L TM Program - Oil Level and 

$169,200 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Weathenng Trackmg 

LTMProgram-
42 15120114G Doroff Oceanographic Momtonng m $133,700 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Cook Inlet!Kachemak Bay 

30 15120114B Hoffman 
L TM Program - Coordmat10n 

$293,400 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
and Logistics ' 

45 !5120114H Holdened 
L TM Program - Science 

$146,100 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Coordmat10n and Synthesis 

47 151201141 Hollmen 
L TM Program - Conceptual 

$78,600 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Ecological Modeling 

50 151201141 Hopcroft 
L TM Program - Seward Lme $104,000 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Momtonng 

69 15120120 Jones 
L TM Program - Data 

$379,200 Fund Fund Fund' ' Fund 
Management and Synthesis 

Draft 10-20-14 
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Page ProJect Pr 
Project T1tle 

F¥15 Sc1ence Sc1ence PAC Execut!ve Trustee 
Number Number [nvest!gator Requested Panel Coordmotor _/ Director Council 

LTM Program- Ecologtcal 
55 15120114L Konar Commumt1es m Kachemak $48,100 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Bay 

52 15120114K Kuletz 
LTM Program- PWS Manne 

$24,200 Fund Fund 
\ 

Fund Fund Btrd Surveys 

57 15120114M Matkm 
LTM Program -Long-term 

$132,300 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
killer whale momtonng 

59 15120114N Moran 
L TM Program- Humpback 

$141,600 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Whale Predatmn on Hernng 

LTM Program- Forage Ftsh 
61 151201140 Ptatt Dtstnbutlon, Abundance, and $202,400 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Bodv Condition 

63 15120114P Wemgartner 
LTM Program- OAK I 

$119,000 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Momtonng 

Drafll0-20-14 
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JEVOSTC Long-Term Herring Monitoring and,Research Program Projects 
Thejimdmg descnbed m th1s document 1s approximate, for fundmg amounts authon=ed by the Counc1l, please see the Annual Fundmg Overv1ew (AFO) 
for the appropnate fiscal year The AFO 1s posted on the EVOSTC websrte after the fall Council meetmg ' ' 

*Tile total {or tllese vrotects can be found above under 15120 111-Pef!au 
Page ProJect Pnnc1pal FY15 Sc1ence Sc1ence 

PAC 
Executive Trustee 

Number Number Investigator Pro1ect 'IIIIe Req~ested ' Panel Coord D1rector Council 
' 

86 15I20IIIA B1shop 
P,WS Hernng Program -

$I4I,046 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Vahdatwn of Acoustic Surveys 

89 I5I20I II~ Bochenek 
PWS Hernng Prograll! - Data $23,217 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Management Support 

PWS Herrmg Program -
I I4 I5I20IIIQ Branch PopulatiOn Dynam1cs $100,407 Fund Fund ' Fund Fund 

Modelmg 

' 
94 l5I20I liE Buckhorn 

PWS Herrmg Program -
$90,579 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Expanded Herrmg Surveys 

PWS Herrmg Program -
97 l5I20IllF Buckhorn Juvemle Hernng Abundance $84,911 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Index 

99 I51201IIG Buckhorn 
PWS Herrmg Program-

$6,758 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
~ntens1ve Surveys of Juv 

--
I05 I5I20lliK' - Hershberger 

PWS Herrmg Program-
$291,902 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Herrmg D1sease Program 

112 15I201 IIP Guyon 
PWS Herrmg Program -

$53,083 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Hernng Genet1cs 

' PWS Herrmg Program-
I07 151201 IlL Gorman 

Hernng Cond1t1on Momtonng \ $251,572 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

I02 I5120111H Hoover 
PWS Hernng Program-

$35,970 Fund Fu~d Fund Fund Outreach & Educatwn 

110 15I2011IO Pegau, 
PWS Herrmg Program -

$339,007 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Coordmatwn and Log1st1cs 

I I8 15120111R Pegau 
PWS Hernng Program- Aena1 

$70,850 Fund Fund Fund Fund , Surveys 
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Project Number: 15120100 

Project Title: EVOSTC Administrative Budget 

Primary Investigator(s): Elise Hsieh, EVOSTC Executive Director 
Linda Kilbourne, EVOSTC Administrative Manager 

PI Affiliation: N/A Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Fundin 
FY15 Fiscal Year Total 

$2,319,025 $2,319,025 

Abstract: 
The budget structure is designed to provide a clearly identifiable allocation of the funds supporting Trustee 
Council activities. The program components are: 

• Administration Management 
• Data Management 
• Science Program 
• Public Advisory Committee (PAC) 
• Habitat Protection Program 
• Trustee Council Member Expenses 
• Trustee Agency Support/Project Management 
• Alaska Resources Library & Information Services (ARLIS) 

The budget estimates detailed within those specified program components are projected based upon prior year 
actual expenditures and include the application of estimated merit step increases, as well as payroll benefits 
increases. Detailed12-month budget component items cover necessary day-to-day operational costs of the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Office and administrative costs associated with overseeing current Trustee Council 
program objectives. 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Not Reviewed Fund N/A 

Draft 10-20-14 
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Project Number: 15100853 

Project Title: Pigeon Guillemot Restoration Research in Prince William Sound 

Primary Investigator(s): David Irons 

PI Affiliation: USFWS Project Manager: USFWS 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $1,327,356 
FYll FY12 FY13 FY14 

$317,000 $284,300 $48,400 $0 $281,000 $0 $0 $396,656 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin nested: $809,896 
FY17 FY18 

$391 ,206 $154,015 $139,968 $124,708 
Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $2,137,252 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$391,280 $371 ,280 $317,580 $313,580 $312,580 $1,716,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project provides an opportunity to restore the population of Pigeon Guillemots (Cepphus calumba) in Prince 
William Sound, Alaska, which has fallen by more than 90% at the Naked Island Group since 1989. A restoration 
plan for Pigeon Guillemots in PWS was prepared to address the species' lack of population recovery following 
injury by the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill. Predation on nests and adults by mink is now the primary limiting 
factor for guillemot reproductive success and population recovery at the most important historical nesting site for 
guillemots in PWS (i.e., the Naked Island group). Mink on the Naked Island group are descended in part from fur 
farm stock and arrived on the island group during the 1980s. The goal of the project is to remove all mink from 
the Pigeon Guillemot nesting areas and allow for recovery to occur. We trapped for the first time in the winter and 
spring of2014. Seventy-six mink were killed. It is unknown how many were left, but one trapper suspected 20-30 
might have been left. But the females likely produced more young this summer. We expect it will take 2 to 3 
trapping seasons to remove all mink from the nesting areas. This summer we counted 74 pigeon guillemots, up 
from 53 last year, but control islands also had a similar increase. We did not expect to see an increase in birds the 
first year. We surveyed active nests and found 11, down from 17 in 2008, which was expected. This winter and 
spring we will trap again. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 10-20-14 
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IS strong a 
constructive revtew. We do note the high cost of the mmk trappmg effort m relatton to the number culled m 
FY14 We are concerned about the effectiveness of the project and tts ability to achieve Its goals m the long term 
given that eradicatiOn of mmk will not be allowed. 

PAC Exec11.11tuve Dftrector Tll"11.1lstee Co11.1llll1Cil 
Not ReVIewed Fund Fund 

notes ~hat ts strong 
and provides a level of detail that allows for constructive review. The panel does acknowledge that culhng could 
be a temporary or on-going solutiOn and a "money smk," if contmued mto future years and that It IS a substanttal 
commitment to fund and momtor over ttme However, It IS active restoratiOn, whtch ts rare among submitted ' 
proposals, and it is an mterestmg scientific expenment 

' 

I concur sctence ment concerns 
Panel this IS likely a temporary solution and a full cull would be needed to mcrease the populatiOn by the 
numbers c1ted in the proposal Dr Irons stated in his final report for Phase 1 ofth1s project (Page 12): 
" because even a smgle mmk can devastate a guzllemot colony (US Fzsh and Wtldlife, unpubl data), cullmg 
zs unlzkely to szgnificantly reduce the level of gwllemot nest predation or faczbtate populatzon recovery " 
Has somethmg changed smce the report was accepted that a hmtted cull would now be considered useful? 

I also have several questions regarding the design of the project mcluding If the number of birds mcreases, are 
there any plans to determme tfthe mcrease was from the predator removal or other factors? The plan includes 
momtormg the population on Smtth Island as a control which IS currently mmk-free However, there IS no 
momtoring plan dtscussed in the proposal Will Smtth Island be surveyed at the same t1me and frequency as 
Naked Island? The proposal states that ADFG ts only willing to consider a hmited cull at thts time If a complete 
removal is found to be necessary, would a permit to complete this work be possible or demed due to the mtxed 
genetic stock of the mink on the Island? 

At thts ttme, I feel that the Counctl should postpone a fundmg deciSion unttl a final Envtronrn~ntal Assessment IS 

provtded by the PI and the questiOn above regardmg the limited cullts answered. 

Draft 10-20-14 
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I concur with the Science and support the concerns of the Science Coordmator Due to the prospect 
matchmg funds If this proposal is funded at this time and the opportunity for active restoratiOn, I recommend 
fundmg, conditioned upon completiOn of the EA to the satisfactiOn ofEVOSTC Executive Director and the 
coordmatmg agencies (USFWS, APHIS, ADFG, USFS). 

JFY12 FUNDING RECOMMJENDA1rliONS 
Date Sciennce Coordinnator PAC JExecuntive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund No consensus No comments No consensus 

This proposal has been previously submitted to the EVOS Trustee Council and reviewed by the Science Panel 
Support for the work was strong among the Science Panel members One concern that arose pertained to the 
question of whether the mink found today on Naked and nearby Islands in the Naked group are descendants of 
the animals introduced artificially or whether these are fully native mink with an mtact natural genome. That 
questiOn has now been answered with DNA analysis revealing a mixed genome, not reflectmg a pure native 
stock This answer would appear to satisfy the question of whether these mink are natural (no) and to allow the 
extermmatwn to move forward, If supportable scientifically by the Science Panel and Trustee staff and If 
politically and financially acceptable to the Trustee Council 

Here we will provide a review of the adequacy of the science First, It IS noteworthy that PIG Us are the only bird 
species still listed as Not Recovenng after EVOS. Second, the Importance of Naked Island and Its potential 
recovery to this species IS evident -the Naked Island group held about 25% of the PIGU populatiOn m PWS 
pnor to the spill despite representmg only 2% of the PWS shoreline. Third, the mference that mink represent the 
Impediment to PIGU recovery on Naked IS strong, based especially on companson Smith Island where mink are 
absent and PIGU survival Is good Fourth, the contention that strong recovery ofPIGUs on Naked would lead to 
spread and re-colomzation of other smtable sites m PWS IS a reasonable expectatiOn, so restoratiOn on Naked 
pays a wider dividend of recovery elsewhere m PWS. Fifth, we know that the mtroduced foxes are now gone 
from Naked so that Isn't the problem Sixth, the alternatives analysis IS compelling m showmg that no other 
restoration optiOn would work and that eradicatiOn IS the only solutiOn For example, providmg more of the now 
reduced lipid-nch prey would be useless, resulting in feeding minlc better not in enhancing PIGU survival and 
abundance. Cullmg would be a half-step and reqmre costly mtervention forever, and thus can be rejected as a 
viable restoration option Seventh, elimination pf predatory mammals on Islands IS a well-established practice to 
enhance ground-nesting seabirds and other birds Consequently, this proposal makes good sense scientifically 
and addresses an ongomg restoratiOn fmlure of Importance. The only questiOns mvolve the costs and the 
potential use of dogs, Iftrappmg falls to get every last mink in the eradication process. The costs are 2.4 Million 
or 1 3 Million if a Natwnar Wildlife Foundation match IS obtamed We concur that these cost estimates are 
reasonable because a 3-5 year time frame IS needed to complete the removal So while high, the expenditures are 
likely JUstified. The use of dogs,m the removal of mmk seems to possibly conflict with animal nghts as an 
unacceptably cruel practice. 

Sciennce Coordinator Commennts -JFY12 

This proposal Is scientifically compelling and builds <;>n four years of work focused on this topic. While the idea 
of a direct restoration proJect IS appealmg, I am concerned that the total proJect cost IS very high m relatiOn to the 
total number of nests that they proJect Will be added to the island complex. 
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not a proJect proJect IS very It IJVI.vllO.lClll:J ,..,.""'' 11"'" 

active restoratiOn for an InJured species However, the high cost and speculatiOn regarding 
outcome needs to be weighed carefully by the Council 

FY07 FUNDING RECOMMENDATJI:ONS 
Science Panen Science Coordlil!llator PAC Execllll tive Director 
Fund reduced Not reviewed Not reviewed Fund reduced 

mvestlgates restoration m 
PWS They will genetically sample mink that restde on Naked Island Archtpelago to determme if the population 
was introduced or native and make recommendatiOns for a recovery plan for pigeon gmllemots based on the 
findings Ptgeon gulllemots are one of two non-recovered species and thts proJect represents one of the few 
restoratiOn based proposals that have been submitted The genetic samphng of mink and studies exammmg the 
relative contribution of mmk vs other predators to pigeon gmllemot survival and reproductiOn are important in 
evaluatmg mink removals as a potential restoration activity. However, there IS some concern that removal of 
mmk may not be an appropnate restoratiOn actiVIty tfthe mink are m fact native Also, food hmttatwti studtes 
may be dtfficult to mterpret with respect to restoration and are perhaps premature Mink removal may still prove 
an effective restoratiOn tool even Iffood quality IS poor Furthermore, given the hkely annual varmtion in food 
supply, a lack of food m one year may not be a reasonable predictor of future food limitatiOn. We recommend 
fundmg the tmtml year of this proposal and suggest that efforts be made to provtde genetic evidence on mink at 
the end of that year so that reasoned decisiOns can be made regarding future funding 
I 

Executive Director Comments- FY07 

are maJor expenses Assummg on ptgeon "'""H"'uv •. .,, 

any direct restoration wtll hkely mvolve controllmg the mink population on Naked Island. Before this can be' 
undertaken a determmatwn must be made whether the mink populatiOn IS mdigenous or mtroduced Therefore, I 
only recommend fundmg the mmtmum mink capture and genetic testmg program necessary to determine where 
the population ts mdigenous or mtroduced I further recommend local trappers and logistics be utthzed m thts 
effort to reduce expense 

Draft 10-20-14 
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Project Number: 15120116 

Project Title: Marine Debris Removal Program 

Primary Investigator(s): Chris Pallister 

PI Affiliation: Gulf of AK Keeper Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $1,410,071 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$481,064 $483,088* $445,919 
*Fwzdingfor FY13 wasfor Project 13120116-AM2.24.13 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin 
FY15 FY16 

$310,650 $0 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,719,039 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$140,000 $0 $1,285,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/2/14. 

This marine debris cleanup project will during 40 days remove heavy deposits (over 20 tons per mile) of plastic 
marine debris from approximately 3 miles of shoreline on the northeast shore of Montague Island along 
Hinchinbrook Entrance. This shoreline is critical habitat for Steller sea lions and is frequented by depleted harbor 
seals. The cleanup work will be a continuation of a marine debris project begun in 2013 in this specific area for 
the EVOSTC and continued through 2014 with Legislative and ADEC grants. Through August 2014, starting at 
ZaikofPoint on Montague Island at the entrance to PWS and moving south, 6.5 miles of this shoreline have been 
cleaned. The 2015 cleanup will also remove both Japanese tsunami debris and other marine debris. At the 
completion ofthis project approximately 9.5 miles out of74 miles of heavily fouled shoreline stretching south of 
Hinchinbrook Entrance will have been cleaned. A large component of the Japanese tsunami debris is Styrofoam, 
urethane foam, and lightweight debris such as bottles and other plastic containers. This debris is highly mobile 
and susceptible to refloating by tides and storms. Once the debris is refloated from shoreline deposits, prevailing 
winds and currents will move it through Hinchinbrook Entrance. The debris will then be redistributed throughout 
the inner islands of Prince William Sound fouling hundreds of miles of previously cleaned intertidal habitat. The 
primary goal of this cleanup project is to remove in 40 days as much debris as possible from the northeast shore 
of Montague Island in order to limit recontamination of inner PWS shorelines. This project replaces a cleanup 
originally planned nearly 30 miles further south in Patton Bay. A large peninsular land mass called Box Point 
traps and contains debris in Patton Bay and points further south. Refloated debris south of Box Point does not 
threaten inner PWS shorelines nearly as much as the debris deposits further north. It is important to focus the 
cleanup effort on areas that threaten the most environmental damage. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Scftence Coonllftmntor PAC Execlllltive Director Trllllstee Collllndl. 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- JFY14 

The panel recommends fundmg of this proposal The panel supports the PI deciswn to switch clean-up effort to 
address Styrofoam debns from the Japanese tsunami, and thus also endorses provision of funds to complete the 
origmally mtended clean-up ~m Islands of high resource value, as proposed 

Sdence Coordinator Comments -JFY141 

I concur with the Science Panel 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received 

JExeclllltftve Director Comments -JFY14 
r:oot~S1~ilitiea013I~~~;~~fJ:~~~~§i~:B~~~;:~~t0~J::~:·~~4~;;~'::~4::~:~~~~:l~,:~?:~~~~~~1=~~ri.it'~~~ 

I concur with the Science Panel 

JFY13 JFumdin Recommendations: 
Scnence Panell Science Coordinator PAC JExeclllltive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 
*Fundmgfor FY13 was for ProJect 13120116-AM2 2413 wh1ch was an amendment to the orzgmal proposal 
des1gned to address tsunamz debrzs 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
~--;~-,..,ft~-,·~n..-~.~, '~''"'"~~.--c-".""""'Y!F+~-~':>'"""""'""""!v"~~)i?~Ji')i:""'"':"/--:"?""""""':;Z~~-r, w-~~.3';"'7\""1-::.=T'~~&A:w-:;r 1;!P""~7"f,",,..,....:>"~""......-.it!,.,....-'J"....,.,)_.,." ... ~J.~~a'><;;_~~H 

1 Uate:,Jal!ll1lllary"201'3;,JfJrnd~yRidh.llall"Panell:Memb.ea: .. ~OJ!Blments'··~ :.'• r ·'·:;w·,"~.:"~,. ''5J6Ah~;~t;,rl,v'i;f.\:Y;:;:;, •• t"'''t''lo,:,·.;· :; ··;;.''·"~'; !0,:.1 

Reviewer 1: 
This proJect was the most mentonous of the FY 2012 proposals for clean-up proJects and was accordmgly 
funded The modlficatwns made to the work plan and suggested here for the 2013 field season are well JUstified 
by the unexpected challenges associated With tsunami debris from the Japanese earthquake There is urgency to 
address the Styrofoam debns qmckly, as proposed, because once the large pieces have been broken up by waves 
and harsh weather, the resultmg small bits are exceedmgly difficult to find and remove Even though Japanese or 
US government funding may become available, re-onentmg FY 2013 field efforts to focus on where the GoA 
Keeper has documented massive debns, especially styrofoam, accumulatwns IS well conceived and I urge 
support. Postponing the planned debns removal with a lag of one year will not jeopardize the onginal goals, 
provided additional funds are provided to handle the proposed FY 2013 clean-up of tsunami debns. In addition, 
as the Styrofoam breaks up mto smaller pieces, the potential for fish and wlidhfe harm grows dramatically as 
these smaller pieces can become mgested by fish and birds A large fractwn of the area where the debns has 
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been documented to be most abundant falls on histone hernng nesting grounds (Montague, 
Naked, Eleanor, Kmght Islands) potentially mferring with herrmg recovery efforts. The budget IS well leveraged 
and this clean-up IS very cost-effectlve with diverse contnbutwns to the proJect I consider tills proposal to be the 
highest pnonty proJect among ~1 submitted for FY 2013 consideration by the EVOS Trustee Council and urge 
Its support. 

Reviewer2: 
This amendment to a prevwusly awarded grant IS well justlfied. Indeed, the subsequent input of tsunami debns 
dwarfs the amount of debns that was already present I concur that cleanmg up the large amount of Tsunami 
debns should take precedence over the prevwusly funded work The amendment IS well prepared, and the budget 
seems reasonable I recommend fundmg the amendment 

Reviewer3: 
Tills proJect seems to have the strongest relatwnship to mJured resources m the splll regwn arr10ng the submitted 
FY 2013 proposals Marine debns can adversely mod1zy natural marine habitats and can harm or even kill 
ammals when ingested Probabihty of mgestwn mcreases with time after degradatwn mto smaller, bite-sized 
pieces (e g, Styrofoam, plashes) by wave action The justification for the proJect IS strengthened by the amval of 
massive amounts of tsunami debns If funded, the project should be well coordmated with any other state and 
federal cleanup efforts, as well as those by orgaruzatwns, such as the Marme Conservatwn Alhance I am 
supportive ofEVOS fundmg of this proposal 

Reviewer4: 
This proposal focuses on a marme debns cleanup program that IS an extenswn of the currently funded work plan. 
Whlle there is a substantlal request for this proJect, GoAK will match the EVOS],'C funds at a 1 tollevel. They 
propose to stretch fundmg over a three year penod They propose to clean large stretches of coastline by removal 
of plastic and styrofoam debns Much of this additlonal work will be due to the Japanese tsunami debns that 
comphcates the prevwus cleanup efforts. The debns areas are valuable mtertidal regwns. Fundmg IS 
recommended. 

Sdellll.ce Coordlftmntor Commends- FY13 

I concur with the comments mdividual science panel members regardmg the techmcal ments of this proJect I 
would like to see a discussion of how the Gulf of Alaska Keeper IS coordmating their work with ADEC's and 
NOAA's efforts on the removal of tsunami manne debris 

Abstracts were submitted to mdividual members ofthe PAC for comment. No comments were received. 

I recommend fundmg ills Amendment to the onginal proposal for FY' 13. As a mult1-year project, fundmg for 
FY' 14 would be re-submitted on September 1, 2013 for Councll review at their Fall-2013 meetmg 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMJENDA'JI'JIONS 
Sdellllce Pallll.ell Sci.ellllce Coordlftllllator PAC JE:xecuntive Dlirector 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Sdence Pamell Commemts -JFY12 

This long term marme debris removal program has been ongomg for the past 10 years The costs seem to be 
reasonable considering the logistics, although It was unclear If they are relymg on the NOAA grant to complete 

I 
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the work The PI's are expenenced but outreach efforts are weak and the proJec,t lead IS m Anchorage The team 
leader should speak with Village of Eyak team to see if there might be an opporturuty for partnership. 

I 

Sciel!1lce Coordillllator Commellllts -FY!l2 

I concur With the Executive Director and Science,Panel 

The PAC supports funding the Gulf of Alaska Keeper marine debris project, and encourages the proJect team 
and EVOS staff to work with Eyak and other groups to strengthen the pu!Jhc outreach and education component 
ofthe proJect. Passed, with dissent by Brune, who questions the value of a o~e-time cleanup effort; and with 
Andersen Faulkner abstammg due to her associatiOn with Eyak. 

Brune raised a question about funding marine debris cleanup when much of the debris can be attributed to 
mtematwnal tradt'( and not as a result of the oil spill Hsieh stated that it adversely impacted inJured species, 
therefore, addressmg It could help with their restoratiOn French noted that a one-time cleanup of manne debns 
would n<;Jt help much, smce debris arrives every year-stopping It at the source would be m9re effective Stacy 
Studebaker made a pomt that educatiOn and outreach should be a component of the marme debns proJect, and 
that many m Kodiak, participated ui beach cleanup efforts French agreed, and further stated that many other 
groups were mvolved m manne debris cleanup throughout Alaska, and perhaps better mtegration of their efforts 
would be of value Mutter noted that there was an annual Marine Debris Workshop held at the Alaska Forum on 
the Environment, which mcluded many manne debns cleanup orgamzatwns 

Fandrei asked that the Trustee Council be !J!ade aware of the PAC' s concern With fundmg short-term proJects for 
marme debris cleanup because they do not address the long-term problem-the source of the debns. 

I concur With the Science Panel's recommendatiOns The proposal Is extremely detailed and the Pis are already 
achievmg a high level of debns survey and removal Their familiarity With and effectiveness m this area IS 
impressive. 

Gulf of Alaska Keeper has worked to strengthen their public outreach and determine whether Council funds 
would be eligible for fed match In between debns cleanup trips this summer, they have are collaboratmg With 
the Chugach Children's Forest.org proJect, Alaska Geographic, and the Chugach School Distnct to mvolve 
students from Chenega and Tatitlek, and the Alaska Sealife Center regarding an mteractive marme debns 
exh1b1t They have made excellent mroads to expand the1r outreach 

As requested by the Council, GoAK has submitted an addendum with a menu of four public outreach proposals 
My prehmmary recommendation is in favor of funding Proposal!, Youth ActiOn on Marme Debns, with the 
Center for Alaskan' Coastal Studies proposal is diversified, fnghly leveraged and well-designed 
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Project Number: 15150121 

Project Title: Lingering Oil in PWS Update 

Primary Investigator(s): Jacqueline Michel, Research Planning, Inc. 
Michel Boufadel, NJ Institute of Technology 

PI Affiliation: Research Planning, Inc. Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $0 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $114,570 
FY15 FY16 

$114,570 $0 
Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $114,570 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

I FY14 I FY15 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

I I $o I I I $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the P /'s Proposal, dated 912114. 

The results of previous EVOS-funded work on modeling of the lingering subsurface oil in PWS on adjacent 
shorelines were correlated with reduced probability of suitable habitat use by sea otters in 1998 and 2008. This 
work will repeat the spatial modeling of the distribution of sea otters in 2013 to determine if this effect persists 
through 2013, the most recent year for which population data for sea otters in PWS are available. In addition, a 
desk-top exercise will be conducted to determine likely treatment methods and estimated costs for restoration of 
sites selected based on existing site field data, statistical modeling studies, and the field bioremediation study of 
four beaches. Modeling results for the locations of lingering subsurface oil will be used to produce a database of 
sites contaminated with moderate oil residue (MOR) and heavy oil residue (HOR). Sites with the same level of 
contamination will be added to the database. For each site in the database, the Principal Investigators will evaluate 
approaches for accelerating the removal of the lingering oil. The evaluation will include assessment of the 
technical (engineering) feasibility and cost. The appropriate approaches will be ranked and presented. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Ftmd Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments - FY15 
Date: September 2014 
The Panel notes the cost-effective design and experience of Pis. Panel also notes this project does not replicate 
the work from the Carls project. 

Science Coordinator Comments - FY15 
Date: September 2014 
This work continues an important data set and will allow for the identification of targeted areas for direct 
restoration activities. 

Public Advisory Committee- FY15 
Date: October 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

Executive Director Comments - FY15 
Date: October 2014 
I concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 
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Project Number: 15150122 

Project Title: Subsistence Survey Update 

P rimary Investigator(s): James Fall 

PI Affiliation: ADFG Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Fundini Authorized To Date: $0 
I FY12 FY13 I FY14 

$0 $0 $0 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $291,476 
FY15 FY16 

$281,969 $0 
Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $281,969 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

I FY14 I FY15 I FY16 I FY17 FY18 I Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

I I $o I I I $o 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9112114 and 10/2/14. 

Subsistence uses are a vital natural resource service that was injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS). In 
the years following the spill, harvest levels and participation rates declined markedly, and transmission of cultural 
skills and values was disrupted. The EVOS Trustee Council (EVOSTC) has adopted the following recovery 
objective for subsistence: 

"Subsistence will have recovered when injured resources used for subsistence are healthy and productive and 
exist at pre-spill levels. In addition, there is recognition that people must be confident that the resources are safe 
to eat and that the cultural values provided by gathering, preparing, and sharing food need to be reintegrated into 
community life." 

The last update of subsistence harvests, pertaining to 2003, concluded that "recovery is incomplete and the future 
direction of change is uncertain" (Fall 2006:396). The EVOSTC considers the status of subsistence as 
"recovering" but not recovered. The purpose of this project is to collect, analyze, and report information about 
current subsistence uses offish and wildlife in a subset ofEVOS area communities that is comparable with 
previous research results and that can be applied to evaluate the status of subsistence uses in light of the EVOS 
TC recovery objective. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Not Reviewed Fund Fund 
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Sci.ence Panen Comments- FY15 

There was not enough detail provided m the proposal to assess the validity of the survey design The Panel 
acknowledges the experience and expertise of the PI but also has notes that the survey cost per household appears 
to be quite high Also, there are_ complicating (confounding) factors that probably mfluence use of traditiOnal 
subsistence foods, such as availability of alternative foods and the prevalence of modern technology, leadmg to 
changing lifestyle patterns 

The PAC recommends that tpe Subsistence Survey Update project (15150122) be funded with the condition that 
the local commumtles are well mformed before surveys are conducted. 

I coricur with the Science Coordinator' and Science Panel regardmg the high cost and confoundmg factors 
acknowledge the mterest m updatmg the pnor surveys. With regard to the lack of detail, the PI IS highly 
expenenced and I am confident the EVOSTC staff can work with the PI to develop the proposal to 
implementation. ' 

Regarding the PAC motion regardmg the need for pre-survey community outreach· the Fall proposal notes, 
"Pnor to research, meetmgs will be held m each study commumty to review proJect goals and metliods and to 
seek mput on research questions Formal approval of the project in the form of a resolutiOn will be sought from 
the tnbal governments' m each commumty." ,' _ 
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Project Number: 15120114 

Project Title: EVOSTC Long-Term Monitoring Program (GulfWatch Alaska) 

Primary Investigator(s): Molly McCammon 

PI Affiliation: AOOS Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $8,574,800 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$2,904,600 $2,675,800 $ 2,994,400 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $5,211,400 
FY15 FY16 

$2,803,400 $2,405,000 
Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $13,783,200 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$1,784,000 $1,738,000 $1,823,000 $1 ,802,000 $1,536,000 $8,683,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8127/14. 
The goal of the Long-term Monitoring (L TM) program, now known as Gulf Watch Alaska, is to provide sound 
scientific data and products that inform management agencies and the public of changes in the environment and 
the impacts of these changes on Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS) injured resources and services. The five-year 
program includes: 1) four monitoring components (environmental drivers, benthic, pelagic, lingering oil); 2) data 
management services; 3) integrated syntheses of data; 4) historic data recovery and syntheses; and 5) science 
outreach. 
The program has six primary objectives: 
1. Sustain and build upon existing time series in the EVOS-affected regions of the Gulf of Alaska. 
2. Provide scientific data, data products and outreach to management agencies and a wide variety of users. 
3. Develop improved monitoring for certain species and ecosystems. 
4. Develop science synthesis products to assist management actions, inform the public and guide monitoring 

priorities for the next 20 years. 
5. Enhance connections between the Gulf Watch Alaska and Herring Research and Monitoring programs. 
6. Leverage partnerships with outside agencies and groups to integrate data from broader efforts. 

Some highlights from our progress in year 2 of the program include: 
• Completed all project sampling and program reporting 
• Updated and added information to the program website (www.gulfwatchalaska.org) and data portal 
• Developed and documented new protocols for certain species\ 
• Held successful annual meeting and time series workshop, launched two new working groups, and elected the 

program Science Review Team 
• Collaborated with the HRM ro 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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This year, the Panel was pleased to see improvement in this year's proposals regarding QA/QC of data collection 
and integration of projects, including the oceanography proposals and proposals by Matkin, Moran and Arimitsu 
& Piatt. The revised reporting forms also prompted greater inclusion of benchmark results, publications and 
changes to work plans. The Panel was also pleased to see that the Science Advisory Panel has been selected and 
is actively providing feedback to the Program. The Panel appreciates the Pis initial efforts to engage junior 
scientists and continues to encourage post-docs being integrated into the programs. 

Next year, the Panel would still like to see improvements in: 
Inclusion of/undamental infOrmation 
The Panel would like to see the inclusion of fundamental information regarding the I) approach, design and 
analysis of studies and 2) explicit statements of how analyses are answering major questions. This key 
information is essential to evaluating proposals, and we expect to see brief descriptions included in the next 
proposals. We are not requesting that detailed descriptions be provided to the degree exhibited in original 
proposals or publications; Pis should use their expertise to identify and include essential, fundamental 
information that should be included to facilitate review. Good examples of the level of expected detail include 
the proposals by Carls, Jones, Piatt and the Marine Debris Removal proposal by Pallister (available on the 
EVOSTC website). 

The Panel appreciates that any additional requests for information in proposals can be perceived as onerous and 
that the Panel had indicated in prior years that they did not want the entire original proposal text included every 
year. However, the minimal, essential information requested should not take long to incorporate and could 
remain in subsequent proposals. From a Panel perspective, proposals cannot be evaluated without key, 
fundamental information on major hypothesis in part so changes to the design can be considered in proper 
context. We appreciate your efforts in refining your multi-year proposal submissions. 

Coordination & Collaboration/Synthesis 
The Panel appreciated the programs' explicit statements recognizing the synergisms among project efforts. It is 
clear that most projects are already working together where it is practical or advantageous to the achieving the 
goals of individual projects. We also appreciated that the programs recognized the need to integrate data across 
projects to arrive at a synthetic view of the status and trends of the PWS ecosystem, including more information 
on conceptual models and the synthesis of existing datasets that promise the necessary integration across 
projects. However progress in these areas will need to be more explicit and more fully developed, and details 
provided to the Panel were too limited to be able to truly evaluate progress in this area. We look forward to 
seeing synthesis (integrated data synthesis, not just conceptual synthesis) both within and across projects at the 
February synthesis meeting and view this as a critical checkpoint to assess progress of the program toward a 
synthetic understanding. 

Science Coordinator Comments - FY15 
Date: September 2014 
I concur with the Science Panel's overall comments. The Program has clearly worked hard over the past field 
seasons to better integrate the projects, refine the administrative and outreach activities, and collect and maintain 
the scientific data. 

We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 
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Sciellll.ce Pallll.ell Commellll.ts- FY].41 

The science panel appreciates the general approach of the L TM program but feels that more basic information 
was needed to fully evaluate the potentral success of the program Our comments below, and for several 
mdividual proJects, highlight examples that would have benefitted from the inclusion of additional mformation , 
for developmg more mformative proposals and progress reports The p~nellook:s for more mformative proposals 
and progress reports m the future Our goal Is to provide feedback that may strengthen the program while It IS 
stm m Its formative stage of Implementation 

*Proposals by Matkin on killer whales, Moran on humpback whales, and Carls & Lindeberg on benthic 
monitoring were all praised by the Science Panel for their importance, inclusion of detail, and significant 
progress. 

Proposals were llackli.llll.g ftllll. detanll, llli.llll.derftllll.g their evallUllatfimn 
There was not enough informatiOn provided for the Science fane! to evaluate the proposals and offer substantive 
suggestions. In order to evaluate proposal ments, the Science Panel wanted to see more detail, mcludmg· 

0 Samphng design, locations and methods, includmg QA/QC of data collection 
a Approach to data analysis mcludmg statistical methods and/or relevant contrasts 
e Exphcit statement of how analyses will answer the major questions 
o A discussion of results to date and any adjustments m project design m view of results 
o Explicit statement of how indlVldual proJect results relate to or will be mtegrated mto the broader program 
o The proposals should be reVIywed as a whole by someone from the group before submission 

The panel, EVOSTC and agency staff Will be lookmg at options for providmg bnef gmdance and/or a form for 
the programs in advance of proposal drafting and submission to clarify expectations. When EVOSTC staffhas a 
draft form or gmdance, we will circulate It to the Team Leads for their feedback There was also initial 
discussion regardmg reportmg which we Will also circulate if It IS further developed 

Allll. overallH revi.ew lby allll. mli.tsi.de expert illll plllysncan oceallll.ograpllly and dfimate woUlllldl lbe UllsefUllll. 
In the current round of proposals, the need to descnbe physical oceanographic forcmg,was rarely descnbed. 
Several proposals generally provided vague language, in some cases they cut and pasted text from the 
overarching and ongmal2012 proposal 

There IS uneven treatment 
1
and an appareqt la~k of collaboration among the four oceanography projects Itt L TM. 

The Wemgartner (GAKl) and Hopcroft (Seward Lme) proposals are well thought out and collaborative 
However, Campbell and Doroff proposals should be more collaborative and thorough, mcludmg physical 
measurements, they are also unclear on mstrument calibration and data QA/QC. There is no evidence of 
collaboratiOn wit!}. tramed physical oceanographers or reference to the PWS samplmg stations m the Hopcroft 
proposal An overall review of the physical oceanography and chmate aspects ofLTM (and, to a lesser extent, 
herring) would be useful 

Outside expert for oceanography review - some suggestions for tramed oceanographers who,work with 
biologists include: John Largier, UC Davis/Bodega Marine Laboratory, Steven Bogard, SWFSC-NMFS, and 
Jack Barth, OSU ' 

PUlllblli.catfiolllls 
The Science Panel encourages investigators to publish their results m peer-reviewed journals to make their hard­
won results avarlable to wider scientific audience This encouragement especially apphes to young investigators 
who are estabhshmg their careers They may quickly become unable to co~pete for other JObs. We anticipate 
the FY17 Invitation will include an expectation to pubhsh. 
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Data Management 
The Science Panel is concerned about progress on data management. The data management proposal drew 
heavily on their old proposal without including sufficient updated evidence of interactions between the 
programs' Pis and the data management team. In addition, there does not appear to be a data management 
policy or QA/QC policy created as the programs approach Year Three. In addition, no milestones were reported 
in the newly submitted proposals, so it was difficult to gauge how much progress had been made in the last two 
years. Moreover, it was not clear how data would be available for synthesis. The panel recommends that the 
Council condition funding upon the creation of a credible and detailed data management policy and a QA/QC 
policy and include clear milestones in for their proposal. 

Regarding a QA/QC policy: such a document is a basic need of any data management. We note too that 
instruments commonly need to be calibrated before and after use to be able to adjust for measurement drift, if it 
occurs. With two separate data centers operating under the EVOSTC program it is crucial that a high level of 
QAIQC be maintained. The Science Panel is concerned that adequate attention is not being devoted to this 
fundamental aspect of data management. It is particularly important that to assemble complete metadata to 
ensure that long-term data sets can be verified and understood once the current participants have moved on to 
new positions. For example, EPA and NSF require detailed data management and QA/QC plans as part of all 
proposals. Large monitoring programs, such as NSF's L TER and oceanographic programs, devote considerable 
time and effort to addressing these critical needs. 

Example: As a specific example, the Ocean Tracking Network (OTN) has four nearly full-time people creating 
metadata forms that are required to be filled out, submitted and checked for QA-QC before data can be added to 
the database. Since OTN is currently adding equipment to tracking arrays in PWS, it would be particularly 
appropriate at this time to arrange communication between senior OTN data managers with EVOSTC program 
data Pis to ensure that data standards are adequate. As with OTN, and as emphasized in the initial funding of the 
EVOSTC programs, skilled data management resulting in data that can be relied upon by the scientific 
community and resource agencies will ultimately determine the long-term success and influence of the 
programs. The contact at OTN is Bob Branton (bob.branton@gmail.com) or (bob.branton@dal.ca). 

Attrition of Experienced Personnel 
The panel notes that it may be a challenge to replace experienced personnel retiring or transitioning out of the 
programs, but the need for their expertise remains. To address these changes, the panel suggests that the 
programs partner their junior Pis with newly recruited, experienced scientists. Where difficulties exist in filling 
key positions, the panel also suggests strategically tapping outside experts to review projects and provide 
consultation and setting up a Post-Doc training program for the L TM and Herring projects. As experienced 
personnel leave the program either through retirement or departure, the salary savings could fund this kind of 
activity. 

Potential Resource - The panel encourages the programs to consider options for developing concepts for 
postdoctoral programs that can help address these issues. The panel and the programs' internal panels and 
advisory groups can provide assistance in identifying potential post doc candidates who may be helpful to the 
programs. Intergovernmental Personnel Assignments and perhaps NRC Research Associate post-docs may also 
be a source for additional expertise and post-doc work. 

Synthesis in Advance of February 2015 Workshop 
There is concern from our review of the proposals that the programs are postponing work on synthesis until just 
before the Workshop. The programs should think through and create a step-by-step route and design for their 
2015 synthesis so there is sufficient field time to work on it. This plan should include mechanisms and process. 
The part of synthesis that involves creation of and testing of models is best done by an iterative process in which 
modeling is sequentially tested by reference to new data and the models revised accordingly. 
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There was also a suggestion to focus on cross-cuttmg topical Issues, such as acoustics and cahbration. Pis with 
different expertise could be patred to Imttate and encourage actual synthetic analyses and presentat10n m contrast 
to single PI presentat10ns on Isolated proJects or topics. 

Examples for pazrzngs znclude disease and physiology, and modelmg ofherrmg movements and disease 

.hnter-project cooperatftonn anndl commnnlllllkatnonn 
The Science Panel acknowledges and salutes the efforts made to coordmate logistics of field proJects, especially 
following a long period when Pis worked relatively mdependently on most projects However we are not 
convmced that some of the mdividual projects are as well connected as they should be, in terms of 
commumcat10n among PI's This· comment IS based on an apparent lack of connectivity among some of the· 
proposals 

Program Scftem:e Pannell anndl Upcomftnng 2015 Synntllnesfts 
*See also Synthesis m Ad~ance of February 2015 Workshop;above. 
Proposal Objective 2. Assist with Scientific Review Panel 
"Setup ofthe panel has been delayed m order to make the most effective use of panel members' time m advance 
of the synthesis workshop. Plannmg of the synthesis workshop begins m the final two quarters of year 2, the 
panel will be estabhshed by the end of year two (approximately one year m advance of the synthesis 
workshop).;, 

. 
This Is a maJor problem. Brmgmg an outside science review into proJects makes changes difficult (because of 
already established long-term momtonng protocols) Some of these aspects should have been estabhshed m 
Year 1 rather than just before a maJor synthesis workshop m Year 3 The Science Panel suggests they establish a 
group that reviews th~ devejoped momtormg and mtegrat10n plans and how they support synthesis 

JRegardlinng tllne Program's Sdennce Pannell: 
What Is its status? Their mfluence and gmdance IS not apparent, guidance, integrat10n IS needed The L TM 
Program's mtemal Science Panel should be already composed, constituted and advismg by now. 

Sdennce Coordlftnnator Commennts -FY:il.4 
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In concur with overall comments of the Science Panel. I agree With the Panel's comments regardmg the overall 
poor quahty of the propos.als Most proposals made no effort to even change the dates of their tasks and 
deliverables makmg It almost Impossible to determine where the project was m meetmg Its objectives. I am also 
particularly concerned by the lack of a funct10nmg science advisory committee this far mto the program The · 
creation of this group was a requirement of the FY12 Invitation for Proposals under which this program was 
funded. I would recommend to the Council that funding of the administrative portion of this program he 
withheld until a plan is in place for a program science advisory body. 

Pulbllftc Adlvftsory Committee Commennts- FY14 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no mdividual comments were received · 

Executive Director Commennts -FY14 
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Trustee Council Comments - FY14 
Date: October 2013 
The Council requests the Team Leads and Pls within the Long-Term Programs in Project numbers 14120111 and 
14120114 work with EYOSTC staffto address Science Panel and EVOSTC staff comments in the Fiscal Year 
2014 Work Plan and participate in a Long Term Programs' Data Review Meeting with EVOSTC and Trust 
Agency Staff. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 
Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 
l concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
' Date: September 2012 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
April2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date: July 2011- Individual Panel Member Comments 
Individual Comment 1: 
Seabird monitoring costs double in year 3 - The explanation is clear, although the basis for why two surveys 
may be needed in year 3 and what is lost when only 1 is done is unclear. Cost breakdown for Coordination, data 
management, outreach, and administration - The suite of activities included under this heading is now explicit as 
are the total costs associated with each one in the budgets provided. I wish to note, however, the "conceptual 
modeling" project of Hollmen does not fall into any of these categories - it is a scientific study, not an 
administrative service, outreach activity, coordination, or data management task, and should be reviewed as 
such. In that context, I examined the Hollmen proposal and have some concerns. Although intended to be 
"conceptual modeling", I find no mention of any concepts in the proposal. I cannot find indication of the 
methodological approaches to be used and why they were chosen. For example, will this be a Bayesian process? 
Will modeling be ecosystem based? Will ECOPATH of something analogous be employed? There are no 
literature cotations in this proposal. For 395K over 5 years, more detail would seem to be called for. I cannot 
find a CV included for the PI, Hollmen. Does she have modeling experience, and, if so, in what types of models? 

Synthesis concerns - the Pis provide a thoughtful and compelling response to this issue, providing an excellent 
overview and demonstrating potential for meaningful syntheses. 

Data management- The Pis make a strong case for the cost efficiencies associated with leveraging that lower 
the costs of the data management for EVOS Trustee projects by joining with AOOS in a coordinated effort with 
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a smgle consultant-provider The response also makes a JUstifiable case for why teammg up with AOOS makes 
sense- because of their presumed pennanence as compared to other science programs I am Impressed that Phil 
Mundy chairs the AOOS external advisory committee and concur that he has the expenence and wisdom to 
prov:1de ratiOnal advice and gmdance. Nevertheless, the bottom hne after all IS said and done IS- Does Axiom 
deliver the data products that are acceptable to the scientists it is serving This response document appe~s to 
argue that the scientists that participate m the Momtoring Program are mdeed satisfied. So that helps me s1de 
with contmumg the relationship with Axiom Nevertheless, this document implies a willingness to mteract with 
NCEAS and to discuss their recommendatiOns for Improvements mall aspects of Ax19m's data management 
services and I think that facilitatmg that set of mteract10ns m a meanmgful way (meanmg to sufficient depth and 
not JUSt superficial) IS important for p~ece-of-mmd given delays m delivery of reports from AxiOm on past EVOS 
Trustee contracts. I am also cunous to know ofthe outstandmg final reports have indeed,been completed 
successfully at this time I see argued m this response document that the past scientist clients of AXIOM are 
satisfied with the company's services, which addresses one maJor issue rmsed by the Science Panel. 

' ' ' 

This proposal Is well presented and provides a thorough long-term monitoring program for the spill area. The 
team IS experiencea and well -qualified to complete the proposed work The outreach and educatiOn strategies 
and partnerships are well thought-out and have the potential to provide effective means to disseminate ' 
information and engage commumty members m understandmg the results of the mtegrated momtonng program 
The potential future de':'elopment of a citizen momtonng program would provide another effective strategy The 
Science Panel was especially Impressed with the sectiOn called 'cross-cuttmg' that showed the linkages with the 
Herrmg Program Gathering and makmg data available will be the keystone of this program The Science Panel 
expressed senous concerns about past perfomiance of some participants and that the data management teap1 does 
not have sufficient expertise or scientific gmdance to deliver a useable data system. In additiOn, It IS pot clear at 
all there IS a plan for the mclus10n of structurally diverse data where and how will such data be organized so that 
relevant data and metadata from a broad array of disciplines can be assembled m one database. The panel viewed 
this as this as an mformatics problem that, if not resolved at the onset, will Jeopardize the long-tenn program. 
There IS a very clear need to overcome critical technological Impediments to accomplishmg synthetic, 
int~grative environmental science, while at the same time promotmg more open access to mformat10n and data 
sharing It IS cntical that this ,database be open source and be compliant with the Knowledge Network for BIO-

- complexity metadata compliant with Ecological Metadata Language. In addition, there should be a plhn from the 
outset as to how to mcorporate this data into NPRB's GOAIERP program at the end of the first five-year 
contract cycle 

Therefore, we strongly recommend that the Council provide assistance from an organization such as the National 
I 

Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) for peer review and technical assistance to 'the data 
management team. With regard to the separate lmgermg 011 momtonng proposal mcluded w1thm the Program 
proposal, the Panel has no objection to the fundmg ofth1s additional proJect 

Science Coor-dinator Commellll.ts -JFY12 
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I agree with the Science Panel and Executive Director I also have' senous concerns regardmg the 
data program and would encourage the Council to assist the team by prov1dmg fundmg for a collaborator to 
assist the data team in their development of the data program My concerns regarding the proposed contractor are 
based on a poor past perfonnance with meetmg deadlines and producmg dehverables. I also believe that the final 
product would greatly benefit If AxiOm was given assistance from a group that has expenence workmg with 
large heterogeneous data sets1• 

The PI's that are mcluded m this program proposal have extensive experience gathering data m PWS and have 
contributed to severallpng-term data sets that will be the foundatiOn of this program The team's qmck response 
to our data set questiOns demonstrates their ability to work together and to openly share mformat10n With their 
fellow researchers 
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Public Adviso Committee- FY12 

The PAC supports funding the L TM project proposal, noting that the PAC agrees with the Science Coordinator 
in that there are serious concerns regarding the data program and would encourage the Council to assist the 
project team by providing funding for a comprehensive review of the data program. The motion passed, with 
dissent by Brune and Bauer, based on Axiom's current past due deliverables. 

It was moved by French, second by Studebaker, that the PAC supports the Science Panel recommendation for 
additional funding for the L TM project to consider the effects of lingering oil. Passed unanimously. 

Executive Director Comments - FY12 

There has been strong concern about the program's data manager serving the entire program. Since April, the 
data manager's work has been favorably reviewed, has submitted late deliverables to the Council and several 
data management options have been produced by this program and outside entities. These options presented are 
in conjunction with leaders in the field of heterogeneous scientific database management and are excellent 
options. I recommend the Council pursue one of these options to ensure successful management of the data 
produced by this and past Council-funded efforts. 
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Project Nu1_11ber: 15120114-A 

Project Title: L TM Program - Continuous Plankton Recorders 

Primary Investigator(s): Sonia Batten 

PI Affiliation: SAHFOS Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $ 1,119,900 
FY02-FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 

$984,300 $0 $66,800 $68,800 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $143,800 
FY15 FY16 

$70,700 $73,100 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $279,400 

FYIS FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$180,800 $169,000 $592,500 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

Many important species, including herring, forage outside of Prince William Sound for at least some of their life 
history (salmon, birds and marine mammals for example) so an understanding of the productivity of these shelf 
and offshore areas is important to understanding and predicting fluctuations in resource abundance. The 
Continuous Plankton Recorder (CPR) has sampled a continuous transect extending from the inner part of Cook 
Inlet, onto the open continental shelf and across the shelf break into the open Gulf of Alaska monthly through 
spring and summer since 2004. There are also data from 2000-2003 from a previous transect. The current transect 
intersects with the outer part of the Seward Line and provides complementary large scale data to compare with 
the more local, finer scale plankton sampling on the shelf and in PWS. We propose to continue sampling this 
transect through 201,6. Resulting data will enable us to identify where the incidences of high or low plankton are, 
which components of the community are influenced, and whether the whole region is responding in a similar way 
to meteorological variability. Evidence from CPR sampling over the past decade suggests that the regions are not 
synchronous in their response to ocean climate forcing. The data can also be used to try to explain how the 
interannual variation in ocean food sources creates interannual variability in PWS zooplankton, and when changes 
in ocean zooplankton are to be seen inside PWS. The CPR survey is a cost-effective, ship-of-opportunity based 
sampling program supported in the past by the EVOS TC that includes local involvement and has a proven track 
record. 

FY15 Fundin 
Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15 
Date: September 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments - FY14 
Date: September and October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 

Fund 

The October 20 13 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 
Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. o individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 201 1 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
April201 1 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments - FY12 
Date: June 2011 
There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-B 

Project Title: L TM Program- Administration, Science Review Panel and PI Meeting 
Logistics, and Outreach and Community Involvement 

Primary Investigator(s): Katrina Hoffman 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $836,600 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$263,300 $274,700 $298,600 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $581,500 
FY15 FY16 

$293,400 $288,100 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,418,100 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27/14. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et al. To achieve fiscal efficiency, the Prince William Sound Science 
Center (PWSSC) serves as the administrative lead and fiscal agent for the consortium implementing this program 
known as Gulf Watch Alaska (GWA). As fiscal agent and administrative lead, PWSSC is responsible for: 
managing award contracts for all non-Trustee Agency projects within the program; ensuring the program and 
projects adhere to all reporting policies, practices and timelines as required by the EVOSTC and NOAA; serving 
as a liaison between the program and EVOSTC staff; coordinating travel and logistics for principal investigator 
annual meetings; coordinating travel and logistics for outreach efforts; participating in an annual audit; and 
providing administrative support to the outreach and community involvement component of the GWA program. 
The Outreach and Community Involvement component is coordinated by the Alaska Ocean Observing System. 
We also coordinate with the Herring Research and Monitoring Program on data sharing, administration and 
outreach. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY15 
Date: September 2014 
There is discussion of the website being the primary outreach tool for the team, yet the site does not appear to be 
regularly updated or provide much information for the general public on the Program 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY15 
Date: September 2014 
r concur with the Panel's concerns regarding the outreach program. The website is being used as the "primary 
source of information" but there is very little information that would be of use to the general public. The 
publications page is blank and there are no links to the Delta Sound Connection article mentioned in the 
proposal. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15 
Date: October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date: September 2013 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

This proposal demonstrates a good range of activities, is well written and explained. Very good elaboration on 
the level ofpartnering and how partnerships work. The project has good advisory committees, but could use 
some evaluation of the impacts of its public educational programs -are they reaching the intended audience, etc. 
The budget may be inadequate to support evaluation costs. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 

Fund ot Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 
There are no project specific comments. 
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·.Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meetmg. No tpdlVldmil comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS ' 
Date .J · Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Dfrector· 

June/Jqly 2011 
~ Fund Fund Fund · .. Fund ' 

Apn12011 Fund " Fund' Fund Fund 
I < ~ J 

f ' J I <) ~ ,. ' ll ' ' 

Science Panel, Science_Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments -·FY12 __ 
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There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-C 

Project Title: L TM Program- Seabird Abundance in Fall and Winter 

Primary Investigator(s): Mary Anne Bishop 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $211,200 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$51' 700 $78,600 $80,900 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $169,700 
FY15 FY16 

$83,400 $87,500 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $382,100 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$10,500 $45,500 $63,500 $63,500 $63,500 $246,500 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27/14. 

This project is a component of the integrated Gulf Watch Alaska Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions 
and Injured Resources and Services submitted by McCammon et.al. The vast majority of seabird monitoring in 
areas affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill has taken place around breeding colonies during the reproductive 
season, a time when food is generally at its most plentiful. However, seabirds spend most of the year widely 
dispersed. Late fall through winter are critical periods for survival as food tends to be relatively scarce or 
inaccessible, the climate more extreme, light levels reduced, day length shorter and water temperatures colder. 
Post-spill ecosystem recovery and changing physical and biological factors all have the potential to affect PWS 
seabird populations. Of the seabirds that overwinter in PWS, nine species were initially injured by the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill, including three species that have not yet recovered (marbled murrelet, Kittlitz's murrelet and 
pigeon guillemot). Here we propose to continue to monitor from 2012 through 2016 seabird abundance, species 
composition, and habitat associations using multiple surveys (up to 5 surveys per season) during late fall and 
winter. The data will improve our predictive models of seabird species abundance and distribution in relation to 
biological and physical environmental factors. In addition, by monitoring the top-down forcing by seabirds, a 
major source of herring predation, this project wi II complement the suite of PWS Herring Research & Monitoring 
studies, including improved mortality estimates for herring population models. This project is part of the pelagic 
component within the integrated Gulfwatch Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et. al. Our project uses as observing platfonns the vessels associated with 
the LTM Humpback Whale surveys, PWS Herring Research & Monitoring Juvenile Herring Abundance Index 
and integrates the seabird observations with those studies. In addition, our projects uses vessels associated with 
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game October PWS shrimp surveys, and PWS Science Center February acoustic array 
cruises. 

FY15 Fundin 
Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 10-20-14 

33 



/ 
Scierrnce Parrnell, Scierrnce Coordlimntor, PAC, Execrrntive IDftrector Commerrnts -JFY15 

flliu~IJen!JtlifililfdiQ.~t~berlzO?f~~~tl~\\t~~~~::·~~~;~~~~~~ti(:;!~~'iliil~~~~;~:~t~~;;l:~~:fJ~~;~~;l~~~ 
There are no project specific comments. 

Scfterrnce Coordlimntor PAC Executive Director Trrrnstee Coumcill 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

The proposed objectives are to characterize the spatial and temporal distnbutwn of seabirds in PWS dunng late 
fall and wmter and relate th~ presence of seabirds with prey distnbut~ons from hydro-ac~~stic surveys for 
identifying wmter habitat of seabirds and Improvmg estimates of herring consumptiOn m wmter. The panel feels 
that Improved resolutiOn of samplmg dunng surrimer, when seabirds are nestmg and most accurately censused, 
may be more frmtful than conducting expansive surveys during the winter Given the overlap of investigators on , 
the summer and wmter surveys, we encourage them to consider conductmg annual rather than biannual surveys 
in summer by scalmg back wmter surveys. ' 

Scierrnce Coordlirrnator, Execrrntive Director, 'frrrnstee Corrnrrncill Commerrnts<- FY14 · · , , 
~1~gmr~~~~UCt!iiret'E1~~~~~~~~~~~~;~~~~:;0ZC:T,~i%1t;t~~?i~!£~~~~y~~~ 

I concur with the Science Panel 

The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled·due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received 

FY13 lFUNDJrNG RECOMMENDATITONS 
Sderrnce Parrnell Scierrnce Coordlirrnator lP' AC Execuntive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change m the fundmg cycle, the program only began their work four months pnor. We have 
reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program contmuing their proposed work 

We concur with the Science Panel 

JFY:D.2 F1UNDJING RECOMMENDAT:n:ONS 
IDate Scierrnce ParmeR Scierrnce Coordlirrnator PAC ExeculltJive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund 
Apnl2011 Fund 

There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-D 

Project Title: L TM Program- Data Management 

Primary Investigator(s): Rob Bochenek 

PI Affiliation: Axiom Consulting Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $518,200 
IT12 ITU ITW 

$190,800 $163,400 $164,000 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $326,600 
FY15 FY16 

$163,900 $162,600 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $844,700 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 IT16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$683,000 $640,000 $620,000 $500,000 $500,000 $2,943,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project supplies the EVOS Long Tenn Monitoring (L TM) effort with critical data management support to 
assist study teams in efficiently meeting their objectives and ensuring data produced or consolidated through the 
effort is organized, documented and available to be utilized by a wide array of technical and non-technical users. 
This effort leverages, coordinates and cost shares with a series of existing data management projects which are 
parallel in scope to the data management needs of the long tenn monitoring program. In the first two years, this 
project would focus on providing infonnatics support to streamline the transfer of infonnation between various 
study teams and isolate and standardize historic data sets in the general spill affected area for use in retrospective 
analysis, synthesis and model development. These efforts would continue into year three through five but efforts 
would also focus on developing management and outreach applications for the data and data products produced 
from the L TM program. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 10-20-14 

35 



Science Panel Comments - FY15 
Date: September 2014 
It was encouraging for the Science Panel to hear via a conference call with Kris Holderied, Tammy Neher, and 
Scott Pegau that the standardized forms for metadata submission had been recently modified, and that a more 
refined version is now available to investigators. The Panel is hopeful that this will facilitate all investigators' 
compliance on submission of both metadata and data in a timely manner (within one year of collection) as 
agreed upon when accepting funding from EVOSTC. 

Science Coordinator Comments - FY15 
Date: September 2014 
I concur with the Science Panel's comments. I understand the challenges of achieving data compliance with the 
individual projects and would be happy to assist if desired. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments - FY15 
Date: October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator comments. 

Science Coordinator PAC 
Fund Conditional Not Reviewed 

Science Panel Comments - FY14 
Date: September 2013 

Executive Director 
Fund Conditional 

Trustee Council 
Fund Conditional 

Progress is listed as "Data is being archived on the Workspace by investigators in the program ... " and 
"Data from the past two field seasons will be ingested into the data management system. We will continue to 
refine and expand the information available through the Herring data portal." 

Please specify what data have been incorporated. Also, the demonstration of progress is not adequate. More 
detail is essential. Failing that, this project should be suspended. An inventory of all data proposed to be 
incorporated eventually into the program should be drawn up and an accounting of progress on incorporating the 
listed data sets should reported annually, including any changes to the inventory of target datasets. 

The Science Panel is concerned about progress on data management. The data management proposal drew 
heavily on their old proposal without including sufficient updated evidence of interactions between the 
programs' Pis and the data management team. In addition, there does not appear to be a data management 
policy or QA/QC policy created as the programs approach Year Three. In addition, no milestones were reported 
in the newly submitted proposals, so it was difficult to gauge how much progress had been made in the last two 
years. Moreover, it was not clear how data would be available for synthesis. The panel recommends that the 
Council condition funding upon the creation of a credible and detailed data management policy and a QA/QC 
policy and include clear milestones in for their proposal. 

A QA/QC policy is a basic need of any data management. We note too that instruments commonly need to be 
calibrated before and after use to be able to adjust for measurement drift, if it occurs. With two separate data 
centers operating under the EVOSTC program it is crucial that a high level ofQA/QC be maintained. The 
Science Panel is concerned that adequate attention is not being devoted to this fundamental aspect of data 
management It is particularly important that to assemble complete metadata to ensure that long-term data sets 
can be verified and understood once the current participants have moved on to new positions. For example, EPA 
and NSF require detailed data management and QA/QC plans as part of all proposals. Large monitoring 
programs, such as NSF's LTER and oceanographic programs, devote considerable time and effort to addressing 
these critical needs. 
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Example: As a specific example, the Ocean Tracking Network (OTN) has four nearly full-time people creating 
metadata forms that are required to be filled out, submitted and checked for QA-QC before data can be added to 
the database. Since OTN is currently adding equipment to tracking arrays in PWS, it would be particularly 
appropriate at this time to arrange communication between senior OTN data managers with EVOSTC program 
data Pis to ensure that data standards are adequate. As with OTN, and as emphasized in the initial funding of the 
EVOSTC programs, skilled data management resulting in data that can be relied upon by the scientific 
community and resource agencies will ultimately determine the long-term success and influence of the 
programs. The contact at OTN is Bob Branton (bob.branton@gmail.com) or (bob.branton@dal.ca). 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY14 
Date: Se tember and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

Trustee Council Comments - FY14 
Date:~ober2013 

The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term Programs in Project numbers 14120111 and 
14120114 work with EVOSTC staffto address Science Panel and EVOSTC staff comments in the Fiscal Year 
2014 Work Plan and participate in a Long Term Programs' Data Review Meeting with EVOSTC and Trust 
Agency Staff. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Science Panel Comments - FY12 
Date: June 2011 

PAC 

The Pis make a strong case for the cost effic iencies associated with leveraging that lower the costs of the data 
management for EVOS Trustee projects by joining with AOOS in a coordinated effort with a single consultant-
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provider The response also makes a justifiable case for why teaming up with AOOS makes sense because of 
their presumed permanence as compared to other science programs I am impressed that Phil Mundy chairs the 
AOOS external advisory committee and concur that he has the experience and Wisdom to provide rattonal adv1ce 
and gmdance Does Axiom deliver the data products that are acceptable to the scientists Jt is serving This 
response document appears to argue that the scientists that participate in the Morutoring Program are mdeed 
satisfied. So that helps me side with contmumg the relationship with Axtom. Nevertheless, this document 
implies a willmgness to interact with NCEAS and to discuss their recommendations for Improvements in all 
aspects of Axiom's data management services and I thmk that facilitating that set of interactions m a meamngful 
way (meaning to sufficient depth and not just superficml) IS Important for piece-of-mmd given delays m delivery 
of reports from Axiom on past EVOS Trustee contracts I see argued in this response document that the past 
scientist clients of AXIOM are satisfied with the company's services, which addresses one major issue raised by 
the Science PaneL 

Science Coordinator Comments - FY12 

I agree Science Executive Director concerns program 
and would encourage the Council to assist the team by providing ftmdmg for a collaborator to assrst the data 

, team in their development of the data program. My concerns regarding the proposed contractor are based on a 
poor past performance with meetmg deadlmes and producing dehverables. I also believe that the final product 
would greatly benefit if Axwm was given assistance from a group that has experience workmg w1th large 
heterogeneous data sets 

Public AdvisoiT Committ""'ee.,..--~F~Y_12,.,.,.,._,,........-~-~~~,....... 
Fi)afi:JUIY;20fl_1 ~.' ,', :~L~:~~~~~,~~~.'~ ,:::·: -~ :~ ~.-:}:~~>;/~'· 2' ~ ~~:~~=~~:.,t\,':S~~~F~L;\ ·~ '"'i ~-'Sy~-- ,~?;"~, ~~~·~[2;Vj~~-!~1 

Issues raised by the Science Panel, Trustee Council staff, and the PAC called for additional work at)d 
collaboration to assist with establishment of a data management system that mcludes accessible scientific data as 
well as public information. French noted that he had no problem with either NCEAS or Woods Hole-he 
questioned AxiOm's role and staying power. French said he supported the NCEAS and Axiom collaboratiOn 
Chairman Ello summed the PAC mterest in the Trustee Councilimplementmg a solid data management, 
synthesis, and public access system 

strong concern manager servmg program. 
data manager's work has been favorably reviewed, has submitted late deliverables to the Council and several 
data management options have been produced by this program and outside entities These optiOns presented are 
m conJunctiOn with leaders m the field of heterogeneous scientific database management and are excellent 
options. I recommend the Council pursue one of these options to ensure successful management ofthe data 
produced by this and past Council-funded efforts. 
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Project Number: 15120114-E 

Project Title: LTM Program- Long term monitoring of oceanographic conditions in 
Prince William Sound 

Primary Investigator(s): Robert Campbell 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $628,600 

$238,100 $193,200 $197,300 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $413,000 
FY15 FY16 

$203.700 $209,300 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,041,600 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$145,000 $135,000 $349,900 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et. al. This project is intended to provide physical and biological 
measurements that may be used to assess bottom-up impacts on the marine ecosystems of Prince William Sound. 
Specifically, it is proposed to deploy an autonomous profiling mooring in central Prince William Sound that will 
provide high frequency (~daily) depth-specific measurements of physical (temperature, salinity, turbidity), 
biogeochemical (nitrate, phosphate and silicate) and biological (Chlorophyll-a concentration) parameters, over the 
course of the growing season (focused on the vernal and autumn blooms). Several regular vessel surveys are also 
proposed to provide ground-truth data for the mooring, and to attempt to capture some of the spatial variability in 
PWS. As well as the mooring site, the surveys will visit all four of the SEA bays to maintain ongoing EVOSTC 
funded time series measurements at those sites and to support proposed herring research (Pegau et. al). The major 
entrances (Hinchinbrook Entrance and Montague Strait) will also be visited. The surveys will make the same 
suite of measurements as the mooring, and will also collect water and plankton samples. This project will also 
link significantly with the herring research efforts proposed by Pegau et al. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

The physical measurements are very important in a project of this kind There IS little evidence that t~e nuances 
of the physical oceanography- from instrument calibratiOn, data QA, interpretatiOn of results, and relat10nsh1ps 
to other similar programs -are m place There is no reference to or integratiOn w1th the UA (University of 
Alaska) physical oceanographers from the Gultwatch (GAKl) program or to the.phys1cal measurements being 
made in PWS m the Seward Lme program, or the histoncal phys1cal oceanography conducted by the PWSSG 
that describes water mass movements from the shelf into Hitchinbrook Entrance and through PWS 

For the moored mstrument, calibration is a concern The proposal states that mstruments w1ll be calibrated 
annually. Typically they should be calibrated before and after each deployment, and the data corrected for drift 
of the instruments Has a phys1cal oceanographer been consulted on th1s? The concern IS that the phys1cal data 
will be assumed to be accurate and will be used for various purposes Without adequate QA/QC 

There is not a lot of specificity on how the plankton will be handled, net sizes or other factors. Need further 
mformat10n on target species, and it would be good to show how this relates to Hopcroft's Seward line project, 
particularly those EVOSTC funded samples taken in PWS, and to Batten's continuous plankton recorder results 
There is no evidence ofth1s in the Collaboration and Cooperation section of the proposal. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
DD'~t~Ts,, -~t~~b-'- ·~'}.~ o-t''b- "20"13--~,'J':-1~'>2;: , ... ;,t':~ ·:r;~~,_("t_~;:- _,,_ ~,~~':.....t,'!7\; I-... ;'~':.:~-:;:·~-~~~;:--.. --- "r~ ·~-l!l.;tt_\'<: ,\ ~~~}'!";~~~ ,-. ~, ~~,., .;'•~:ro;~~,ff'j 
L:t'J_a e., ~p em er.:lanu.-~ c 0 er;~ I c 7~""~~~~,1 ;:j~:: '-..' --:: 4i;::~1 "\.,.- -"1/;"i .... ':;, '~kr-<1.,1'>;;"'_~1,?~r.}-.I-'~~J'ip::.?~::h7l...~} .. ~~>,' ,r~--~...~~-~~{··~_; ';'"11 ~·-j1;~,-r;i 

We concur w1th the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 
~~6C_fob~f:2oi3}0~G~~~~~~~~~Z0{ri~ .. ~~::~~-~:!1~,~;-~~~i·:';-;·'~~ ~~~~~~~ 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no md!vldual comments were received 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
ffi;t;;~Q~tob_er~O~~)-:: :~: ~~~ ~~- v/~\ · )(~:"Fr~?~~~:-: ~~-:: '-~ ~:1~~~7P:T~~:~~~f~,~. :~~}~\::J7~~~7~~~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel SCience Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to th1s rev1ew. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program contmumg their proposed 
work. ' 
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Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY13 
Date: Se tember 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments - FY12 
Date: July 2011 
There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-G 

Project Title: L TM Program- Long-term monitoring of oceanographic conditions in Cook 
Inlet/Kachemak Bay 

Primary Investigator(s): Angela Doroff, ADFG 
Kris Holderied, NOAA 

PI Affiliation: ADFG,NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $535,800 

$191,900 $177,400 $166,500 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $242,500 
FY15 FY16 

$133,700 $108,800 
Requests include 9% GA 

Project Manager: 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $778,300 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

ADFG, NOAA 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$180,000 $180,000 $180,000 $155,000 $155,000 $850,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8127114. 

This project is designed to assist in the evaluation of recovery and restoration of injured resources in the foot print 
of the Exxon Valdez oil spill (EVOS), by characterizing oceanic conditions in Cook Inlet and determining, in 
coordination with oceanographic monitoring at other sites under the Gulf Watch Alaska program, connections 
between marine conditions and plankton communities in near-shore and Gulf of Alaska waters. Mapping currents 
and water mass movements contributes to our understanding of patterns in the abundance and diversity of marine 
plankton, invertebrates, fish, birds, and mammals in coastal south-central Alaska. In this study, we are mapping 
the waters in lower Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay to understand seasonal patterns, effects of freshwater runoff, 
intrusions of the Alaska Coastal Current, and complex frontal structures, and then relate these observations to 
distributions of injured resources. Characterizing seasonal patterns in physical oceanography will also help us 
understand the connectivity of water movement and potential plankton transport pathways between Kachemak 
Bay, lower Cook Inlet and the adjacent Gulf of Alaska shelf. By determining the local species of phytoplankton 
and zooplankton and understanding their seasonal distribution we will begin to understand lower trophic patterns 
that support upper trophic level marine species. This continuing project proposal does not change significantly 
from our original proposal for year 4. Information from this project is also being used to inform local mariculture 
operations, understand depletions of hard shell clams and other invertebrate species, develop NOAA Cook Inlet 
ocean circulation model applications, and support monitoring and research programs for harmful algal blooms 
and ocean acidification. 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund 
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There are no project specific comments. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date: September 2013 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

The Science Panel agrees that mapping the waters of lower Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay to understand the 
effects of intrusions of the Alaska Coastal Current and variation of other currents on phytoplankton and 
zooplankton distribution and abundance is a valuable part oflong-term ecosystem monitoring. 

Questions arose about the ability to meet this objective with the proposed unbalanced sampling design. 
Sampling transects 3, 4, 6, and 7 (Kachemak Bay and lower Cook Inlet) will be reduced from quarterly in the 
first three years of the project to three times in Y 4 and twice in YS due to budget constraints, thereby limiting the 
scope of analysis among years. Would a different, but inter-annually consistent, design provide a more powerful, 
thorough, and rigorous analysis of temporal and spatial variation under these budget constraints? Alternatives 
might include reducing the: (1) sampling frequency of transects to three times per year throughout the study, (2) 
the number of stations along transects to maintain quarterly sampling or (3) the number of transects to maintain 
quarterly sampling. We advise that this sampling plan be carefully r~valuated and justified. 

Concerns were also expressed about the collection and handling of physical measurements- are instruments 
appropriately calibrated, and how are data handled (QA/QC)? Evidence of collaboration with other physical 
measurement programs (GAKl, Seward Line) and the relationship to (and use of?) the results of the new Seward 
Line PWS stations were of interest. Are the physical oceanography measurements in the program designed to 
take into account the gyre and counter-gyre in Kachemak Bay? 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: Se tember and October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

Public Adviso Committee Comments-

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund 

Science Pand Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 
I concur with the Science Panel. 
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Public Advisory Committee Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 
Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

Executive Director Comments - FY13 
I Date: September 2012 

I concur with the Science Panel. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
Date: June 2011 
There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-H 

Project Title: L TM Program- Science Coordination and Synthesis 

Primary Investigator(s): Kris Holderied 

PI Afftliation: NOAA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $410,800 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$123,500 $139,000 $148,300 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $297,700 
FY15 FY16 

$146,100 $151,600 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $708,500 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$13,000 $13,000 $65,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8127/14. 

This project is part of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and lnj ured Resources and 
Services submitted by McCammon et al. Long-term monitoring has been implemented within the Exxon Valdez 
Oil Spill (EVOS)-affected region under a variety of organizations and programs. However, many of these efforts 
have been conducted independently, with emphasis on monitoring of single species or within individual 
disciplines. By explicitly providing for science coordination and syntheses of data from our long-term monitoring 
program, as well as incorporating an interdisciplinary framework into program development and implementation, 
we seek to improve open access to multi-disci pi inary data and promote use of integrated information from the 
entire program for both research and resource management in the EYOS-affected region. The science 
coordination and synthesis component of our integrated program improves linkages between monitoring in 
different regions as well within a given region, as a way to better discern the impacts of environmental change on 
restoration and continued recovery of injured resources. Science coordination includes facilitating program 
planning and sharing of information between principal investigators, developing annual reports on the science 
program, and coordinating ongoing evaluation of the overall program. Science synthesis efforts helps integrate 
information across the entire program and is closely coordinated with the conceptual ecological modeling and 
data management teams in our integrated program. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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FYl4 'Fundin 
PAC Executive Director 'J;rustee Cou'ncil · 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund· Fund· 

Science Panel, Science 'Coordinato~, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comm~nts- FY14 . , 
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'··n~ere are no project specific comments . . ' -- _ · : . · , 
' ' ' 

_The October 20 PAC was cancelled due to the federal government shutdo.wn Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individ4al comments' were received , 

FY13 _FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Din-eCtor 

·Fund Fund · Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel cori.m~nts ;- FY13 ' ' ' ' "• ' 

; Due to'the change m the fundmg cycle, the program only began their work four months pnor to this review. We 
h~ve reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable ~ith tlie program continumg their proposed· 
work ' ' ,' ' ' ' ' 

' I ' ' 

'sCience Coordinator, Executive Director. (::omments_..I FY13 . :, 
~~S~t"'>''~b • '"'01·"'"4~" l~q'::'1'1f~~-.... ).. ·y:Kv~'ti-;; \,,...,_,ri/~~~~,'r"'k~ ;:tc:;t~{J,,,t~j;t~f}<l---1.'m ... -;;;;£!1~~~!¥Jt'~itl""''Lfk::Z;f?l~;,lki1Qtt£/f1 1tt~~rr-( '"'''~'<""• ,,.., • .,.,, 

_ 1:v~~a L~;-~, ~~It ~m ~~ ~~:r-~~" ~~!!~~w~~t: · j~;~:~;Jf~l1;~~vg.$J,f·{~~~g~~ir1:~1~<;ViJ~~}$3~it~t::i(rr'f~~;;Ji~:r:~t.¥~1.!;~i~~~;~zYetlt~~h~~~z~~]i!~tt\:~~K:tt~~~,~·-;,.t, :~,;r~~J~~~ ~~~it~:~ 

We concur With the ~cience Pariel · 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATH:ONS 
. Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
1 ~ F I - Ol 

.'Science Panel, Science·Co~rdinator, PAC, Executive Dir~ctor, T~ustee Co,uncii Comments- FY12 
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There are no proJect specific comments 
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Project Number: 151201 14-1 

Project Title: L TM Program - Conceptual Ecological Modeling 

Primary Investigator(s): Tuula Hollmen 

PI Affiliation: ASLC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $270,600 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$83,100 $91 ,900 $95,600 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $160,500 
FY15 FY16 

$78,600 $81 ,900 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $431,000 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract : 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project is a component of the integrated Gulf Watch Alaska Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions 
and Injured Resources and Services program. Under this research project, we will develop conceptual ecological 
models to support the synthesis and planning relating to the long term monitoring program in Prince William 
Sound, outer Kenai coast, and lower Cook lnlet/Kachemak Bay. To develop these models, we will summarize 
system components, processes, and influences into a synthetic framework. The conceptual models will assist in 
identification of data needs and development of long term monitoring priorities and, by iterative revision and 
refinement of models, demonstrate progress in understanding of ecosystem structure and function through the 
Gulf Watch Alaska program. The conceptual models will also provide guidance for development of numerical 
and quantitative models of system function and responses to external influences. Finally, the conceptual models 
will provide a communication tool among scientists, resource managers, policy-makers, and the general public, 
and will provide visualization and interactive tools to support outreach efforts of the Gulf Watch Alaska program. 

We have developed a general conceptual ecosystem model based on input from principal investigators of the Gulf 
Watch Alaska program, representing current understanding of system structure and function by the program Pis. 
We have developed a semi quantitative linkage rating tool to characterize desired properties of interactions and 
relationships among system components. The rating tool has been applied to an example sub model, and will be 
used in explore and rank properties of a suite of musicale and management oriented sub models currently in 
development. Additionally, our team is developing decision support tools to assist the program with prioritization 
of monitoring variables and linkages to key management objectives. 

Science Coor dinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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The Panel appreciated that the conceptual model could provide sigmficant mtegratwn, however the Panel 
remained concerned about the lack of detatl on the conceptual models It IS Important for the Panel to better 
understand ~hat exactly the conceptual modelmg approaches, how they are Implemented, and specifically how 
they make use, and Will m the future make use, of the datfi collected by other proJeets. The detatls of the 
orgamzmg model (and sub-models descnbed m the conference call) and Its value for gmdmg future work must 
be demonstrated at the upcommg synthesis meetmg; otherwise the Panel Is unhkely to recommend contmued 
fundmg for this ~ork beyond FY15. · 

We concur with the concerns ofthe Science Panel 

Science Coordinator PAC Execuntftve Dftrector Trll!stee Counncftll 
· Fund ConditiOnal Not Reviewed Fund Condittonal Fund 

Scftence Panell Comments- F\'14 

From the CV, there is no evidence that the PI has expenence as a synthettc ecological modeler Her CV and 
publicatiOns suggest that she is more of an avian physiologist It is unclear how their web-based visualizatiOn 
and data exploration tools differ from those of the data management group and NCEAS. Is there unnecessary 
duphcatwn? Also, it appears that there are no plans to achieve the objectives unttl the very end of the 5-yr ' 
program This IS not acceptable, as It leaves madequate time for Iterative model evaluatton and refinement. 

This modehng proJect IS very Important to the overall program However, It lacks evidence of any progress two 
years into the proJect and offers no VISIOn of what can and will be done No milestones have been tted to 
ongomg costs for this proJect. The proposals include an integration component but the submissiOns were 
bmlerplate More exphcit mformation that sets out a road map is needed, not necessarily a longer submiSSion 
The programs are focused on momtoring but the programs should still have forward-thinkmg research. There 
should also be an adaptive process that allows the programs to set out a conceptual m9del, which IS continuously 
updated and refined as its accuracy IS challenged by new data and the Pis should develop a collectiOn of 
reasonable hypotheses To address these problems, the panel recommends the formatiOn of a Conceptual. 
Modelmg Group, drawn from the programs' existmg Pis who are already mvolved m the programs and known 
for their synthetic vision Piatt, Pegau, Weingartner, Hopcroft and Jeep Rice Examples of synthesis can be 
found on the Internet, mcluding Chesapeake Bay, George's Bank and Steve Brandt's spattally exphcit modehng 
of habitat quality and fish growth Dantel Pauly and Tom Okey have been mvolved man ECOPATH-ECOISM 
modeling of the PWS food web 

We concur with the Science Panel 

The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received 
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There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior. We have 
reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments - FY12 
Date: June 2011 - Individual Panel Member Comments 
Individual Comment 1: 
I examined the Hollmen proposal and have some concerns. Although intended to be "conceptual modeling", I 
find no mention of any concepts in the proposal. I cannot find indication of the methodological approaches to be 
used and why they were chosen. For example, will this be a Bayesian process? Will modeling be ecosystem 
based? Will ECOPATH or something analogous be employed? There are no literature citations in this proposal. 
For 395K over 5 years, more detail would seem to be called for. Does the PI have modeling experience, and, if 
so, in what types of models? 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executiv irector, Trustee Counc· Comments- FY12 
------~-------------------, 

There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-J 

Project Title: L TM Program - Seward Line Monitoring 

Primary Investigator(s): Russ Hopcroft 

PI Affiliation: UAF Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $258,300 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$98,100 $59,900 $100,500 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $211,700 
FY15 FY16 

$104,000 $107,700 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $470,200 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$400,000 $400,000 $1,900,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

The ocean undergoes year-to-year variability in the physical environment, superimposed on longer-term cycles, 
and potential long-term trends. These variations influence ocean chemistry, and propagate through the lower 
trophic levels, ultimately influencing fish, seabirds and marine mammals. Over the past 50 years the Northern 
Pacific appears to have undergone at least one clear "regime shift," while the last 12 years have seen multi-years 
shifts of major atmospheric indices, leaving uncertainty about what regime the coastal Gulf of Alaska is currently 
in. Regime shifts are often expressed as fundamental shifts in ecosystem structure and function, such as the 1976 
regime shift that resulted in a change from a shrimp dominated fisheries to one dominated by pollock, salmon and 
halibut. Long-term observations are also critical to describe the current state, and natural variability inherent in 
an ecosystem at risk of significant anthropogenic impact. Given the potential for such profound impacts, this 
proposal seeks to continue multidisciplinary observations which began in 1997 along the Seward Line and in 
PWS that assess the current state of the Northern Gulf of Alaska, during 2012-20 17. Such observations form 
critical indices of ecosystems status that help us understand some key aspects of the stability or change in upper 
ecosystems components for both the short and longer-term. By analogy, the weather has been for more than a 
hundred years, yet regular observations are still needed to know what is happening and what can be expected in 
the near future. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments - FY15 
Date: September and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments - FY14 
Date: September and October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

Fund 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Adviso Committee Comments- FY13 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/June 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments - FY12 
Date: June 2011 
There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-K 

Project Title: LTM Program- Continuing the Legacy: Prince William Sound Marine Bird 
Population Trends 

Primary Investigator(s): Kathy Kuletz 

PI Affiliation: USFWS Project Manager: USFWS 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $441,600 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$206,500 $24,200 $2 11 , I 00 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $239,900 
FY15 FY16 

$24,200 $2 15,700 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $681,700 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$56,000 $22,000 $56,000 $22,000 $56,000 $212,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27/14. 

We propose to conduct small boat surveys to monitor abundance of marine birds in Prince William Sound, 
Alaska, during July 2012, 2014, and 2016. Eleven previous surveys have monitored population trends for marine 
birds and mammals in Prince William Sound after the Exxon Valdez oil spill. We will use data collected to 
examine trends from summer to determine whether populations in the oiled zone are increasing, decreasing, or 
stable. We will also examine overall population trends for the Sound. Continued monitoring of marine birds and 
synthesis of the data are needed to determine whether populations injured by the spill are recovering. Data 
collected from 1989 to 2010 indicated that pigeon guillemots (Cepphus calumba) and marbled murrelets 
(Brachyramphus marmoratus) are declining in the oiled areas of Prince William Sound. We have found high 
inter-annual variation in numbers of some bird species and therefore recommend continuing to conduct surveys 
every two years. These surveys are the only ongoing means to evaluate the recovery of most of these injured 
marine bird species. Surveys would also benefit the benthic monitoring and forage fish monitoring aspects of the 
Long-term Monitoring Project as well as the Herring Project. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments - FY15 
Date: Se tember and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Science Panel Comments - FY14 
Date: September 2013 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

The Science Panel agrees that continuing the long-term monitoring of marine birds in Prince William Sound 
(since 1989) is important, given that some species (pigeon guillemots and marbled murrelets) are still declining 
in oiled areas. We also agree that the high inter-annual variation in numbers of some bird species is problematic, 
and hence, we question whether maintaining biennial sampling is sufficient to detect trends in recovery. Annual 
sampling may be needed to better couple variation in bird abundances with ocean conditions, and thereby 
improve our understanding of factors affecting the recovery of bird populations in PWS; however, it also would 
increase the budget substantially. In light of this, we recommend that the Pis review the purpose and goals of 
sampling and that the sampling frequency be carefully reconsidered, in part by using a power analysis of impacts 
of alternative survey frequencies. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY14 
Date: Se tember 2013 
In concur with the Science Panel but I do not agree that more frequent sampling may be necessary. 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

Executive Director Comments - FY14 
Date: October 2013 
I concur with the Science Panel but do note that the sampling frequency has been reviewed by the Panel in the 
past with varied recommendations. Suffice to say, issues regarding budget and purpose remain and should be 
continued to be revisited by the Pis. 

Trustee Council Comments - FY14 
Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments - FY13 
Date: September 2012 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work. 
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Science Coordinator~ Executive Director Comments- FY13 _, , , , ' , , , 
~~~(~:tStp}Ciilb:Ct::2I}i~1W~~1,~t~\1JH:!;:tr~~~~~5~$~~~~~·~1~,it5Hl~~~)~·:ii;(;:;1f~~~~~~1~!tf;~~?{i~~ii.i~-t~ 
W~ concur with the Science Panel. ' 

, ~m~~YrT~~~:n~~;~*l~~i~\:I~~!lllt~~,:,~~;:?,~~!~ii,V~~;~~~~~!~1~;;,:~;~1A~i~ 
Not r~vie~ed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No Individual comments were n!~ceived. 

( 
FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Science Panel ,Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Fund 'Fund: Furid 

'Individual Comment 1: 
Seabird,monitonng costs double m year 3 -The explanation is clear, although the basis for why two surveys 
may, be needed in year J arid wh~t IS lost when only 1 is done IS unclear ' 

, I 
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Project Number: 15120114-L 

Project Title: LTM Program- Long-term monitoring of Ecological Communities in 
Kachemak Bay: a comparison and control for PWS 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Brenda Konar 

PI Affiliation: UAF Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $144,400 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$48,100 $48,200 $48,100 
Funding includes 9% GA 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $95,500 
FY15 FY16 

$48,100 $47,400 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $239,900 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et. al. As part of this component, we monitor rocky intertidal, seagrass 
and clam gravel beach systems as well as the sea otter abundance and diet in Kachemak Bay. This component is 
complementary to work being conducted under this program in Prince William Sound and Katmai. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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FY14Fundin 
Science Coordinator · PAC . Executive Director Trustee Council · 

-Fqnd Not Reviewed ·, Fund Fund 

'. 
Science Pan Trustee Council' 

There are no pr~ject specific comll,lents ' 

FYi3 FUNDING RE~OMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel - Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

- Furia Fund Not ·Reviewed Fund 

D1,1~ t9 the change in the fundmg cycle, the prpgram only began their ~ork four QlOnths prior to this review:. We 
have reviewed the work co~pleted to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed­
work. 

lFYi2 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC ExecJitive Dfrector 

Fund 1 , Fund Fund Fund 

There-are no project specific c,ommei1ts.' 
. , I 
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Project Number: 15120114-M 

Project Title: L TM Program- Long-term killer whale monitoring 

Primary Investigator(s): Craig Matkin 

PI Affiliation: North Gulf Oceanic Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $272,800 
FY12 FY13 FY14 
$7,200 $132,300 $132,300 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $265,800 
FY15 FY16 

$132,300 $132,300 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $536,100 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$23,500 $23,500 $23,500 $23,500 $23,500 $117,500 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27/14. 

The proposed project is a continuation of the annual monitoring of AB pod and the A Tl population killer whales 
in Prince William Sound-Kenai Fjords. These groups of whales suffered significant losses at the time of the oil 
spill and have not recovered at projected rates. Monitoring of all the major pods and their current movements, 
range, feeding habits, and contaminant levels will help determine their vulnerability to future perturbations, 
including oil spills. The project also extends the scope of the basic monitoring to include an innovative satellite 
tagging program used to examine habitat preference, feeding ecology and assist in relocating whales for feeding 
studies. It continues examination of feeding habits using observation, prey sampling and innovative chemical 
techniques. The study will delineate important habitat, variations in pod specific movements and feeding behavior 
within a temporal and geographic framework. We will examine the role of both fish eating and mammal eating 
killer whales in the near-shore ecosystem and their impacts on prey species. Community based initiatives, 
educational programs, and programs for tour boat operators will continue to be integrated into the work to help 
foster restoration by improving public understanding and reducing harassment of the whales. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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There are no project specific comments. 

FY14 Fundin .Recommendations: · 
Science Coordinator PAC 

Fund Not Reviewed 

October 2013 PAC meetmg was federal government., .. ..,,."'"'''" 
subf!litted to.the PAC; no mdivid1;1al cpmments we're received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC . 

Trustee 'council 
Fund 

Abstracts were 
' . ' 

Executive Director 
Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

work. 

· FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund· Fund Fund Fund 

There are no proJeCt specific comments 
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Project Number: 15120114-N 

Project Title: L TM Program- Long-term monitoring of humpback whale predation on 
Pacific herring in Prince William Sound 

Primary Investigator(s): John Moran 

PI Affiliation: NOAA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $395,800 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$127,400 $128,800 $139,600 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $196,000 
FY15 FY16 

$141 ,600 $54,400 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $591,800 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$83,500 $74,700 $75,000 $78,500 $25,000 $336,700 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et. al. We will evaluate the impact by humpback whales on Pacific 
herring populations in Prince William Sound. Following protocols established during the winters of2007/08 and 
2008/09(EVOSTC project PJ090804). We will continue to monitor the seasonal trends and abundance of 
humpback whales in Prince William Sound. Prey selection by humpback whales will be determined through 
acoustic surveys, visual observation scat analysis and prey sampling. Chemical analysis of blubber samples 
(stable isotopes and fatty acid analysis) will provide a longer term perspective on whale diet and shifts in prey 
type. These data will be combined in a bioenergetic model to determine numbers of herring consumed by whales, 
with the long term goal of enhancing the age structure modeling of population with better estimates of predation 
mortality. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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There are no proJect specific comments 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director. Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
Fn~prenrbe~~~~KJ~~:Y.~!:?1r~~~~~~~~~~1~~~~~?!~~ 

We concur with the Science Panel 
\ 

The'October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled du~ to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no mdividual c<?mments were received 

There are no proJect specific comments 

FY13 FUNDJING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science' Panen Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

·Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change m the fundmg cycle, the program o~ly began their work four months pnor We have 
reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed work 

We concur with the Science Panel 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meetmg No mdividual comments were received 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science PaneB. ·Science Coonllinator PAC Executive IDirector 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

There are no project specific comments 
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Project Number: 15120114-0 

Project Title: L TM Program- Monitoring long-term changes in forage fish distribution, 
abundance, and body condition in Prince William Sound. 

Primary Investigator(s): John Piatt 

PI Affiliation: USGS Project Manager: USGS 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $614,900 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$209,900 $202,500 $202,500 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $352,800 
FY15 FY16 

$202,400 $150,300 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $967,600 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$297,200 $297,200 $297,200 $297,200 $72,200 $1,261,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27/14. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et. a!. In response to a lack of recovery of wildlife populations following 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS), and evidence of natural background changes in forage fish abundance, there 
was a significant effort to document forage fish distribution, abundance, and variability in Prince William Sound 
(PWS) since the 1990's. We propose to adopt some of these earlier sampling techniques, and also incorporate 
new methods to monitor forage fish in Prince William Sound with fishing and acoustic surveys of forage fish, and 
to measure indices of forage fish condition. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Coordinatgn', PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15" ,, , . 
~£:s~~Teffiti~l4~arfdjJfJ~weF:.l~1i~Y:i1~~~~~~~$J~~9t; ~4~~~~~1.~~~~l~~~~;~1~ 

We' concur\vith the· Science Panel. 

FY14 Fundin Recommendations: 
PAC 1 Executive Director ' Trustee Council 

Fund, Fund· Not Reviewed Fund 

2013 'PAC meeting ~s cancelled due•to the federal government, shutdown Abstracts were 
1 

- submttted to the PAC; no individual comments were recetved. · · 
-, 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS ( ' 

Science Panel -- Science Coordinator · PAC Executive Director 
Fund , Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change mthe fundmg cycle, the program only began their work four months prior: We have 
reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program conhnumg thetr proposyd }VOr~ 

' I 

'nn .. r~;, .... ·tn .. Executive Dh·ector Comments - FY13 

No mdtvidual comments were received. 

F\':12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel· Sci~nce Coordinator' PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 _ Fund Fund .Fund Fund 

, Science Panei, .. Science Coordinator, PAC',.Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments·~ FYli ,, -
Ffb~i:~Ul(e;;lQli~~l:f(~Y~~~~1!iA~~~,\~Z.~~~~~~~~l~~:r~~~J;~?~;i{l~i~f{;~~~~~~~~~~:4;>~$~*~~1i)~ 

There are no project specific cdm111ents. 
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Project Number: 15120114-P 

Project Title: L TM Program- GAK 1 Monitoring 

Primary Investigator(s): Tom Weingartner 

PI Affiliation: UAF Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $337,700 

$109,500 $1 12,500 $115,700 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin nested: $241,600 
FY15 FY16 

$119,000 $122,500 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $579,200 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et. al. 

This program continues a 40-year time series of temperature and salinity measurements at hydrographic station 
GAK 1. The data set, which began in 1970, now consists of monthly CTDs and a mooring with 6 
temperature/conductivity recorders throughout the water column and a nitrate sensor at 150 m depth. The project 
monitors four important Alaska Coastal Current ecosystem parameters that will quantify and help understand 
interannual and longer period variability in: 

1. Temperature and salinity throughout the 250 m deep water column, 
2. Near surface stratification, 
3. Near and subsurface nitrate supply on the inner shelf. 

In aggregate these variables are basic descriptors of the Alaska Coastal Current, an important habitat and 
migratory corridor for organisms inhabiting the northern Gulf of Alaska, including Prince William Sound. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received ' 

" FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Pn1l~Jsememlier;20j~~;®~f~~~~~~~1~1}f~??~~~}~~~~~ffri~~~ 

Due to the change in the fundmg cycle~ the program only began their work four months prior to this review We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program contmumg their proposed , 
work 

· FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executiv.e Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council·Comments- FY12 
r;:~~uTI~~~~~$~~~~);1~~~J~~~;~~~~m~~~~,.~!rJ~?£~ 

There are no proJect specific comments 
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Project Number: 15120114-R 

Project Title: L TM Program- Long-Term Monitoring: Nearshore Benthic Ecosystems in 
the Gulf of Alaska 

Primary Investigator{s): Brenda Ballachey 

PI Affiliation: USGS Project Manager: USGS 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $918,400 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$282,400 $304, I 00 $331 ,900 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin nested: $641,500 
FY15 FY16 

$309,560 $331,900 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding {Authorized and Requested): $1,559,860 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$274,000 $274,000 $1,370,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is exce1ptedjrom the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

This project is a component of Gulf Watch Alaska: Integrated Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and 
Injured Resources and Services. For the Nearshore Benthic ecosystem component, we have implemented a long­
term monitoring program at five locations across the GOA, including sampling areas in Western, Northern and 
Eastern Prince William Sound {PWS), Kenai Fjords National Park, and Katmai National Park and Preserve. 
Additional nearshore sampling as part of Gulf Watch Alaska is ongoing in Kachemak Bay (Project 12120114-L) 
and is closely coordinated with this project. The Gulf Watch Alaska nearshore program is integrated with 
nearshore monitoring implemented in 2006 by the National Park Service to cost-effectively monitor nearshore 
ecosystems across the central and western Gulf of Alaska, including spill-affected areas, and provide information 
on recovery and restoration of injured resources. We propose to (I) continue sampling Katmai NPP, Kenai Fjords 
NP, and Western PWS annually (20 15 & 2016; all3 areas previously sampled in multiple years starting in 2006), 
and (2) sample Northern PWS in 2015 (previously sampled in 2013) and Eastern PWS in 2016 (previously 
sampled in 2012 and 2014). We will continue to coordinate with the ongoing nearshore monitoring program in 
Kachemak Bay. Monitoring metrics include marine invertebrates, kelps, sea grasses, birds, mammals, and 
physical parameters. In addition to taxa-specific metrics, monitoring includes recognized important ecological 
relations that include predator-prey dynamics, measures of nearshore ecosystem productivity, and contamination. 
The nearshore benthic monitoring program also will integrate physical data collected in PWS, along the GOA 
shelf and in Cook Inlet, under the Environmental Drivers component of the GW A long-term monitoring program. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Scienc~ Coordinator, PAC, Ex~cutive Director Comments - FY15 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

There are no project specific comments. 
I 

The October 2013 P~C meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
s:ubmitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the fundmg cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the. work completed to' date and are comfortable with the program contmumg their proposed 

, work. · · 

We concur With the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory -Committee Comments- FY13 -
~eTi~~G~~~~"",i?'""~::"'~~~s·"",~:~:,;.::.c"":~ ,.;,;-:'"'t'"'-"'"~~'""~?·,~,~~~'(~:""~;'"'/;:--:~,..-::'~r'?.,..~~-"·''"'j-"'" ""'Jt7~~~-.,~:::r-~,.,~~~~:",;--'"'~~"""""'~':,..-/_"'_§~J~('""?~,..,~::""~"":?:"-~""'~:r"'",,1~e-:i,J~"";;-,~e~""~::~~:""'·~~"~}"'~~""~;""""t;~",..,,~~~5~~ 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meetmg. No individual ~omments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 15120114-S 

Project Title: L TM Program- Lingering Oil - Extending the Tracking of oil levels and 
weathering (PAH composition) in PWS through time 

Primary Investigator(s): Mark Carls 

PI Affiliation: NOAA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $41,400 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$19,600 $13,100 $8,700 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $175,700 
FY15 FY16 

$ 169,200 $6,500 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $217,100 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$50,000 $50,000 $250,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8127114. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-tenn Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 
and Services submitted by McCammon et al. The goal is to provide the EVOSTC with an assessment of persistent 
Exxon Valdez oil in Prince William Sound, describe its chemical characteristics, and initiate a routine, long-tenn 
monitoring program that will resample the same sites every five years over the next 20 years. Beaches will be 
sampled similar to surveys conducted by Auke Bay Laboratories during 2001-05 and sediment samples will be 
collected to estimate amounts of remaining oil. Mussel and passive samplers will provide information about 
biologically available oil. Objectives are I) fingerprint oil, 2) determine oil persistence and weathering over 
decades, 3) determine oil sources, 4) determine biological availability, and 5) archive hydrocarbon data in the 
Trustee-sponsored hydrocarbon database. These data, together with an ongoing retrospective analysis of 
biomarkers, the most environmentally persistent components of the oil, will help investigators understand 
potential exposure levels (past and present) and linkages to species at higher trophic levels. 

PAC Executive Director T rustee Council 
Fund Fund 
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There are noproJe~t specific comments: 

FYl4 Fundin Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator- PAC 

Fund _ Fund Not Reviewed 
Executive Director 

'Fund 
'c 

',1 

Trustee CouQcil 
Fund 

Th~s Is o~e of the few projects"pre~enting data, an? i~ was· "refreshing." The hydrocarbon databa5e is important 
' to a~sess enyironmental damage Ill the,event of another Oil spill, ~d it may be still relevant' to biological, 
- assessments of long-term oil impacts 'and perhaps to 're.:opener disputes. The PI's mdicate that there are not 
enough funds for complete updatmg and QA/QC of the database with 1-perso~yr effort. 'If so, arrangements , 

, should be made to correc~ this oversight. If the solution is to r~q~est additional funds, thep a detailed , 
supplemental "proposal should fully justify this request. In general, the Science Panel r6quests that fundamental, 
information on the numbers and locatiOns of samplmg be included_ in futtire;project proposaJs and. ~~ports 

), I( 

The October 2.013 PAC meyting was cancell~d due to the federal government shut~own. Abstracts were, 
submitted to the PAC; no fndividual comments were received - _' , :- , , 

' I I ' \ ' 

', FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator• , PAC - .Executiv~ Director 

Fund , Fund Not.Reviewed Fund 

Due to ~he change m the funding' cycle, the program only began their work four moriths prior. We have 
revie_wed the work completed to ,date and are comfortab,le with the program contmuu1g their proposed work. 

' '' I. ' ' " ' ~ I ' I r, ' r ' 

Publi~ Ad.viso!)' Committe~· Comment's- FY13 - , ' , , , , , , - , , 
tftfi!lt~:~S~telh~~2~~;Jv~)~tJ:t1!{~~Jli~~;~~~~~iJ?~tfl::tl~ (~J~~?J~\~;j;;:~~~~E1!Jm~}~rtt~1:t:i~{~;~?l~:f~~ 

Not revie:w'ed due· to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No ~ndiviOual comments 'were received 
,, 
FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

, Date , Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC , Executive Directm: 
June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund ' 
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Project Number: 15120120 

Project Title: L TM Program -Collaborative Data Management and Holistic Synthesis of 
Impacts and Recovery Status Associated with EVOS 

Primary Investigator(s): Matthew Jones 

PI Affiliation: NCEAS Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $1,253,600 

$41 6,800 $464,700 $372,100 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin nested: $453,100 
FY15 FY16 

$379,200 $73,900 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,706,700 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27114. 

The AOOS-led Long-Term Monitoring (L TM) and the PWSSC-led Herring Research and Monitoring (HRM) 
programs propose an ambitious monitoring and research agenda over the next five years. These efforts could 
facilitate a more thorough understanding of the effects of the oil spill if the new data and information on the spill­
affected ecosystems are effectively managed and collated along with historical data on these systems, and then 
used in a comprehensive synthesis effort. We propose a collaboration among NCEAS and the AOOS LTM and 
HRM teams to help build an effective data management cyber-infrastructure for proposed monitoring efforts and 
organize these data with historical data, including previous EVOSTC-funded efforts, to prepare for synthesis and 
ensure all data are organized, documented and available to be used by a wide array of technical and non-technical 
users. Building on the L TM and HRM syntheses and modeling efforts and the 20-year historical data from 
EVOSTC projects and any available current data, NCEAS would convene two cross-cutting synthesis working 
groups to do a full-systems analysis of the effects of the 1989 oil spill on Prince William Sound and the state of 
recovery of the affected ecosystems. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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"The ,Panel sfr(:mgly encourages the two NCEAS working group le');ds attend the February 2015 Program 
synthesis meeting. _ _, , ' , ' 

'We cop.cur with the Science Panel. 

Executive, Director Trustee Council 
Fund , Not Reviewed Fund Fund -

,, 
I 

'' 

: I ' 

Public AdvisO!J: Committee Comments:- FY141 - , , : -, - , , ' , , , , , 
!l!'i'D''a*'i?te" .. ~~~o-'?cl&lo; r:..:.~e~""~Ol-3fl~~~K%:;~~f~~~r~:t~;~~Wl1:~~~{;;:~r{~;!.~~;~~;:r;;~-ct~j,:!j~; ~~~;,ikt~¥1;~~~F~~fU2~~~ ~-;,. ~r,;: ~,~1f~~·~~~l~3~1Et~:t~Jf*~~!'l4~~~~;~,' $~~41fi 
~~~ _ ,.• ,,, ,.., ~IL~ U Jl">-tM < ~n>:}J;,J;?t'(~~-,;'"'!~1 :,r~ 'l• , '""-'>'W ,'.a!f.! ,.,_~ 1,.,~~.}1( r ~ht:' "~ ,: .,~,,J,%;:.;.t'tr{"t;r;. ,t\:1\"i~>l"'-f.J ~'it'l""'+J, "- 1 1-<rcJ,1(,.;.1*:71(91~'3?~'"'\;!';;.., t,..- ~tv'.\ih'r~,~:~~'Vl"ttYt11 \;.f'\\<'7tW.i!!~¥.>.1):!"~,~~ 

-''The October 20l3 PAC meeting was, cancelled due to ;he federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to th~ P Ac; no indiv:idual ,comments were received ' 

appears to tie workmg quickly to process the mherently difficult historical data recovery in preparation 
for their future ~ynthesis eff<?rt~, and in spite ~fwhat app~ars to be a~ more limited in~olvement regarding -
collaboratmg on methods for processmg current data. There reinams unanimous Panel concern regarding-the 
Programs' data management, as c~ptured in the FY12 Panel comments below. ' 

' - -
,Trustee Council Comments- F¥14 - ,, 

' ! ~ I ) ' 1 j < l I h 

~'Ti.""''"'-""ci:'"'""''t! -"--,·20'""'11~''-~~~~~:cti•"r"'.- -'*'"""'"""*'~'"'~~c!JiiN''''''"'''~~~"''"'~'·~f~~ , ~v,ate.:f~~to..,~r~1' :~...,!~~i~z-~~.i--~';t,:1~"--:'\'«~r:t"t!'E~t·~,;.:~,1~~~<\~J=r~~~;~~5it'it~z~:;a);:;:,f~~;t~~~~~~~:;~~'\iff:~:r)~~ri~rJtJ~~t1~~}~R~?f~~~~~;lto/~rst~~1~~~ 

The C0uncil requests tne Team Leads and Pis within the L0ng-Term Programs m'ProJect numbers 14120111 and 
14120114 work with EVOSTC staffto address Science Panel and EVOSTC staff comments in the Fiscal Year 
2014 Work Pl~m and participate m a Long Term Programs' Data"R~vi~w Meeting with EVOSTC ~d Trust 
Agency Staff ,' ' 

FY13 FUNI>ING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel , Science Coordinator ·PAC Executive Director--

Fund ,,, Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the. change in the funding cy~le, the program only began their work fol}r months prior to t~s review. 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program.continuing their proposed 
work \ ' "- ' 
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FYn2 FUNDENG RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Sciennee lP'annel Sciennce Coordinnator PAC Executive Diirector 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

These comments are from two Science members that been the to wtth 
the EVOSTC staff on the data management and synthesis toptc The Panel does not behevethat Axiom currently 
has the capacity to conduct the most effective management of the data The biological mvestigahons produced 
by the smte of proJects mcluded m this proposal package generate data that are challengmg to code m ways that 
facilitate their combinatiOn With other data such as phystcal or chemical variables The discipline that handles 
these challenges 1s known as mforrnatics. The Sctence Panel vtews the inexpenence of Axmm persormel as a 
cntlcal problem This concern does not imply inadequate capabthty of the key staff of AxiOm. It IS a reflectwn of 
their bmtted experience Consequently, establishing a partnership between AxiOm and NCEAS makes sense 
because Matt Jones and NCEAS are willing to share their cuttmg~edge experhse NCEAS IS the "National" 
Center for Ecological Analysts and Synthesis and the principals of the NCEAS proposal are leaders in thts field 
Pairing NCEAS With Axwm, would promote mforrnat10n sharmg ofNCEAS' expertise, such emerging data 
standards as DateOne and on a smte of data mampulation and synthesis tools, such as meta~analysis methods 
This mformatwn transfer represents cnhcal capacity buildmg within Alaska that would greatly benefit EVOSTC, 
AOOS, NPRB, and other Important research and momtonng enterpnses The willingness ofNCEAS to 
collaborate wtth Axiom 1s evtdent from thetr proposals and dtscussions With Rob Bochenek, Ehse, Molly, and 
others. Nevertheless, the most creative and appealmg aspect of the proposal provtded by NCEAS, and whtch 
bmlds on techmcal metadata processmg that NCEAS excels m, relates to the second phase of work the 
synthesis activities. Some syntheses have mdeed been supported by the EVOS Trustee Council over the years 
These mclude very Important outputs of the program- a synthesis of novel oil toXIcJty mechanisms m pmk 
salmon by Rtce et al 2003, a book edited by Sptes that placed the ml and natural resources of coastal Alaska m a 
context of changing climate, reviews of the delayed and mdirect mechanisms by whtch EVOS ml caused 
ecologicalt11Jurtes by Peterson et al (2003), and reviews of multi-year EVOS oil persistence on Alaskan beaches 
by Short and colleagues , 

Phase II of the NCEAS proposal promises facilitatiOn of just such synthesis outputs This activity is extremely 
Important for both the Herrmg and espectally the Long-term Monitonng programs. The Panel recommends 
fundmg ofthts Phase II, under condttwns that reflect engagement of the Pis from these two programs to develop 
the questiOns to be addressed and help select the experts who Will participate m the study groups and synthesis 
efforts The Panel notes that fmlure to solve the problem of creating an enduring depository for EVOS~Trustee 
funded data IS a long-standmg problem At least 10 year ago, the EVOS Trustee Council and staff endorsed the 
responsible and ethically necessary prmctple that each study funded by the Council must deliver all resultmg 
data m electromc form to the councll staff as part of their final reportmg obligations Despite this mandate, there 
extsts now no data base ofthe htstoncally-funded proJects Thts issue has great capacity to embarrass the 
Council and the memory of the past fmlures motivates the Panel to recommend finally solvmg this problem by 
engagmg the undemable expertise and preemmence ofNCEAS to collaborate m this venture. 

I concur may 
largest legacy of these programs and 1t ts critical that the work starts on the strongest foundatiOn possible 
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collaboratiOn to asstst with estabhshment of a data management system that mcludes accessible scientific data as 
well as pubhc information French noted that he had no problem with etther NCEAS or Woods Hole--he 
questioned Axtpm's role and staying power. French smd he supported the NCEAS and Axiom collaboration. 
Chmrmari Eilo 'summed the PAC interest m the Trustee Counctl implementmg a solid data management, 
synthests, and public access system ' 

' ; 
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15 
Project Number: t5lj'0114-T 

Project Title: L TM Program- Supplemental Data Management 

Primary Investigator(s): Rob Bochenek 

PI Affiliation: Axiom Consulting Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $0 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$0 $0 $0 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $354,400 
FY15 FY16 

$174,200 $1 80,200 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $354,400 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$698,000 $700,000 $1,398,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/2114. 

The EVOSTC Long Term Monitoring (L TM) and Prince William Sound Herring Research and Monitoring (PWS 
Herring) programs propose an ambitious monitoring and research agenda. These efforts could facilitate a more 
thorough understanding of the effects of the oil spill if the new data and information on the spill-affected 
ecosystems are effectively managed and collated along with historical data on these systems. Based on feedback 
acquired from the EVOSTC Science Panel and staff, we propose a supplemental data management effort to 
execute on major tasks that have been deemed of high importance but are not being addressed by existing data 
management projects supporting EVOSTC programs (Projects 1412011D and 1412011C). This project proposes 
to increase the data management support for both L TM and PWS Herring programs by (I) establishing a data 
coordinator position to improve metadata quality and best practices. Investigators also propose to process primary 
data into preservation-ready formats ensuring long term preservation of the data resource. Furthermore, this 
project will (2) develop mechanisms to transfer and integrate L TM and PWS Herring program data products into 
DataONE and (3) National Oceanographic Data Center and the (4) United States Geological Survey Ocean 
Biogeographical Information System (OBIS-USA). 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Reduced Fund Reduced Fund Reduced 
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. The possibility of AOOS JO~ning DataOne system was at March 2014 Data Meeting as a way to 
ensure ,that the data collected as part of the Programs would. be avat~able to the wtdest audience posstble. After 
reviewing the submitted proposal and the budget clarification provided, we would supporhhe funding of the 
Data Coordmat~r positiOn and the.tasks a~sociated with bec6mmg a DataOne node Th~ Data Coordinator . 
position should only be funded for the task oi prep'armg the resource maps for data collected' as part of the 
'Council funded Programs. We \.vould recommend that the funding of the NODC ~d OB.IS Submission and 
assoc~ated staff time b¢ considered at a later date~ 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY15 ,, 
· JUii~~twl~~~1RI~~w~~~~~~m~~~~ 

!.concur wtth the Sctence Panel and recommend fundmg for Tasks 1 and 2 for FY15. The total' I recommend for 
f~diqgi~ $121,802 for FY15 which includes 9% GA 

Executive Director Comments- FY15 

~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~ I 
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Project Number: 15120111 

Project Title: PWS Herring and Monitoring Program 

Primary Investigator(s): Scott Pegau 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized to Date: $3,721,372 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$1,027,225 $1,264,818 $1,429,329 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $2,606,999 
FY15 FY16 

$1 ,365,678 $1,241,321 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $6,328,371 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$154,731 $0 $154,731 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerptedfrom the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25114. 

The goal ofthe Herring Research and Monitoring program is to improve the predictive models of herring stocks 
through observations and research. The program is designed around a twenty year time frame with changes in 
emphasis of the process studies every five years. During this period we have four objectives to help us move 
towards our goal. They are: Provide information to improve input to the age-structure-analysis (ASA) model, or 
test assumptions within the ASA model. Inform the required synthesis effort. Address assumptions in the current 
measurements. Develop new approaches to monitoring. A combination of monitoring and process studies will be 
used to address these objectives. The monitoring projects follow changing conditions and provide inputs to 
modeling efforts. The process studies are designed to be much shorter and to answer a very specific question. 
The monitoring components include tracking the prevalence of disease, aerial surveys, increased adult biomass 
surveys, and juvenile condition and biomass surveys. All of the monitoring components address the first 
objective. 

There are eighteen studies that range in length of one to five years designed to address the different objectives. 
To address the first objective we are examining the age that fish join the spawning stock, the genetic structure, 
and examining the approaches available to model herring stocks. To address the second objective we are working 
on gathering relevant datasets and providing visualization, conducting an analysis using the herring scale library 
owned by ADF&G, and providing coordination between projects to examine the connectivity. To address the 
third objective there are intensive studies of juvenile condition and acoustic estimates of juvenile populations, 
trying to determine if immigration may impact our surveys, providing validation to the acoustic surveys, and 
conducting laboratory studies of disease. We are looking to herring tagging, disease forecasting, and non-lethal 
acoustic validation to address the last objective. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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year, was to see tmprovement m year's oro>om;rus 
and mtegration of proJects, mcludmg the proposals by Bishop and Pegau (aenal survey). The revtsed reportmg 
forms also prompted greater mcluswn of benchmark results, pubhcations and changes to work plans 

Next vear, the Pam.en woUll.ld like to see ftmprovemem.ts nUll.: 
Incluswn offundamental mformatwn 
The Panel would hke to see the mclusron in proposals of mformation regardmg the 1) approach, destgn and 
analysis of studtes and 2) explicit statements of how analyses are answering maJor questions. This key 
mformation is essential to evaluating proposals, and we expect to see brief descnptions mcluded in the next set 
of proposals We are not requesting that detarled descriptions be provided to the degree exhibrted m anginal 
proposals or publications, Pis should use their expertise to identify and mclude essential, fundamental 
informatiOn that should be included to facilitate reVIew Good examples of the level expected detarl mclude the 
GulfWatch proposals by Carls, Jones, and Pratt and the Marme Debns Removal proposal by Pallister (avarlable 
on the EVOSTC website) 

The Science Panel would also appreciate havmg more detail about how the hernng programs contnbute to the 
eXIstmg and proposed herrmg assessment process and model In particular It would be useful to have a short 
paragraph on each of the tuners used in the model spawn assessments and acoustic data 

The Panel appreciates that any additional requests for information in proposals can be perceived as onerous and 
that the Panel had indtcated m prior years that they did not want the entire ongrnal proposal text mcluded every 
year However, the mmtmal, essential mformatton requested should not take long to incorporate and could 
remam in subsequent proposals. From a Panel perspective, proposals cannot be evaluated without key, 
fundamental information on major hypothesis and models, m part so changes to the design can be placed m 
proper context We appreciate your efforts in refining your multi-year proposal submissiOns 

Planmng Success zan Necesslfated by Attntwn o(Expenenced Personnel 
This contmues to be an area of concern for the Panel. The departure of Mtchele Buckhorn, who serves as the 
lead PI for three of the twelve submrtted projects, could have a large tmpact on the overall success of the 
Program We understand from our dtSC]lSSton with Scott that they are workmg to address the Issue but feel that 
this htghhghts the rssue of a need for JUmor scientists to be trained wtthin the proJects so smooth transitions m 
scientific personnel 

·The Panel continues to support efforts to mcrease future capacity with regard to Pis turnover and contmues to 
encourage that post-docs be mtegrated into the programs 

Improved data submzsswn by Hernng Program Pis 
We understand that many Pis in the Herrmg program are behmd in providmg metadata and data to the central 
data repository With the new forms that have been developed, and the availability of asststance from AxiOm 
staff, It IS Important for each PI to comply With the data submtssiOn requirements set forth as a·condttron of their 
fundmg. 

Coordmatwn & Collaboratwn/Svntheszs 
The Panel appreciated the programs' explicit statements recogntzmg the synergtsms among proJect efforts. It IS 
clear that most projects are already workmg together where It ts practical or advantageous to the achievmg the 
goals ofmdlVldual projects We also apprecrated that the programs recogmzed the need to mtegrate data across 
projects to arnve at a synthetic view of the status and trends of herring populations in PWS However progress 
m these areas will need to be more exphctt and fully developed Detarls provided to the Panel were too limtted 
to be able to truly evaluate progress m thts area. DiscussiOn on the conference call wrth the PI was encouragmg 
m that details of the stock models wrll be provtded to the panel in advance of the February synthesis meetmg 
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We look forward to seeing synthesis both withm and across proJects at the February synthesis meetmg and VIew 
this as a critical checkpoint to assess progress of the program toward a synthetic understandmg 

Funltu!i.re Coimsndleratnmu 
(1) Early hfe history There appears to be no effort made to examine distnbution of herring larvae Larval 
surveys, especially when spread over time and space can be revealmg about species composition and in some 
instances could provide auxiliary mdices of abundance (such as CALCOFI) A focus ofthe predecessor SEA 
Program at PWSSC involved how physical transport of herring larvae may play important roles in transporting 
them to rearmg and nursery areas, thereby influencing survival and abundance patterns Some hnkage back to 

. those concepts may be fruitful, especially given the extent of physical oc_eanographic information now available. 

(2) Age at maturity It would be a relatively simple matter to examme the matunty of hernng captured m the 
late winter By this time any herrmg that IS set to mature Will have developing gonads that can be examined 
macroscopically- and even histologically, usmg oocyte diameter as a cntenon of maturation. Have such simple 
and mexpensive approaches been considered? 

(3). Spawn Assessments. The questiOns that arise from spawn assessments are (1) the completeness m time and 
space, (2) the contmmty of, the survey effort over time, especially with changes, m available resources; (3) the 
use ofmile-'days' instead of cumulative distance, which is the measure used m most other parts of the coast, in 
the US and Canada For acoustic surveys, similar questions anse, especially about the contmmty over time, 
etc The Issue of stock assessment of he~nng, as one of the key forage species in PWS, IS vital to much of the 
entire EVOSTC work and it is difficult to provide adequate assessment without larger agency-level effort. The 
existmg Pis are highly qualified and well regarded, but it is clear that the development ,of a revised model will 
take some time There may be other, independent, sources that might provide such a revised model in the 
interim. Have such sources been considered? 

(4) Chmate change Chmate change may affect vanous biOlogical attributes offish populations mcludmg 
g;rowth and susceptibility of disease, etc. 

(5) Anthropogemc changes. The Impacts ofanthropogemc changes related to fisheries, either extractive fishing 
or fish culture, could be useful. 

I concur With the Panel's overall comments. I commend the Program for their high-level of coordination and 
collaboration both withm the Program and with the local community I would also be mterested m more detail 
regardmg the mcorporation of the proJects data mto the existmg and proposed ASA model 

We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordmator 

PAC JExecuntftve ])ftl!'ectoll' 'TI'nnstee CounimdR 
Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Sdem:e lP'aimeR Com.meimts ;-- FY14 
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Proposalls well'e llackiiimg nim dletaftll,'llllftml!ell'iimg tllnelir evaRunatfton ' , 
There was not enough mformatwn provided for the Science ~anel to evaluate the proposals and offer substantive 
suggestions In order to evaluate proposal merits, the Science Panel wanted to see more detail, including· 
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0 Samphng desrgn, locations and methods, including QA/QC of data collection 
e Approach to data analysts mcludmg statistical methods and/or relevant contrasts 
e pxphcrt statement of how analyses wrll answer the maJor questions 
o A drscussion of results to date and any adjustments in proJect desrgn m vrew of results 
o Explicrt statement of how mdrvrdual proJect results relate to or will be mtegrated mto the broader program 
o The proposals should be reviewed as a whole by someone from the group before submission. 
The panel, EVOSTC and agency staffwrll be looking at optrons for provrdmg bnef guidance and/or a form for 
the programs m advance of proposal drafting and submission to clarify expectations When EVOSTC staff has a 
draft form or guidance, we wrll crrculate It to the Team Leads for therr feedback. There was also initial 
discussion regardmg reporting whtch we wrll also circulate rf It IS further developed 

lP'l!lllbiications 
The Scrence Panel encourages mvestigators to pubhsh their results in peer-reviewed Journals to make their hard­
won results available to wider screntific audrence. Thrs encouragement especially applies to young investigators 
who are establishmg their careers They may qmckly become unable to compete for other jobs We anttcipate 
the FY17 Invrtation wrll mclude an expectatiOn to pubhsh 

Dats Management 
The Scrence Panel rs concerned about progress on data management The data management proposal drew 
heavrly on therr old proposal' without mcludmg sufficrent updated evrdence of mteractrons between the 
programs' Pis and the data management team In addttron, there does not appear to be a data management 
pohcy or QA/QC policy created as the programs approach Year Three In addition, no mtlestones were reported 
m the newly submrtted proposals, s~ rt was difficult to gauge how much progress had been made m the last two 
years Moreover, rt was not clear how data would be avatlable for synthesis The panel recommends that the 
Council condition fundmg upon the creation of a credible and detailed data management pohcy and a QA/QC 
policy and mclude clear ~ilestones m for their proposal 

Regardmg a QA/QC policy· such a document is a baste need of any data management We note too that 
mstruments commonly need to be calibrated before and after use to be able to adJust for measurement dnft, if It 
occurs With two separate data centers operatmg under the EVOSTC program rt is crucral that a high level of 
QA/QC be mamtamed. The Science Panelrs concerned that adequate attention Is not bemg devoted to this 
fundamental aspect of data management It IS particularly Important to assemble complete metadata to ensure 
that long-term data: sets can be verified and understood once the current partiCipants have moved on to new 
posrtwns. For example, EPA and NSF require detailed data management and QA/QC plans as part of all 
proposals Large monitoring programs, such as NSF's LTER and oceanographic programs, devote considerable 
time and effort to addressmg these cntical needs 

Example As a specific example, the Ocean Trackmg Network (OTN) has four nearly full-trme people creatmg 
metadata forms that are requrred to be filled out, submrtted and checked for QA-QC before data can be added to 
the database Smce OTN rs currently addmg eqmpment to trackmg arrays in PWS, rt would be particularly 
appropriate at this trme to arrange commumcatron between semor OTN data managers with EVOSTC program 
data Pis to ensure that data standards are adequate As with OTN, and as emphasi2;ed m the mitial fundmg of the 
EVOSTC programs, skilled data management resulting in data that can be relied upon by the scientific 
commuruty and resource agencres wrll ultimately determme the long-term success and mfluence of the 
programs The contact at 9TN rs Bob Branton (bob branton@gmatl com) or (bob.branton@dal.ca) 

Attrlltfron of Experienced! lP'ersonneH 
The panel notes that it may be a challenge to replace expenenced personnel retiring or transitiOning out of the 
programs, but the need for therr expertise remams To address these changes, the panel suggests that the 
programs partner their JUntor Pis with newly recrurted, experienced scientists Where difficulties exist m filling 
key positions, the panel also suggests strategrcally tappmg outsrde experts to revtew projects and provide 
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consultation and setting up a Post-Doc training program for the L TM and Herring projects. As experienced 
personnel leave the program either through retirement or departure, the salary savings could fund this kind of 
activity. 

Potential Resource - The panel encourages the programs to consider options for developing concepts for 
postdoctoral programs that can help address these issues. The panel and the programs' internal panels and 
advisory groups can provide assistance in identifying potential post doc candidates who may be helpful to the 
programs. Intergovernmental Personnel Assignments and perhaps NRC Research Associate post-docs may also 
be a source for additional expertise and post-doc work. 

Synthesis in Advance of February 2015 Workshop 
There is concern from our review of the proposals that the programs are postponing work on synthesis until just 
before the Workshop. The programs should think through and create a step-by-step route and design for their 
2015 synthesis so there is sufficient field time to work on it. This plan should include mechanisms and process. 
The part of synthesis that involves creation of and testing of models is best done by an iterative process in which 
modeling is sequentially tested by reference to new data and the models revised accordingly. 

There was also a suggestion to focus on cross-cutting topical issues, such as acoustics and calibration. Pis with 
different expertise could be paired to initiate and encourage actual synthetic analyses and presentation in contrast 
to single PI presentations on isolated projects or topics. Examples for pairings include: disease and physiology, 
and modeling of herring movements and disease. 

Herring Program Advisory Group, academic position suggestion 
Some additional expertise that could assist with this group are Tim Essington (UW) and Alec McCall, SWFSC 
would also be a good choice for membership. *See also Attrition of Experienced Personnel, above. 

Defining program priorities 
There is a basic requirement of the herring program to develop a credible and defensible program/project to 
assess herring abundance. In practice this means the implementation of a modern stock assessment model. This 
requirement supersedes all others because virtually all other projects in the herring program, and some in the 
GulfWatch program, are dependent on the confidence levels associated with the herring assessments. Such 
assessment is essential even in the absence of any commercial fishery of in Prince William Sound, because 
herring abundance will impact so much of the ecology of other species. 

Stock assessments usually are done by an agency, such as ADFG, but because of the importance of herring it is 
reasonable for other experts to develop a state-of-the-art age-structured stock assessment (ASA) model tailored 
for PWS herring, perhaps to be done cooperatively with ADFG. From the proposals this seems to be happening, 
but, in the opinion of the Science Panel, not rapidly enough. The concern with delay is that it will be difficult to 
fully appreciate many of the ecological processes of Prince William Sound unless there is a reasonable 
understanding ofthe abundance of herring. In other worlds, the scientific value of nearly all ofthe herring 
projects depends partly on the reliability of the herring assessments. Typically, an age-structure-assessment 
(ASA) model requires a 'tuner' or an independent dataset that provides a time-series index of abundance (i.e., to 
tune the model). For PWS herring there may be only two options: a time series of (i) spawn data or (ii) acoustic 
data. The problem is complex, because the time series of these two datasets are of differing length. Perhaps there 
are other data options, but the modelers need to ensure that they understand the strengths and limitations of all 
the data they use in the model. This is a task that requires experience. 

It is important to note that, while acoustic estimates of abundance of herring are commonly used around the 
world, they seldom are used as stand-alone independent measures of biomass. Instead, they usually contribute 
time-series data to more complex models that incorporate age structure data and other information. If the 
available time series data (from spawn or acoustics) are not suitable for an ASA model, then other assessment 
models or approaches must be considered - and presumably this could involve acoustic approaches, or even 
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simple models based mamly on spawn abundance data Therefore a firm recommendation ofthe Science Panel 
is that the directiOn and requirements of the stock assessment process, through ASA models, should be clarified 
and evaluated as soon as possible 

We wish to further elaborate about why all the other herring proJects are secondary m Importance to stock 
abundance estimatiOn It is because much of the biOlogy and hfe history of hemng is impacted by density­
dependent processes and this, 10 turn, can affect growth, maturation, migratwn, conditiOn, disease and 
recruitment- all subjects of the proposals in the herr10g program Herr10g abundance also affects other fauna, 
especially seabirds and mar10e mammals Therefore, the Sc1ence Panel recommendatiOn 1s that the assessment 
of hemng abundance should get top priority, and proceed as vigorously and rapidly as possible This IS not to 
say that the other proJects are unworthy or should stop- on the contrary The assessment project, while vital, IS 
among the most scientifically routme of the lot, because 1t mvolves the Implementation of ex1tmg protocols and 
methodologies That does not mean It is simple or easy to do, but It IS not a 'hypothesis testmg' enterpnse m the 
usual sense Nevertheless, the products of assessments w1ll prov1de a basis for better scwnce for almost all of the 
other proJects The common element on all the other proJects, with the possible exception of some acousttcs 
projects, is that they aim to determine why and how herrmg populatwns change- physwlogically or 
ecologically In a sense their value IS dependent on the ngor of the herrmg abundance assessments 

What are the implications ofth1s recommendatiOn? 
(1) The project on ASA modelmg work should be acknowledged as a priority (even a pre-reqmsite) among the 
other hernng projects It needs to be Implemented rap1dly because Its reqmrements could impact that way that 
other proJects develop, especially acoustic proJects 
(2) The Immediate ImplicatiOn is that the development of a functiOnal herring ASA model should be proceedmg 
much more rapidly than mdicated in the progress report Ifth1s task cannot be Implemented 10 a timely manner, 
than the herrmg program should consider other ways of gettmg this work done 
(3) A longer-term 1mphcat1on is that some of the closely related proJects that might provide input data to the 
ASA, especmlly some of the acoustic projects, could require modificatiOn or reconsideratiOn If the age­
structured model cannot 10corporate the acoustic data, as it is presently acquired, then the design ofthe acoustic 
programs should be adjusted and re-evaluated. However, this cannot be determmed until the ASA model Is 
functwnal and evaluated. 
(4) Once the ASA model1s functiOnal, then It should be formally reviewed by 1-2 mdependent (outside) experts 
to evaluate Its formulatiOn, applicatiOn and efficacy Such a rev1ew IS a common practice and should culm10ate 
10 a report that documents the reVIew findmgs. This report would then provide drrect10n about the data 
reqmrements for a rehable ASA model ofPWS herring (Note. this was a recommendation 10 the 2011 Sc1ence 
Panel report) 
(5) If the fully-developed ASA model cannot provide acceptable results because of the hmitations of the mput 
data, then other approaches to hemng bwmass assessments must be considered These could mclude simpler 
models that rely more directly on acoustics or spawn deposition 

Inter-project cooperation and commumication 
The Science Panel acknowledges and salutes the efforts made to coordmate logistics of field proJects, especially 
followmg a long period when Pis worked relatively 10dependently on most proJects. However we are not 
conv10ced that some of the mdiVIdual projects are as well connected as they should be, m terms of 
communication among PI's This comment IS based on an apparent lack of connectivity among some of the 
proposals 

Project gap: microclhemistry 
The panel noted that the PWS herr10g populatiOn could have Important spatial structure that might go undetected 
by genetic analysis of microsatelhtes. This could occur if PWS herrmg consist of a meta-populatiOn with 
spatially separate sub-populations that, nevertheless, have sufficient genetic exchange to preclude genetic 
detectable differentiation Therefore It is Important to re-exam10e this Issue because the previous genetic work, 
conducted more than a decade ago, had a short duratiOn and a hrpited number of probes Based on the prevwus 
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genetic study m Pnnce William Sound, and similar but more recent genetic analyses of other herrmg populations 
m the eastern Pacific, the panel does not anticipate that the current genetlc studies Will demonstrate new 
evidence of genetiC vanatwn within PWS. Instead these studies will probably provtde Important confirmatory 
evidence of a lack of genetic differentiatiOn detectable w1thm different parts of the Sound Such evidence, 
however, would not necessanly mean that PWS herrmg lack any spatial vanat1on 

It IS possible that PWS herring constitute a meta-populatwn consistmg of several sub-populatiOns that may have 
spatially distmct hfe htstones for parts of their hves. If so, these populations could have different grov.rth rates, 
and populatwn parameters Knowledge of such possible spatial structure is mtegral to understanding factors, 
affecting the abundance ofPWS herring The absence of such understanding represents an ongoing gap m the 
program Such a gap could be addressed by analyses of m1crochem1stry of otohths. Time spent by hernng in 
different bays wtthm PWS and the surroundmg region, could be reflected m the chemical composition of otoliths 
that can be detected by analyses of microchemistry This approach would have hnkages to several other 
proJects Thus, the microchemistry approach would provide helpful new msights to ongomg proJects while 
Improving linkages among them ' 

The panel is aware of difficulties assocrated with previous attempts to examme microchemistry of herring We 
acknowledge that microchemistry must be used carefully as a research tool, but pomt out that It can be a 
powerful and mformative approach when done properly. For this reason we-suggest that the herrmg program 
could constder the incorporation of this approach. For technical reasons, explained below, we further suggest 
that the optimal approach would be the exammatwn of otoliths 

Regardmg scales vs. otoliths. Herring scales may not be a good tissue for microchemistry, but otoliths may be 
useful. The mam problem with scales Is that herring resorb calcium and other minerals from their scales as they 
mature sexually. The effect does not interfere With annulus formation on scales but It could confound 
comparisons of putative populatiOn groups This IS not a concern for otoliths where, m theory; the 'chemical 
signatures are retained unchanged with age/time. The main concern With otohth collectiOns IS that they need to 
be collected and stored carefully prior to analysis As they dry, otoliths tend to develop hmrlme cracks that can 
accumulate extraneous material which agam can confound results. Potentcal Resource- The current director 
of the UAF Alaska Stable Isotope Facility 1s Matt Woller. He Is well respected and IS an excellent collaborator. 
See. http://me uaf.edulwerc/asifl 

Forage' Fish 
The Science Panel'supports the enhanced attention to estimating population abundances of Important forage fish 
m the Long-term Momtonng/Gulf Watch Project, while notmg that the ~errmg Program will also be sampling 
forage fishes acoustically and durmg net tows, such as those planned to ground-truth acoustic signals. Except for 
herring Itself, the early studies ofEVOS impacts on the PWS ecosystem unfortunately failed to establish 
pop,ulation assessment on any of the forage fishes of known significance to supportipg higher-order P\edators 
sand lance, cape lin, and eulachon m particular The Piatt project m L TM/Gulfwatch can serve as the centerpiece 
study of forage fish to which information gathered by Pis on other projects could be transferred to provide 
enhanced knowledge of abundances and dynamics offorage fishes 

I concur Sctence program 
when appropnate and its efforts to work together as a team. I concur with the Panel's comments regardmg the 
overall poor quality of the proposals. Most proposals made no effort to even change the dates of their tasks and 
dehverables makmg It almost Impossible to determme where the proJect was m meetmg its objectives. 

'-''"'''V'-""' 2013 PACmeetmg was"""·'""'·'"'"' 
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submitted to the PAC; no mdividual comments were received. 

Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term Programs m ProJect numbers 14120111 and 
14120114 work with EVOSTC staffto address Science Panel and EVOSTC staff comments in the Fiscal Year 
2014 Work Plan and participate in a Long Term Programs' Data Review Meeting with EVOSTC and Trust 
Agency Staff 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panen Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 Fund Fund' Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change m the program began their work four mopths pnor to this review. 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed 
work - ' 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY13 
~Ji~2N~~!!~'f::~~?.K:fi~,~l~~?!lWf~\~~;~i~{~~0J~~r~~~~ljJ~~j~~~~~tJ~i5?{t;~~~~~1~!t~~!~~~t~~1 

We concur1with the Science Panel 

Publ.ic Advisoll)': Committee Comments - FY13 
~;Dart~~sEpTettliet:l20f2l~;f::i~~;%~~t~;~s~r~~:3:~~l~~~~2J~~~tr~f~}ii;~l~~~~~~~·~?;;:~Jt~~ 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDINGRECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panell ,Science Coordinator , PAC Executiive Director_ 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Apnl2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Indil!idual Commen,t 1: , , 
Linkages among the projects are done m a thoughtful and detmled fashiOn. I see huge progress in how well the 
leaders of the hernng program are viewing this Program as a whole and mtegratmg Its pieces. I commend, the 
Pis. Specifically, the logistic coordination is compelling and achieves cost efficiencies as well as intellectual 
linkages. The temporal staging ofv;arious research efforts IS likewise logical and well-conceived And I concur 
that the acoustics studies do involve three different efforts with different gear, sampling methods, and targets, so 
that any synergies are limited, largely to whether adult herring are encountered durmg sampling targetmg 

,and this is addressed. ' 

program to to existmg body of knowledge that began under the PWS Herring Survey program 
in FYIO. The proposed projects will provide both new and continuing mformation regarding the current status of 
herring in PWS. Th~ data collected under tlus program will be made available to researchers and the public and 
will provide critical information for resource managers. The continuation of current outreach and edu~ation 

Draft 10-20-14 

83 



strategies from the PWS Herring Survey projects and the additional strategies m the proposal have the potential 
to provide effective means to dissemmate information and engage the fishmg community and other commumty 
members in understanding the results of the mtegrated momtonng program 

The Panel recommends funding most components of this proposal, but reiterates the same senous concern about 
the data management components. Agam the Science Panel strongly recommends that the Council provide 
assistance· from an orgamzation such as the NatiOnal Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) for 
peer review and technical assistance to the data management team 

The success ofthis proposal will depend on the reliability of herring spawn surveys which are not part of the 
present groups of proposals Herimg assessments m PWS, and everywhere else m the eastern Pacific, use spawn 
surveys as an essential part of the assessment. The approach currently used m PWS differs from all others in the 
use of miledays, whereas all other jurisdictions use a static measure of spawn, once spawmng IS completed. 
Also, the completeness of the spawn surveys has been questioned (Note· these comments should not be 
construed as cnticism of ADFG or their staff because the panel recogmzes the effort and dedicatiOn made by 
such staff On the contrary, the comments and recommendatiOns related to spawn surveys should be seen as an 
Imtiative to provide assistance to field staff associated With herrmg assessment The benefits of such assistance 
will accrue both to the science and management ofPWS herring). Nearly all of the proposals are predicated on 
the availability of reliable herring spawning biomass assessments that are, in tum, depe1,1dent on accurate spawn 
surveys. To provide credible support for these proposals and for management advice future estimatiOn of spawn 
must be made With a level of accuracy that consistent With that used mother jUriSdictions. To provide credible 
management advice future estimation of spawn must be made with a level of accuracy that Is required to support 
the assessmehts. There are concerns that suqstantial amounts of spawn may have gone undetected in some years 
and that some of the past spawn estimates may have been made inaccurately through error in the estimated width 
and density of spawn Such concerns may not be vahd but there IS no way to determme this Without additional 
work. Therefore to evaluate whether the accuracy and reliability of present and past estimation ofherring spawn 
m PWS IS accurate, we recommend developmg diver-assisted surveys The Science Panel noted that diver 
surveys, yielded different results m the past ( detmls provided m Recbmmendat10ns to Team Leader). This would 
also mclude an assessment model and biological samphng review Herrmg Stock Assessment Modehng A 
Science Panel Recommendation for Review Success of the herrmg program wlll depend on the reliability of 
ADF&G herrmg spawn surveys Nearly all of the proposals are predicated on the avmlability ofrehable herrmg 
spawning biOmass assessments that are, m tum, dep~ndent on accurate herrmg assessments 
Hernng assessments in PWS, hke everywhere else nl. the eastern Pacific, use spawn surveys as an essential part 
of the assessment. The appr~ach used in PWS, however, differs from all others m that PWS uses mile-days, 
whereas all other junsdictiOns use a static measure of spawn, once spawmng Is completed. Herrmg assessments 
also rely on accurate b10-samplmg for estimates of size and age ofherrmg. Recently, the completeness ofthe 
spawn surveys has been questiOned and many have questiOned the reliability of the present assessments 
Additional effort may be required for all aspects of herring assessments to ensure that they are done well and are 
well-regarded. These comments above should not be construed as criticism of ADFG or their staff, as their 
present staff is clearly dedicated and hard-workmg 

Sciel!ll.ce Coordftl!ll.ator Commel!ll.ts- FYJL2 

I concur with the Science Panel. I also have serious concerns regarding the data program and would encourage 
the Council to assist the team by providing fundmg for a comprehensive review of the data program. I also 
concur with the Science Panel that the fundamental data that wlll be utihzed by the program should be ngorously 
reviewed to ensure the best possible platform for the herrmg projects I do beheve that the data that has been 
gathered by ADF&G for PWS herring has been carefully gathered and reviewed I would hke to contmue ' 
workmg with staff at ADF &G to determine what actions would have the greatest benefit to both the herring 
program and ADF &G. managers. The possible addition of a staff positiOn at ADF &G that would work closely 
with herrmg program would be of tremendous value to both the program and the management agency 
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response to concerns 
Department ofFish and Game wdl partially fund a hernng liaison positiOn Improved modelmg techmques w11l 
be included as a separate proJect (PI IS Branch) Torie Baker stated that this type of effort is ~hat IS needed to 
help resource managers m their decision-makmg. It was moved by French, second by Anderson Faulkner that 
the PAC concurs with the Science Panel recommendation to fund the Branch modelmg proJect There were no 

supports proJect notmg agrees 
in that there are senous concerns regardmg the data program and would encourage the Council to assist the 
project team by proVIding fundmg for a comprehensive review of the data program, and (amendment moved by 
Baker, second by Andersen Faulkner) further, the PAC supports additional dtscusswns with the Alaska 
Department ofFish and Game on the use of the recommended dive surveys. The motion passed, w1th dissent by 
Brune and Bauer, based on Axiom's current past due dehverables 

The group discussed the herring proposal and the added value of the NCEAS data management addition 
Cathenne Boerner stated that the data was the "gold Imne" of many of these projects, and needed to be made 
available over the long term-and the NCEAS team will assist in makmg this happen. Baker raised a quest10n 
about the use of "outside" consultants versus Alaskans, and how the two would work together Hsieh said that 
NCEAS is expenenced m workmg With diverse groups and it was her Impression, thus far, that Axiom would 
also be amenable to workmg With NCEAS Brune questiOned past due dehvery of a product by Axwm, notmg 
the Trustee Council pohcy to not fund orgamzatiOns which were behind in dehverables-he beheves Axiom 
should not be awarded additwnal work when there are outstandmg deliverables, and that this sets a dangerous 
precedent Fandrei agreed that this was an Issue Hsieh sau:f she expected the outstanding deliverable to come m 
May French said It was Important that data not be propnetary so It would be publicly available Amanda Bauer 
asked If there were other orgarnzatwns that Axwm d1d work for Hsieh mentioned several State and Federal 
agencies that are Axiom chents 

Executive JlJlirector Comments -lFYU 

strong concern program's manager servmg program. Smce 
data manager's work has been favorably reviewed, has submitted late dehverables to the Council and several 
data management optwns have been produced by this program and outside entities These optwns presented are 
in conJunctiOn with leaders m the field of heterogeneous scientific database management and are excellent 
options. I recommend the Council pursue one of these options to ensure successful management of the data 
produced by this and past Council-funded efforts 

In additwn, the program and ADF&G have discussed what actwns would enhance the program's value to the 
management ofherrmg Both entities recommend the Council fund 70% of a ADF&G biometrician III or a 
fishenes scientist I to coordmate with the herrmg program and to also focus on a modeling effort. This is 
mcluded in our draft admmistrat1ve budget and has the strong support of mdividual Science Panel members We 
have continued to decrease our admm budget, but are also positiOning our staff and agency staffto support the 
long-term programs 
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Project Number: 15120111-A 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Validation of Acoustic Surveys for Pacific Herring 
Using Direct Capture 

Primary Investigator(s): Mary Anne Bishop 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $306,700 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$68,016 $90,579 $148,022 

FY16 
$145,297 

Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $592,960 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted .from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25114. 

Acoustic surveys provide a relatively low-cost, remote sensing tool to estimate species-specific fish biomass and 
abundance. Interpreting acoustic data requires accurate ground truthing of acoustic backscatter to confirm species 
and length frequency ofinsonified targets. Since November 2012,juvenile and adult herring acoustic surveys 
have been conducted in November and late March, respectively. Pelagic trawls are the recommended method for 
validating species composition and for obtaining relatively unbiased information on length frequency distribution, 
age, and other biological information. Here we propose to use a low-resistance, light-weight midwater sweeper 
trawl capable of towing speeds (up to 3 knots) as a method to ground truth acoustic surveys for juvenile herring. 
Our pelagic trawl surveys will take place in conjunction with and on board the same vessel as three studies in the 
PWS Herring Research and Monitoring program: a) Juvenile Herring Abundance Index (years 2-5); b) Acoustic 
Consistency: Intensive Surveys of Juvenile Herring (year 3). Because of concerns of the Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game, for the March Expanded Adult Herring Surveys (years 2-5) we are being required to use gillnets 
and jigging for validation. Our project will provide data on species composition and length frequency to aid in 
the interpretation of current and historical acoustic surveys. In addition it will provide adult herring samples to 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game for the adult herring age-structure-analyses model and will provide juvenile 
herring samples to researchers investigating juvenile herring fitness and disease. Our trawls will also provide 
fishery-independent surveys for non-herring species, thus increasing our knowledge of pelagic fishes in Prince 
William Sound. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

It seems Dr. IS a to other PI's, an one, ""~-''""•,auy 
collection ofhernng samples. For this servtce the Science Panel applauds her efforts. It would be useful to 
know, however, how much of the total effort IS actually dedicated to acoustic work This proposal contnbutes to 
the cumulative cost of acoustic work m Pnnce Wtlham Sound so between the three proposals by PI Buckhorn, 
and this, the total annual effort and cost of acoustic work IS stgnificant. This may be appropriate If acoustics bk 
a central role by providing key data for annual abundance estimates The ratiOnale for this proposal Is to validate 
an acousttc target using a smgle beam sounder This ts vahd m the context of the present program but there may 
be a more fundamental question that has not been addressed - although it is not directed spectfically at thts 
proJect Is the acoustic eqmpment bemg used the best for the job? If acoustic esttmates were used as the ASA 
himng mdex, how would any change(s) in the acoustic surveys (survey protocols, or eqmpment) affect the 
temporal mtegrity of the mdex? Stmtlar questions were posed in the 2011 Science Panel report;. 

A dtfferent question. There is an mteresting excerpt from the proposal "We recogntze that a major deficit m the 
ex1stmg PWS Hernng Survey program ts the lack of an effective means of validating the acousttc stgnal 
Fortunately, if we can establish through direct capture of insomfied fish that certam patterns m echograms can be 

_ mterpreted as dtfferent year classes of herrmg, then we may be able to reanalyze historical acoustic 
measurements to better understand changes in juvenile herring populations." The suggestion 1s that acoustic 
strength estimates, obtained by field measurements in from thiS project, could be used to adJUSt results from past 
herrmg surveys. It Is not' clear who would do th1s retrospective analysis Regardless, such a contnbutton would 
be welcome - with the caveat that the rationale and methodology must be documented and accesstble, preferably 
m a published report 

,.,..., . ..,,..,,M was .......... , .... ..,,,...,..., 
subm1tted to the PAC, no mdivtdual comments were received. 
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FY13 ,FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordi~rnator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Revtewed Fund 

Science Pane! Comments- FY13 
~'<"l.!~--'""'~J.forv-.,.,';."W"'':;rr.:;.-..,.,...,......,.,~>T"<~£"1r'"'l"'='"""'"'""'-'F~~rt_,....,-~..,.,'<'~""~ 4 '~~~~~'"""':rfl~~fi~~U""'""r:?..,.."'~~~~~3 

~~J!Parte~:~&ej)teni tiei ~2012:E"~5·0.~~1 ~~;~:&~}~~:J:~~~~~:;~v;;;~~~ ::~r~~~~;~i~: .:-~'"~~~;t~{~~~:rt~;:~·l~~ ~,:{~,'?~~~~:,~~;,?! ~~l?~t~f:~,{,~ :.:l~f~~~J~~~)~~~t:~~,~~,f~~~;j~IS1:~1~1·l~ 
Due to the change m the funding cycle, the program only hegan their work four months prior We have 
reytewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed work 

We concur with the Sctence Panel. 

JFY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordhi~rnator PAC Executive'Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund , Fund 
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Project Number: 15120111-C 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Data Management Support 

Primary Investigator(s): Rob Bochenek 

PI Aftlliation: Axiom Consulting Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $283,945 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$130,800 $130,800 $22,345 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $41,197 
FY15 FY16 

$23,217 $23,980 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $331,142 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$21 ,200 $0 $21,200 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25/14. 

This project supports the EVOS Integrated Herring Research Program with critical data management support to 
assist study teams in efficiently meeting their objectives and ensuring data produced or consolidated through the 
effort is organized, documented and available to be utilized by a wide array of technical and non-technical users. 
This effort leverages, coordinates and cost shares with a series of existing data management projects, cyber­
infrastructure and partnerships which contribute capacity and information to this effort. During year one and two, 
this project would focus on providing informatics support to streamline the transfer of information between 
various study teams and isolate and standardize historic data sets in the general spill affected area for use in 
retrospective analysis, synthesis and model development. This work would scale down in year three thru five to 
provide support for general project level data management and archival. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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It was encouragmg for the Science Panel to hear via a conference call with Program Science Leads that the 
standardized forms for metadata submission had been recently modified, and a more refined version is now 
ay~il~ble to investigators However, It was discouragmg to learn that not all mvestigators were compliant on 
submissiOn of both metadata and data in a timely manner (within one year of collection) as agreed upon when 
acceptmg fundmg from EVOSTC In the future we see submissiOn of required data and metadata as a conditiOn 
of funding rei;J.ewal 

Science Coordinator Commentts- FY15 
~n~t '~ ~s~.f'T;f.~~~b-1. ~LY~o1f~.JJif'~t}fYf?Fl;qo-,,,_y,'t1~~!f'"'!;~rr:_,Jf! t<{~oli.{ ~~~'t'fu"t~ i¥4j~~~~i:"z;?~';f',-,~7f\"55;~~~-\'i.:-f}'"\ 'PlW,.r~~;;JS::I~~:,l ;',) ~~'t~i> 
~~~;:u ~ e:; rep IL,_e"m ~r~~~ ,lt~'~;~r1E~E:r~~;0! .;;~ ~ ~~) ')~ r.:?::r.:~)),'>~~t'~t;\f~'jli~~) ~1 \:-~.it~'lf~; i!:4:1&.-3ti..({ ,' ~;r1~~ ';>··f:i;;~J~'r4 ~~~V:k4)-::Jx,.I~~j~~~t:t,:, ~{~~ ~~~~;~~11tt-~~~~7:;~v·~ ).~l1'fJ} P'"'l¥~ 

I concur with the Science Panel and would be willing to assist with data compliance If desired. 
' 

Science Coordinator PAC Execuntive Director Trunstee Comndl 
Fund Conditional Not Reviewed Fund Conditional Fund 

Progress IS listed as "Data is being archived on the Workspace by mvestigators m the program " and 
"Data frqm the past two field seasons will be ingested into the data management system. We will contmue to 
refine and expand the information avmlable through the Herring data portal " Please specify what data have 
been mcorporated. Also, the demonstration of progress is not adequate More detail Is essential. Failing that, 
this proJect should be suspended. An inventory of all data proposed to be incorporated eventually mto the 
program should be drawn up and an accountmg of progress on incorporatmg the listed data sets should reported 
annually, mcluding any changes to the mventory of target datasets The science panel Is concerned about 
progress on data management. The data management proposal drew heavily on their old proposal without 
mcluding sufficient updated evidence ofmteractwns between the programs' Pis and the data management team. 
In addition, there does not appear to be a data management policy or QA/QC policy created as the programs 
~pproach Year Three In addition, no,milestones wer~ reported m the newly submitted proposals, so It was 
difficult to gauge how much progress had been made in the last two years. Moreover, it was not clear how data 
would be available for synthesis The panel recommends that the Council condition funding upon the creatiOn of 
a credible and detailed data management policy and a QA/QC policy and mclude clear milestones in for their 
proposal. 

Regarding a QA/QC pohcy such a document is a basic need of any data management We note too that 
mstrumepts commonly need to be calibrated before and after use to be able to adjust for measurement dnft, If It 
occurs. With two separate data centers operating under the EVOSTC program It IS crucial that a high level of 
QAIQC be mamtamed The Science Panel Is concerned that adequate attention is not being devoted to this 
fundamental aspect of data management It is particularly Important that to assemble complete metadata to 
ensure that long-term data sets can be verified and understood once the current participants have moved on to 
new positiOns For example, EPA and NSF reqmre detailed data management and QA/QC plans as part of all 
propo~als. Large monitoring programs, such as NSF's L TER and oceanographic programs, devote considerable 
time and effort to addressing these critical needs. Example· As a specific example, the Ocean Tracking Network 
(OTN) h~s four nearly full-time people creating metadata forms that are required to be filled out, submitted and 
checked fo'r QA-QC before data can be added to the database Since OTN IS currently adding equipment to 
tracking arrays m PWS, It would be particularly appropriate at this time to arrange communication between 
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senior OTN data managers with EVOSTC program data Pis to ensure that data standards are adequate. As with 
OTN, and as emphasized in the initial funding of the EVOSTC programs, skilled data management resulting in 
data that can be relied upon by the scientific community and resource agencies will ultimately determine the 
long-term success and influence of the programs. The contact at OTN is Bob Branton (bob.branton@gmail.com) 
or (bob.branton@dal.ca). 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date: Se tember 2012 

Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior. We have 
reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their proposed work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term rograms in roject numbers 1412011 1 and 
14120114 work with EVOSTC staffto address Science Panel and EVOSTC staff comments in the Fiscal Year 
2014 Work Plan and participate in a Long Term Programs' Data Review Meeting with EVOSTC and Trust 
Agency Staff. 

FYU FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel 

June/July 2011 Fund 
April2011 Modify 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date: April 2011 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Fund Fund 

Modify Modify Modify 

Gathering and making data available will be the keystone of this program. The Science Panel expressed serious 
concerns about past performance of some participants and that the data management team does not have 
sufficient expertise or scientific guidance to deliver a useable data system. In addition, it is not clear at all there 
is a plan for the inclusion of structurally diverse data: where and how will such data be organized so that relevant 
data and metadata from a broad array of disciplines can be assembled in one database. The panel viewed this as 
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this as' an informatics problem that, tf not resolved at the onset, wtll jeopardize the long-term program. There ts a 
vetyclear need to overcome crittcal technological impediments to accomphshmg synthetic, integrative 
envtronmental sctence, while at the same time promotmg more open access to mformatwn and data sharing It is 
cntical that thts database be open source and be ~omphant wtth the Knowledge Network for BtocomplexttY 
metadata comphant 'wtth Ecological Metadata Language. In addttion, there should be a plan from, the outset as to 
how to mcorporate this data into NPRB's GOAIERP program at the end of the first five-year contract ,cycle 

Therefore, we strongly recommend that the Counctl provtde asststance from an organizatwn such as the Natwnal 
Center for Ecologtcal Analysts and Synthesis (NCEAS)for peer revtew and techitical ,assistance to the data 
management team With regard to the separate hngenng otl momtoring proposal mcluded wtthm the Program 
proposal, the, Panel has no objection to the fundmg ofthts addttional project. The Panel does no~ beheve that 
Axiom currently has the capacity to conduct the most effective management of the data The biological 
investigatiOns produced by the smte of projects mcluded in thts proposal package generate data that are 
challengmg to code m ways that facilitate thetr combmatwn wtth, other data such as phystcal or chemtcal 
vanables. The dtsctplme that handles these challenges ts known as mformattcs. The Science Panel vtews the 
mexperience of Axwm personnel as a cntical problem. Thts concern does not tmply madequate capabthty of the 
key staff of Axwm It 'is a reflectwn ofthe1r hmtted expenence. Consequently,, estabhshmg a partnership 
between Axiom and NCEAS makes sense because Matt Jones and NCEAS are wtllmg to share thetr cutting-edge 
experttse NCEAS is the "National" Center for Ecologtcal Analysis and Synthests and the prmctpals of the 
NCEAS proposal are leaders in this field Pamng NCEAS with Axiom, would promote mformatwn sharmg of 
NCEAS' expertise, such emergmg data standards as DateOne and on a smte of data mantpulatwn and synthesis 
tools, such as meta-analysts methods. Thts informatiOn transfer represents critical capactty bmldmg wtthm 
Alaska t~at would' greatly benefit EVOSTC, AOOS, NPRB, and other tmportant research and monitoring 
entyrpnses. The wtlhngness ofNCEAS to collaborate with Axwm is evident from thetr proposals and 
discus'swns wtth Rob Bochenek, Elise, Molly, and others. Nevertheless, the most, creative and appealmg aspect 
of the proposal provtded by NCEAS, and whtch bmlds ori technical metadata processmg that NCEAS excels in, 
relates to the second phase of work- the synthests activtties Some syntheses have mdeed been supported by the 
EVOS Trustee Counctl over the years These include very tmportant outputs of the program- a synthests of 
novel oil toxicity mechamsms m pmk salmon by Rice et al. 2003; a book edt ted by Spies that placed the ml and 
natural resources of coastal Alaska in a context of changmg climate; reviews of the delayed and indirect 
mechanisms by which EVOS otl caused ecologtcal mjuries by, Peterson et al. (2003); and reviews of multi-year 
EVOS oil persistence on :Alaskan beaches by Short and colleagues Desptte these valuable legactes, more 
synthesis is needed into the future, mcludmg on herring, where numerous potential explanatioos for tts lack of 
recovery extst and a growing body of diverse data reqmres synthesis to extract now cryptic insights 

Phase II of the NCEAS proposal promises facthtatwn of just such synthests outputs Thts acttvity is extremely 
important for both the Hemng and espectally the Long-term Momtonng programs. The Panel recommends 
funding of this Phase II, under conditions that reflect engagement of the Pis from these two programs to develop 
the questions to be addressed and help select the experts who will participate in the study groups and synthesis 
efforts The Panel notes that failure to solve the problem of creatmg an enduring depository for EVOS-Trustee 
funded data is a long-standmg problem. At least 10 year ago, the EVOS Trustee Council and staff endorsed the 
responstble and ethically necessary pnnctple that each study funded by the Council must deliver all resultmg 
data m electromc form to the council staff as part of thetr final reportmg obhgatwns Desptte thts mandate, there 
exists now no data base of the htstoncally-funded projects Thts Issue has great capacity to embarrass the 
Council and the memory of the past fatlures motivates the Panel to recommend finally solvmg this problem by 
engagmg the uhdemable expertise and preeminence ofNCEAS to collaborate in thts venture. 

I concur wtth the Science Panel. I also have senous concerns regarding the data program and would encourage 
the Council to asstst the team by provtdmg fundmg for a comprehenstve revtew of the data program. I also 
concur wtth the Sctence Panel that the fundamental data that wtll be utihzed by the program should be rigorously 
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reviewed to ensure the best possible platform for the herring projects. I do believe that the data that has been 
gathered by ADF &G for PWS herring has been carefully gathered and reviewed. I would like to continue 
working with staff at ADF&G to determine what actions would have the greatest benefit to both the herring 
program and ADF&G managers. The possible addition of a staff position at ADF&G that would work closely 
with herring program would be of tremendous value to both the program and the management agency. 

Committee- FYll 

Issues raised by the Science Panel, Trustee Council staff, and the PAC called for additi9nal work and 
collaboration to assist with establishment of a data management system that includes accessible scientific data as 
well as public information. In response, the National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) 
submitted a proposal to work with Axiom (a subcontractor to AOOS), and the Woods Hole Oceanographic 
Institution also submitted a proposal. Elements of both options were reviewed and discussed. Data management 
generally consumes about 30% of a research program budget; the costs for including one of these options for 
assistance remain within that range. French noted that he had no problem with either NCEAS or Woods Hoi~ 
he questioned Axiom's role and staying power. McCammon said that Axiom would be a subcontractor to 
AOOS, had been doing cutting edge work, and was committed to the project-they have a 4-year contract. She 
also stated that the AOOS Board was committed to the project. French said he supported the NCEAS and 
Axiom collaboration. Eilo summed the PAC interest in the Trustee Council implementing a solid data 
mru1ag~~me1nt sy·mntests, and 

Brune questioned past due delivery of a product by Axiom, noting the Trustee Council policy to not fund 
organizations which were behind in deliverables-he believes Axiom should not be awarded additional work 
when there are outstanding deliverables, and that this sets a dangerous precedent. Fandrei agreed that this was an 
issue. Hsieh said she expected the outstanding deliverable to come in May. French said it was important that data 
not be proprietary so it would be publicly available. Amanda Bauer asked ifthere were other organizations that 
Axiom did work for. Hsieh mentioned several State and Federal agencies that are Axiom clients. PAC agrees 
with the Science Coordinator in that there are serious concerns regarding the data program and would encourage 
the Council to assist the project team by providing funding for a comprehensive review of the data program. 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 
• : ' - !:]~I r- - •1 

- ·- -- - - . - - -- ' . - ... -~·-· 
There has been strong concern about the program's data manager serving the entire program. Since April, the 
data manager's work has been favorably reviewed, has submitted late deliverables to the Council and several 
data management options have been produced by this program and outside entities. These options presented are 
in conjunction with leaders in the field of heterogeneous scientific database management and are excellent 
options. I recommend the Council pursue one of these options to ensure successful management of the data 
produced by this and past Council-funded efforts. 
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Project Number: 15120111-E 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Expanded Adult Herring Surveys 

Primary Investigator(s): Michele Buckhorn 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $159,000 
FY12 FY13 FY14 
$6,540 $84,366 $68,125 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $333,945 
FY15 FY16 

$90,579 $84,366 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $333,976 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25/14. 

Prince William Sound herring stock biomass estimates from hydroacoustic surveys provide a direct measure of 
the stock abundance and are also a primary input into the age-structured assessment (ASA) model that is the 
forecasting tool used for managment. Prior to 200 I, the hydroacoustic surveys were conducted exclusively by the 
Prince William Sound Science Center (PWSSC). Since 2001, the effort has been shared between PWSSC and the 
Cordova office of Alaska Department ofFish and Game (ADF&G). While the ADF&G considers the 
hydroacoustic surveys to be critical (Steve Moffitt, personal communication) the lack of a commercial herring 
fishery in PWS since 1998 has reduced management priorities for herring. Thus the PWSSC contribution has 
become critically important for the long-term, especially if a future fishery appears only a remote possibility. 
With the level of effort available over the past several years, PWSSC and ADF &G individually have achieved 
herring biomass estimates with a precision of about ±30%, which is insufficient for management purposes. 
However, the combined effort currently meets management requirements for precision. Current stock assessment 
efforts by ADF&G resource managers in PWS focus on the largest spawning aggregations. The objective ofthis 
study is to increase the current survey area of adult spawning beyond the Port Gravina and Fidalgo areas to 
provide a more precise estimate of spawning biomass. We propose to extend the PWSSC acoustic surveys to help 
identify the relative contributions of additional spawning aggregations over temporal and spatial scales. This will 
help establish more accurate estimates of the total herring biomass in PWS and provide an alert to changes in 
biomass in different regions. Beginning in FY20 13 and continuing until 2016, hydroacoustic surveys will be 
conducted in late spring (April-May) to assess adult spawning biomass. ADF&G will continue to conduct direct 
sampling for age/length/weight. Additional direct capture will be conducted using a midwater trawl at adult 
spawning sites (See Bishop proposal). 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Ex.ec11tnre Summary states 1s as over 
several years, PWSSC has ach1eved hemng bwmass est1mates WJfh a precision of about ±30% This level of 
precision is insufficient for management purposes. There 1s concern That some concenp-ations of fish are not · 
located and surveyed under current levels, in whtch case the estimate 1s biased, a factor not incorporated mto 
variance calculations for preciswn." · 

What level of precision would be acceptable for ADF &G? If, as indicated m the report, that the biomass 
estimates (based-on mcomplete acoustic data) may be unduly, conservative, then It follows there should be some 
estimate of the time requp:ed to attain a degree of completeness that would be acceptable. Such clarification 
would be useful · 

FY14Fumdftn 
Executive Director · Trustee Council. 

Fund Fund Fund 

to assessments ADFG or anyone 
seem reasonable that there were some meaningful communicatiOn between the people domg the survey and 
those doing the assessments (see specific comments on the previous proposal). 

Is there a data source, or database on areas that were 'histoncally surveyed'? If so, what or where 1s it? Will it 
be made available to the data synthesis projects? Has there been any effort made to report on these data? 
Because of PI departures, a very JUnior, although promising sctentlst without any peer-reviewed publications, is 
left alone to execute this proJect The Sct~nce Panel w;ges engagement of a more semor experienced partner to , 
help gmde and enhance this proJect. · 

It IS gratifYing to see that samples from Kayak Island were made available to geneticists However, there does 
not appear to be any reference to this in the genetics proposal. · 

<UV''"''"''f'> was '-'a.lll'-''-'1!'-'U 

· submitted to the PAC, no individual cQmments were received. 
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FY13 FUNDING RECOMMEND.i\TIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator ·PAC Executive Dir~ctor 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments -FY13 

Due to the change in the fundmg cycle, the program onlycbegan therr work four months prior to this revrew- We 
liave reviewed the work completed' to d~te and are comfortable with the program continuing therr proposed 
work. · 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY13 
~;rt~:~S~ 

. FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
>Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comniellts- FY12 , 

There are no project specific comments'. 

,• I 
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Project Number: 15120111-F 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Juvenile Abundance Index 

Primary Investigator(s): Michele Buckhorn 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $236,312 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$90, 143 $80,115 $66,054 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $167,860 
FYlS FY16 

$84,911 $82,949 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $404,172 

FYlS FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerptedfrom the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25/14. 

Management of the Pacific herring stock in Prince William Sound (PWS), Alaska, is based primarily on an age­
structured-assessment (ASA) model. Tht! current model, developed in 2005, incorporates both hydroacoustic 
estimates of the adult herring biomass and an index ofthe male spawning, called the "mile-days of spawn". 
Unfortunately, the forecast is based on measurements from the previous year and does not have a direct measure 
of future age 3 recruitment. Current knowledge suggests that most mortality occurs during the first winter of life, 
so the relative recruitment may be fixed by the end ofthe first year. Consequently, estimates of relative 
abundance of age I and age 2 fish should provide an index of future recruitment. An index of age 0 fish would 
also provide a forecast of recruitment if additional information were available on the magnitude of the first year 
mortality. We will conduct annual fall surveys (FY2013-2016) of8 bays; four ofwhich will be the Sound 
Ecosystem Assessment (SEA) bays (Cooney et al. 2001). This will maintain a continual database from these 
locations. The other 4 bays will be selected based upon the survey results ofthe current EVOSTC FY10 Herring 
Survey Project(# 10100132). Surveys will be conducted using 120kHz split-beam hydroacoustic unit in a 
stratified systematic survey design (Adams et al. 2006). For this study, direct capture will be directed to size and 
species composition. A midwater trawl will be used to sample randomized transects within each strata. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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TJ;ti~ project has-provided status updates in Its 2012 and 2013 Annual Reports. The proposal requirements did· 
not request a discussion o'f past results ' · , 

PAC, Eiecu.tive Director Comments- FYlS 
~~,, 

t't»a_,e;~,v.ct~ 

• FY14 'Fun din 
Science Coordinator · PAC 

Fund Not Reviewed 
Executive Director Trustee Council 

· Fund Fund 

, Science Panel, Scien~e Coordinator, Exe'cutive Director, 'Trustee Council Comments- FY14 , 
rnatt~:iS:~pJemBS~r~a~~~~~t~~~~~t~~{ti1i1:~:r~~4}~~~~~~~~:~~ 

There are no proJecf specific pomments , ' . 
~ ' I ' 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was. cancelled due to the federa) government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no mdividual comments ~ere received ' ' . ' . ' ' ' ' 

' ' . 
'' I _1 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel 

September 2012 Fund , , . 

'i 

,, ,, 

Science Coordinator ·PAC " 
Fund ' Not Reviewed 

Executive Director 

Due to the. change iri the funding·cycle; the program only began their work four months pri'or. We have, 
'reviewed,the work completed to date and are. comfortable with th~ program continuing,their proposed }Vork. 

Science•Coordinator, Executive Director Comments;_ 
~ate~:~se~:t~mtittt:2Jfl~~~f{j~;fJ~ltf.i!~~~j~~:~~~~J:~~t~J~:v4, ( 

We concur with the Science Panel . '., 

Public .Advisory _Committee Comments - FY13 , , , , : , , , " · , · . 

Not ~eviewed due to the lack Of a quorum at their, meeting N~ mdividua} comments were received.· ' 

FY12 FUNUING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 ' · , 

There are ~o project specifi<; comments j 
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Project Number: 15120111-G 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program -Intensive surveys of juvenile herring 

Primary Investigator(s): Michele Buckhorn 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $126,440 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$50,140 $29,757 $46,543 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $6,758 
FY15 FY16 
$6,758 $0 

Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $133,198 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25/14. 

Hydroacoustic surveys of juvenile herring nursery areas in Prince William Sound have been conducted during fall 
and late-winter for the last several years. The number of locations surveyed have varied from 5-9, including the 4 
Sound Ecosystem Assessment (SEA) bays. However, each seasonal effort has conducted only a single night 
survey in each of these locations. Thorne (2010) examined seasonal changes from fall2006 to spring 2009. He 
showed that apparent overwinter mortality of age 0 herring appeared to be greatest in Simpson Bay and least in 
Whale Bay. However, the differences in seasonal abundance could be attributed to mortality, emigration, or 
changes in ambient light. We propose to address these uncertainties with an intensive fall and late winter/spring 
intensive survey. The fall series will start mid-October 2014 and extend to the first week of December. The late 
winter/spring series will begin the 3rd week of February 2015, and extend into the 2nd week of April. We 
propose to conduct the surveys in two bays sufficiently adjacent to cover each bay each night, such as Simpson 
Bay, Port Gravina, Windy Bay or St. Mathews Bay. In addition to the hydroacoustic surveys, we propose a single 
night of direct capture effort in each location for each of the survey weeks (See Bishop, this proposal). The survey 
design will follow the historic zig zag transects run by Thorne since 1993 in order to remain consistent with that 
sampling design and to put the long term fall and spring surveys into context. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY15 

The two proJects, Juvemle Herring Abundance & Juvenile Intensive Surveys, have been in place for several 
years but the 2015 proposals did not provide any mformatwn on past results. Why is that? 

This project has provided status updiites m Its 2012 and 2013 Annual Reports. The proposal requirements did 
not request a discussion of past results. 

No proJect specific comment Science Coordinator's comments are noted 
' 

Scftence Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Cmmcin 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

There is reference made to the assessment model but there is nothing in the new population dynamics proposal to 
indicate any meanmgful commumcatwn between the acoustics work and the developmg assessment models 
Specifically, IS It anticipated that data derived from acoustic surveys Will be used as input to the assessment 
model? If so, it is important that there is an active dialogue among people working on inter-related proJects. 

This JUVenile herring project is predicated on the assumption that it Will provide a useful prediction of age-3 
recrmtment. If there were a commercial fishery this prediction could be especially useful but its value as a 
predictor would dimimsh if commercial fishenes for hernng were not re-established. In any event such a 
JUVenile tndex could provide a measure of first year SUrvival, or 'over-wmtenng' survival, and then thiS could be 
useful, especially' to the proJects concerned With disease and 'condition' 

Please clanfy Will the survey design m 2014 match that in 2013? Agam, Dr. Buckhorn and the proJect could 
benefit greatly by engaging a senior collaborator for this proJect ' 

The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date. Sdence Pane! Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments -JFY13 
f:oa-te!~sq,feiliber2illt'~7·:·-"'~""":~,.;,-.,.,;c~.;;,_~,::..-_~""",~""-~'"'~'.,.;--,_,_~""">~'-,~(--,n_,,._. __ ~)--,,~-""',,-~_.,~:~,_~:~-,""':~-;-,:~;_::w~~~~??-~-"~;r:.:;] 

Due to the change m the funding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable With the program contmumg their proposed 
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work. 

We concur w1th the Science Panel. 

Public Advnso9: Committee Commel!1lts -JFY13 
Vnate:~september 2012~.">' -~-' · ~. :-') : · -:';0~::--__ ~ __ ~ -~ ·:::: , -"'::'.- / ', '~-': \-."' ~- _ -·--,:,·_: ,, :,~~-- ·.·· l 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at the1r meeting. No md1v1dual comments were rece1ved. 

JFY12 JFUND][NG RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science l?amel Sciel!1l'ce Coordlinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Sciel!1lce Panel., Sciel!1lce Coordil!1lator, PAC, Executive Director, TrUJistee CoUJIII1ldfi Commel!1lts- FY12 
[nate·!~Niffi:zoit- > .-_.·~s~'' __ ::_,_",-~~~";"'_·, c ~· •• __ <.'.< ':_ :,.: -~ ~'-·~,,. :r~.· .. ,=~~,-... -,.~· _-,-.~·:·,......~:·.""'] 

There are no project spec1fic comments 
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Project Number: 15120111-H 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program - Outreach & Education 

Primary Investigator(s): Haley Hoover 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $79,679 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$16,459 $30,520 $32,700 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $74,229 
FY15 FY16 

$35,970 $38,259 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $153,908 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$50,000 $50,000 $65,000 $65,000 $0 $230,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8129/13. 

The Outreach & Education project is designed to enhance the PWS Herring Program research activities by 
showcasing their relevancy, broadening their applicability and extending their impact to people in the community. 
PWSSC educators will work with PWS Herring Research and Monitoring principal investigators (PI) and project 
collaborators to prepare public education materials that communicate the purpose, goals and results of the 
research program to "non-scientist" audiences and stakeholders in communities in and beyond the spill affected 
area. Outreach and education products will extend and transfer Pacific herring and marine ecosystem information 
to inform the public of local research activities and improve their ecological and ocean science literacy. 

The specific objectives of this proposal, which includes the outreach and education components ofthe PWS 
Herring Research and Monitoring Program, are to: 

1) Disseminate PWS herring research information and lessons learned in this program to individuals, groups, 
policy makers, resource managers and institutions in PWS, including the effected fishing community. 

2) Extend and transfer PWS herring research-based outreach and education products to general audiences in and 
beyond the spill affected areas of PWS. 

3) Integrate community involvement into the planning and sampling programs through citizen science 
opportunities and public workshops 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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The Science Panel appreciates the progress made on local outreach. One of the Simplest ways to do this IS to 
keep the website updated, because it IS the portal to the outside world However, we also recommend that 
mvestrgators work with the outreach program to craft presentations that could be dehvered at vanous venues 
(e g., schools, Science Pubs) There was a comment m the proposal that there has been some difficulty gettmg 
PI's to commit to outreach efforts due to logistics The location ofthe PI's should have little impact on their 
ability to participate in outreach efforts Involvement of Pis m outreach activities can extend the reach ofthe 
program and Improve the public's appreciatiOn of what IS being accomplished. We also encourage the outreach 
team to call and mterview PI's to get informatiOn that would be beneficial to the outreach efforts. 

Investigators responses to previous comments made by the scieqce Panel suggested that fundmg is insufficient to 
expand outreach. The Panel feels that two people are bemg supported to complete this work, which IS ample 
provided that the program pnontizes updatmg the website and working With Pis on presentations over local 
outreach. 

Science Coordinator Comments - FY15 
t:Date:"S~i>Jerllber ·zol4. _~:.~'},·_--,:- ·;~~,:-:~' ~.::-:~:::';;'= c 'c·.~ ·_·_. · . -/·-:~ :'::,::_·,·: _:"',:-' :; --~-'~ *-~:-;··.::_~->~- --~-: A-,:_-~::::::·.:: ·"'i 

I concur with the Science Panel The website IS hsted as an outreach tool yet there is very little information 
about tills Program. I struggled to find the Program specific webpage on the PWSSC site and there was almost 
no information for researchers or the public. 

No proJect specific comment Science Coordmator's comments are noted. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 1l.'nnstee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Was ther~ any attempt to coordmate output with Gulfmorutormg group? As noted above, the Science Panel 
notes that there may be opporturuties and requirements for increased communication among PI's within the 
hernng proJect A key pomt IS how the different projects relate to each other, especially their connections or 
inter-dependences. This aspect was not well developed m this (2013) set of proposals Perhaps this outreach 
proJect can assist m this regard? 

We concur with the Science Panel 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 
rnatef•OctOiier, ~OlJ';r.~_--;,':-:'·- ,;- .·<>"<:\ :"·: :;~ ;·, : .. ~~-- ~- ~ ; -.~ ,· ', ,' 3.: ,:· ~-.·;·: : -·~:;.~-·~ '.·'-_,:_.''co~:;:~·~~'-·-~.:;,~:._>~_; ,•_;;-;~~ '-:..1 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
~ctotietlOlj:;- ._ ,>J.;," :. './·-·.;- ~ ;_1: .. ~· ~-:, \.-::~~ ·:··.; 

There are no proJect specific comments. 
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FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
~-na'te!~:sepf~~~;.-';,: ~->~;~,~J-:";,>;_r.;_;: ,:-~¥F-~-:,-::: ~,~"F::\=: -;:: i:,-_,_/E~y:- -:,: ~:~~~;::"~:L:'~:_-: ;~):;:;'::!, -::sl~-~~ 

Due to the change in the fupding cycle, the program only began their work four months prior to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program contmumg their proposed 
work. 

I concur with the Science Panel. 

' ' 
Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 ' -'- ' 
~~1TSe~eTI01~~y~~:~:,~:~~~ 'l',<J~~;:~~{: t~;'·~- j~; :.:(·-~~~~~~-~£·~~,~~:;;~~~{i~~J:-~~1~-:\~~rf:;0;§.7~!~'~\;;:~?-:?~ ,~·~~~if.~y;i~ 
Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meetmg. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund 

There are no project specific comments 

Draft 10-20-14 
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Project Number: 15120111-K 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Herring Disease Program (HDP) 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Paul Hershberger 

PI Affiliation: USGS Project Manager: USGS 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $281,874 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$0 $0 $281,874 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $589,908 
FY15 FY16 

$291,902 $298,006 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $871,782 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$0 $0 $0 $42, I 00 $0 $42,100 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/29113. 

The Herring Disease Program (HOP) is part of a larger integrated effort, Prince William Sound Research and 
Monitoring (outlined in a separated proposal by Dr. Scott Pegau). Within this integrated effort, the HDP is 
intended to evaluate the impact of infectious and parasitic diseases on the failed recovery of the PWS herring 
population. The framework for the 2012 - 2016 HOP involves a combination of field surveillance efforts, field­
based disease process studies, and laboratory-based controlled studies. Field surveillance efforts will provide 
continued and expanded infection and disease prevalence data for herring populations in Prince William Sound 
(PWS), Sitka Sound, and Puget Sound. During FY 2015 we will continue the health assessments of adult herring 
from Prince William Sound and Sitka Sound, we will continue to rear colonies of specific-pathogen-free Pacific 
herring for controlled studies in the laboratory, we will compare the relative sensitivities or four newly-developed 
diagnostic assays that are capable of identifying prior exposure to VHS virus in Pacific herring. Additionally, by 
employing the qPCR and chromogenic in situ hybridization tools that were developed as products of the HOP, we 
will begin searching for intermediate invertebrate hosts for Ichthyophonus. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 10-20-14 
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The Panel commends this project team for their outstandmg record of scientific publication 

I also commend the team for their efforts to publish their work m peer-reviewed literature. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15 , 
r~,;»at~:pctOb~tJ20t4 'j:i:~ ~~;;.; Lrt \~t~~;(-;:;;>1~:~ ~~~r:·J~~~~ ~' ~~,~~\ ~';:~~~~~~ \~~-~:~:-~?~;~:l~ :)~s~~fr,1 ~ :;~Ft~::t~~~~;,!~~~~=fl~~..,.rf.:-~~:t;,""'~~: .... ,~:~:~~; 
We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 

Science Coordinator Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund_ 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
f~;fi'"'t'¥;;\~s" t~'?~t'""•p,·£·i;_~ '''51to1f3ip~V!,,~,j~~·1'~-t~ .. ia\f~\l;\ .,J~U?<lJl~,1 

A-~t~:J'"~zt'"!:, '"r }B~Y ,:,~ .. ~~~·f,l';·:~r~~~,;wz?·.~1{~.frf~ "·,.,~:~;;.:t~~~'~,:; .. '~~ r:: .. 1 ... "~~~· !~ .. '~St::'),~4}~7~{,cf;,.~}tJ 'i~" [~:;~ ' 'l!i;'J.Jia e.~ ,ep em...,er •M_ ~ ~~~ •. :..·~r~j~ot~~".., P1.:!}j'~t( ',\':j,...,t tf~~~ .. >~l/ L' rr '1/,:l'·5~~tl"'-\'~ A..J:cyc:_!J;".,~"':.,·r'\r' <;,\,.zy~~,r~~ ... --~j """'l ;_j'>-'t:'--'!:;:.;·~!;1" \l':.!~":J7-':Jt:.,;;:t.,., .. ;<\~L'· i'r' :t'"~[k~"~rt't,'r,:...'-',...H·~i~}hi'~ 

The Science Panel feels that this is probably one ofthe most important high-payoff programs within EVOSTC. 
Funding needs to continue and the incorporation of disease ecology needs to be somehow incorporated into 
models. · 1 

The'October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no mdividual comments were received. 

Draft 10-20-14 
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Project Number: 15120111-L 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Herring Condition Monitoring 

Primary Investigator(s): Kristen Gorman 

PI Affiliation: PWSCC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $469,221 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$0 $230,620 $238,601 

uested: $505,433 
FY16 

$253,861 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $974,654 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$0 $0 $0 $42,431 $0 $42,431 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerptedfrom the PI's Proposal, dated 8125114. 

Outlined here is a single herring monitoring project that is a part of an integrative program that will enhance the 
current herring monitoring efforts and examine aspects of particular life stages to allow better modeling of Prince 
William Sound herring populations. The long-term goal of the program is to improve predictive models of 
herring stocks through observations and research. 

This project will be furthering the development of a herring overwintering mortality model that began with an 
ongoing monitoring project that began in 2007 and incorporates results from Prince William Sound herring 
research dating as far back as the 1990's. The model runs by applying herring condition observations made before 
and after winter. Accordingly, herring are sampled in November and the following March. Present sampling will 
end in March 2012. Proposed sampling will commence in November 2012 and end in March 2016. A future 
project is expected to continue the time series beginning in November 2016. The purpose of the time series is to 
relate overwinter mortality to herring recruitment. 

This project will be furthering the development of a herring overwintering mortality model with additional data 
types as well energy levels per se. The goal is use physiological indicators to realistically modify the daily energy 
loss rate in the overwintering model. The results of model improvement will be tested using the March data 
model validation approach begun during the project that began in 2007. 

Additionally, we will be assessing effects of competition of other juvenile fishes on condition of age-0 herring 
using stable isotope analysis on an opportunistic basis. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments - FY15 
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Parts of this expensive proposal/project are vague. In particular the 'new' work lookmg at juvenile sca!eS'ls not 
clear ( 1) Is the plan to take scales from juvemle fish? If so, this could be difficult because, depending on the 
time of year and fish size, SCfiltys may be incompletely developed and very fragile. (2) Have the investigators 
done any 'preliminary work' to examme the feasibility of their approach? (3) The project refers to 'predictive 
models' but is there a hypothesis? ( 4) Will this project build on previous 2012 EVOSTC-supported projects on 
scales by Moffitt? 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15 
ffiilte;'septemb~eland~October·:2Mill'.,;i··.:~-·~·:r·_ "· ~;-~~-. --· ... c:· -·:~ ":.·::; · ·----~.·,.:"'7~~·: ·-~~,:: .. c~~!.~$1 

We concur with the Science Panel 

ScneD.ce Coordhmator PAC Executive Director Tmstee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel. Comments- FY14 
,~~~-n~ft,.-;.<~ ... S"'"n~t '~J.t'J ~2nw3~ .. -;~:F~"'.~"'"~'"-"i;,;,.11"'"¥"'41(~7',·,...,aJ,...,~,.,~?T.'"""',...,,q,.,.,,,..,,7"!,.'$1'"'''""·~ .• "'·"'Mf\'"',·"'"'h~""<"'>""'',.,..,....,,.,7'~~1'T"l'"'l'\~J1 ... "".:!- ~:";-~~~"'- ~."' ·J" ·~ 
/!LP3 e:,. ~p emuer 'O'Jl~ ni~lf<\ ~ ;,. ,; s ·~~:~ ~:' "~v't;"~en:·~/- I , ~ <-~~-L~~~~~~,!~!'\r'i ~,) ,;~j;·~1t; \I '\;t< ~~ ~~n ~ 1rj~ ~ :~~~~~;-~'~t~~";\1_"";,~.:;\,~( I .,~~1;;;=1£1~.-==r: 41f~t :-J~~;,~.~~ 'I~/ ~£:v~d:,~ 

Considerable concern was expressed about the departure of Dr. Kline and the panel endorses Pegau's expressed 
urgency m finding a suitable replacement These proposals tackle important Issues and they both do a very good 
jOb of relating what they do to other projects, especially to the ASA mod~! These proposals also present well 
and respond to much of what the panel recommended in 2011 

Over-wintering mortality among herrmgjuveniles has been invoked as an explanatiOn for many things 
recruitment vanat10n, spatial variation in hernng survival and susceptibility to disease within Prmce Wilham 
Sound, and perhaps more. It IS an Important topic and, there IS a rich legacy of work on this by productive 

\ researchers in Prince Wilham Sound. It is Important that this work receive the continued attentiOn It deserves, 
mcludmg as much synthesis of past work as possible 

With respect to the 2013 proposals· no plan IS evident to examine the relationship of the change in energy 
content to climate and oceanographic conditions during the pre-sampling and overwmtering periods If Pis are 
truly interested in determmmg whether the "constraints" are relaxed, then all constramts, includmg 
climate/ocean factors must be considered. As much as possible these projects must be integrated with 
oceanographic and biological data from L TM, especially because the causes for condition changes are crucial 
The project must also be integrated with the herring disease program. The panel suggests that condition be used 
m experiments with dtsease challenges including transmissiOn mechamsms. 

Public Advisory Committee Commen,..ts~-.... F,Y~l_47T"""_,~_,....,...,,....~..,....~....., 
[Diffe::0Ctoti~r:~to13-~~~~~ ~.~~v:~.7~T:- '.~~;.~{'v: ~. ~ ~ ~:,~~, ,·},.~ "~~ <(CT~- ~?C,:~,~:t.~ .'~ :>~~:~_~·£ '~~~~-~ ~· \ ~~ ~>~;~~- ~~:~':,~~ .. ~;~~~;-_-~':> ~~~(~~;il 
The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received ' 

Trustee CouD.cil Comments- FY14 

There are no project specific comments 

JFY13 FUNDJING RECOMMENDATIONS 
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SdeiDlce PaiDlell ScieiDlce Coordl.niDlator PAC lExecUlltive Director 
Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

ScieiDlce PaiDlell CommeiDlts -JFYB 
( ,. ~,.;--~ ' I ~" ~ ; 't ~T'I"""""~......,.,--~~-.~~~ >-,. ~ ~ "" "' ~ I ~- ~ - .j ...,.....~ 

r· D:lt:e:,,s_eptember 201:2,;-~-' ,' ·, : ~~--::0 _ :.: ,,-:·-;< ,>'c , '. ;<'rr1, , ___ ·:'~ _ .~,; • c.';-,~- < , ,, , ·'t, , -·~· ·, :. :'_, ~: , \ ;: ,:;::~~·:. ' :: :c:_~:~ l 

Due to the change in the fundmg cycle, the program only began their work four months pnor to this review We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program cbntinuing their proposed 
work. 

We concur with the Science Panel 

PUlllblftc Adi.Vlisory Committee CommeiDlts- FYJ13 
N)aie: s~pt~ffiher;:Zoi2~·:.,)·~:-'"'?J~;;.::·-:.,...,.o.-__ ,:~~:.,.,:~""'_~,~--,.,-~·/J~T~",(:~J;. ,·_· :::9~?~·"f~~ 
Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting No mdividual comments were received 

DraflJ0-20-14 
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Project Number: 15120111-0 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Coordination and Logistics 

Primary Investigator(s): Scott Pegau 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $1,262,523 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$364,126 $51 0,261 $388,136 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $677,590 
FY15 FY16 

$339,007 $338,583 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,940,113 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$24,000 $0 $87,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25/14. 

This project is for the coordination and logistics aspects of the proposed program titled, "PWS Herring Research 
and Monitoring". The objectives of the program are I) Provide infonnation to improve input to the age-structure­
analysis (ASA) model, or test assumptions within the ASA model, 2) lnfonn the required synthesis effort, 3) 
Address assumptions in the current measurements, and 4) Develop new approaches to monitoring. The 
Coordination and Logistics program objectives are to 1) ensure coordination between projects to achieve the 
program objectives, 2) Provide a synthesis from existing results, and 3) provide logistical support to the various 
projects. 

Coordination includes scheduling of projects to ensure the maximum sharing of vessel time and so that projects 
dependent on results or samples from another project are in the correct order. Coordination will be primarily 
through email and teleconference, but each year all the investigators are required to meet in person. Coordination 
is also taking place with the existing Herring Survey program, the Long-Tenn monitoring program, and ADF &G 
herring sampling. 

Logistics is primarily in providing vessel time although a remotely operated vehicle is requested in this budget to 
support non-lethal fish identification and being able to search under the ice. The synthesis to be provided by this 
project is leveraging the required synthesis of the existing Herring Survey program. We intend to update that 
effort with new results and add a section on how environmental conditions affect herring growth. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 10-20-14 

110 



There are no proJect specific comments 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
p_Dat~:<septemtier 20t2"; : .-~;.;_ S":.-~=~---~L~ __ ,"""'·;~_~~: _,..,~,=~~:""~~,--=~--~--:-~."":~~-."""-:~: -.'"':::"'~·~~:::-~_,:::"'"'::~::"T~: ,··:;;"-_;_~ -~c-~;__ __ •,.-;'-,<~l 

Due, to the change in the fundmg cycle, the program only began their work four months pnor to this review. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program contmumg their proposed 
work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments - FY13 
ffiate:.septembei20~~~:::r:·., ,-,~-:--::~->·~--~-~~,~--·9,:. __ , ?-'/::7> ··:·:{c::--,.:~ :·:.~:' -'~,';::~J 

We concur With the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments - FY13 
f.Dat~~:Septeln6et-2o12~·· ,: :~ -"~~--- ,-_~ . -~~~~c:: __ -__ ':··,_· .o : :·,:.':>~;t·f· .. : :~.-- ___ -_ ~, .~f?:;-' ~:- · 'f~:; __ ~: ', .:=-- __ .;f ;: ·: ,;~~-~2-.~.J 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at the1r meetmg No mdiv1dual comments were received 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

There are no project specific comments 

Draft 10-20-14 



Project Number: 15120111-P 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program - Genetic Stock Structure 

Primary Investigator(s): Jeffrey Guyon 

PI Affiliation: NOAA Project Manager : NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $50t467 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$0 $0 $50,467 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin 
FY15 FY16 

$53 ,083 $0 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $103,550 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8125114. 

Understanding ifthere is one PWS herring stock or multiple stocks is important for proper management of 
fisheries. We propose to study the genetic uniqueness of herring from PWS to determine if it may be a 
complicating factor in the recovery process. A previous genetic study of herring in the region indicated that the 
PWS herring population was genetically distinct from other stocks spawning outside the Sound (O'Connell et al. 
1998), providing an impetus for additional work. Several recent studies have made advancements in herring 
research using microsatellite loci, and have detected fine-scale genetic differentiation among local regions of 
herring (Beacham et al. 2008; Andre et al. 2011; Wildes et al. 2011 ). Each microsatellite locus contains multiple 
alleles making microsatellites ideal genetic markers for analyzing migratory fish with limited stock structure like 
herring. Based on our experience studying Pacific herring in Southeast Alaska using microsatellite markers 
(Wildes et al. in 2011 ), successful completion of this proposal will require (1) increasing the number of genetic 
samples per collection from the 50 used in the previous analysis (O'Connell et al. 1998) to 150 fish, (2) using an 
increased number of informative markers (from 5 to 15), (3) analyzing at least two years of collections to 
examine temporal stability, and if sampling allows ( 4) spatial stability from collections from two different 
historical locations (east, west). Evaluation of temporal and spatial variation of herring popu1ation(s) in and 
around PWS using updated genetic protocols will provide important information about herring life history that 
will contribute to improving the application of the ASA model. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 10-20-14 
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Tills IS a good project and will be especially useful1fthe work can finally resolve the uncertainty ofPWS hernng 
stock structure based on an earlier paper The PI's show that they have fam1hanty with recent literature and 
stock-structu~e concepts. The use of the 'term' fine scale' genetic structure could be misleading because the 
geographic scale ofvanatwn within PWS IS probably smaller than that exammed in the cited references, 
especially for the Baltic. It would be especially useful1fthe authms could examme samples from Kayak Island. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments -JFY14 

The investigators should re-examme their plans to ensure that the sites of proposed sampling match the broad 
objectives of the coordmated proposals. We suggest that the greatest value from this work would be a defimtive 
evaluation of the genetic differentiation, or lack of it, w1thm PWS and areas immediately adjacent, such as 
Kayak Island It is not clear that one locatiOn east and one locatiOn west would satisfy questions about stock 
structure w1tlun PWS. If sample size Is an Issue, perhaps analyzing the samples from Yakutat has lower pnonty. 
The Science Panel also wonders why there was no reference made to the samples collected from Kayak Island 
(were these samples of eggs or fish?) InclusiOn of these samples would seem to be high pnonty 

Further, we advise that the mvestigators take adequate measures to ensure that they are examining fish m 
spawning condition Alternately, 1f1t were possible to conduct genetic analyses on late embryos (from spawn 
samples) as this might be a useful approach. ' 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
flli'tltsepienib~r:~'if(f6:c~~~~::::-r7~:, .~:,~::··~:~::.; '-~::-~''.:_\--~--.. ·~~~-'-~,:- ·.:,~~r- ~--•;;';;_,~_>-_: 5~ 

We concur With the Science Panel 

Public Adviso!)' Committee Comments- FY14 
f,D~!te::~o.~ 2013t'Y-5 ·~: -~,:: ~~·<::;--~-J:· : ~"'\}~~:~: ~/ :~ ~ .--": _ ,,, --" -f:: ~- ·_ .'': ;· ~~-:~-~ , ,. : -.v::'<· • -'~' ·'-. :, :,"~~; ~ -~--;: - -~-/!:;.- ~: -__ ,,' ~":~"'~->l 

The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no mdividual comments were received 

Draft 10-20-14 
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Project Number: 15120111-Q 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Modeling the population dynamics ofPWS herring 

Primary Investigator(s): Trevor Branch 

PI Affiliation: University of W A Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $221,756 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$36,907 $87,013 $97,836 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin nested: $205,327 
FY15 FY16 

$100,407 $104,920 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $427,083 

FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerptedfrom the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25114. 

Shortly after the Exxon Valdez oil spill, the Prince William Sound herring populations collapsed and have not yet 
recovered. We propose a modeling project to ( 1) revise and update the ASA model used to manage this 
population, (2) conduct simulations to test which data sources are most important in assessing the current status of 
this population, and (3) collect data on herring populations worldwide to find out how often these populations 
collapse under ordinary conditions. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panen Comments FY15 
rnii~=·~sept~ml>~~r'2M~~7':~ :-:··i;_ .. 7T:'.~ . '· -:- .. :-,;:?:::' :~~~~'~;:;.~:~ .-: ·~:~~,-- : .. ·,-··::y:;:·;::': ,·::~~ 

The Panel acknowledges the detailed and well-rounded proposal for thts proJect. The Panel also strongly 
supports the recognition m the proposal that the ASA model will have a key role in synthesis For thts reason, 1t 
is essenttal that all participants in the upcommg synthesis meeting have a clear descnptron of the model as 
currently coded Such a descnptron does not exist in the published literature or prevrous reports to EVOSTC 
The description should mclude (i) equations, (u) a list of parameters assigned values before model runs; and (Iii) 
a list of parameters estimated from data and obJective functions used. It does not need to include much 
supporting text We suggest a target date of December 1, 2014 for this descnpt10n so that attendees have ample 
time to take account of the model details in preparatiOn for the synthesis meetmg. A further, more techmcal, 
comment 1s that there was no reason given for movmg to a Bayesian framework There are many potentially 
excellent reasons for this decision, but they were not presented. 

Is the present ASA model used for PWS identical to the model descnbed by Hulson et al 2008? (See Hulson, P­
J F, Miller, S E, Quinn, T. J. II, Marty, G. D., Moffitt, S D, and Funk, F 2008. Data conflicts m fishery 
models· mcorporating hydroacoust1c data mto the Prince Wtlham Sound Pacific herring assessment model.­
ICES Journal ofMarme Science, 65. 25-43) 

ObJective 3 (Gathenng data on clupeids of the world) is a formidable task, espectally for a graduate student. 
More regiOnal compansons however may be usefultfthe analyses were confined to a smaller number, especially 
those m the eastern pacific. 

Science, Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trllllstee Com:ndll 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments FY14 
r.Ji:ft:e:·septemher:2o13J~0""'·~."';'.~;.~--.:""':~~. __ ..,.~=·. ~.:..'"",:;~.:::'?, ... ~1;~-:~_'"":.-.. ~~,'""·~'""'·.·""":·""'+~.~~~-~-:·.,, ..:s_:._:.i.:~: ): 0~~-:·_·,,·~~~7~ 

While th1s effort may be m the correct directiOn, the estimation of herring bwmass is an mtegral and very 
important part of the herrmg program Candidly, the Science Panel had expected more progress and more effort 
than the efforts of a graduate student to be directed at this issue This comment should not be seen as a criticism 
of the student, but instead as a deficiency in the effort directed at this important tssue There 1s no indicatiOn 
from the proposal that there IS any dialogue between the PI and the other herring program PI's and If so, that is a 
problem that should be addressed. A specific concern Is the extent to which acoustic data, or acoustic mdtces, 
can be used, as a component of the annual assessments Stmilar questmns exist about the spawn data It seems 
probable that some form offisheries-mdependent mdex would be reqmred to tune the age-structure (ASA) 
model If not, then somethmg else might be used, such as a spawn index and If so, that might requtre a 1 
reallocatiOn of resources. Therefore a better understandmg of the data reqmrements for practical development of 
the ASA model is reqmred. To this end the modelers need to examme and evaluate the strengths and 
weaknesses of the available data, preferably m collaboration w1th other PI's in the herring program. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
~ b'at'ii: se-pfeiili'~r 2on::, "': __ :-<. ·->::~-: ., ":-.- ;.:(·-:>~ ··:(;; .- :t':?tz-~~-· {: • .:~ ~~-· y.,;",,'-.v \ ·.; "'s:1 

We concur wtth the Science Panel. 
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The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received 

Trustee Council! Comments -JFY14 

There are no proJect specific comments. 

JFY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Science Panel! Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments -JFY:R3 
fDat_e:."Septeli!l>er:2()12'::_~ ··.: ,- ,:~/T "·';.::·:·<::~:~: ·.,:~_~':t,/:,. ·~,, · ..__··,:.: ·:;," ·~-~·;~ ,_ .-':..~,_'?_-"· ·.-~> · :~\·=-~:'-.,~.~-~~;;.,~<.::·~~ 

Due to the change m the fundmg cycle, the program only began their work four months pnor We have 
reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program contmuing their proposed work 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments~ JFY13 
~:;D,~ ~~~s~,.-;-;~~---;<:!0~-=-7,.f~"/itll·~· ... -" ... ~-..,~~~~ .... ~~';""'~~r~rn,~~--- l]}, t"--.?'"""'~-"' ~~·~ 
~- ' ate:,\ eptember~~Ol2n,,~ \' l ~r ·:ll~~~hl~t~ \' "\o:';d<>if::~~~~~'\ 'f,, >" ~:&tnt~~\/~"~, ~-.1rr~yn~~~·, l I' ~~;~.r~&::~>1 I \1',1~t!<(,\:;~,lt:;ft•l' f•' \~\tl~~!-~~Z:;l :t--tr~~~~~~o)~)o '1'

1r.,, ;, \l~~~~j 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meetmg. No individual comments were received. 

FY12JFUNDiNG RECOMMENDATIONS 
Sciellllce Panel! Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY:D.2 
F··bate:-Ai)rif2ot~i -=~7-~-~ 'l ~_,c;:,.,.:::~; __ ~;;;;.--'. ~.3~_;'""'"""·. -~~~~~:~/ "~ ~y ~~, ~~~?;;~-~ ~~~~~~~~:~~:. ~~<~: :,,- ~ r-~~/~~~ 

The Hernng Program team clearly gave careful thought to how modelmg should be done and who should do It. 
Their choice and recrmtment of Trevor Branch at UW IS superb This IS a young rismg star m fishenes dynamics 
modehng, who has many expenenced colleagues with whom to interact. His proposal represents a good 
gmdelme for the modeling work he will begm, Identrfymg some key processes of high value to the hernng 
program We expect to see evolution of the modeling as the project develops and see Branch as a leader who will 
make adaptive additions and modifications as new issues arise. We would hke to have seen a more overt 
mention of how competing drivers of herring mortality will be tested against one another- physiological stress, 
starvatiOn, top-down predation, and dis~ase. These are clearly embedded m the hfe history modeling, but model 
fits to choose the factor or combinations of factors that best fit observed abundance changes would be welcome. 

Agency Staff Comments - FY12 1 

rrtt'~r:nt lr;'J~~t'2'011'1* '"'4:r~~-;:11-> ··~~''r''~'>~;w~~~~, ~~)·•/ I "'T'L#'_t~-:.1' 04·~,1 ... "'"-1S'j{i~ ,' l,',~i$;:t~A~P'7~""';'"r :;;l,{t,j ;:. .... :,...._ ~~ .. ~.,\t~.l: 'd; ,·+r11~ 
rr~va e:-hugus t ..l ~ft~~~,.~:r:,, '>'/r ~~~-... ~Lr;'"J,~'r' )'- 1 1-~lsJ,_,""s~-:..<f~~\ ")';:(r'::;l'h-;_'h I;:J~4.j'""r;t ;~~~~ ~~~'f,:t< 1 1,)l.};~.1~,'-'nL~ -~~;?~'i:~:fr{iv"'~'"l'""'' 1 t....:>py~ ~,)o-1~ .. -j'~~ 

The proponent is a great chorce for this work, and havmg this as a doctoral project is a cost-effective way to get 
some very good work done The project descnptron IS light on details, and that is acceptable to a limited extent, 
given that the work mcludes an mvestigation of what has been done and the available data (via the management 
strategy evaluation), and that It IS Important to be flexrble m model development. It would be helpful to have 
more details on the "holistic" model For example, the Hulson et al. age structured analysis IS referenced m 
relation to the management strategy evaluation, but there IS no clear description of how the proposed holistic 
life-stage model relates to or bmlds off of the ASA, i e, what the structure of the "holistic" model will be. 
Another concern IS that is not clear if or how the "hohstic" model will be used to ard m Identrfymg the limiting 
factors in herring recruitment and recovery That could be an Important aspect of the overall herrmg program. 
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The disclatmer m the second paragraph of the "Statement of the Problem" is drsconcertmg given the mtellectual ' 
effort that the proposal aims to expend on model development "Whtle we do not anticrpate that there wrll be a 
major change m our modeling ability in the next five years, we expect that the combmation ofmomtormg and 
focused process studies wtll provide incremental changes over the next twenty years and result in a much better 
understandmg ofhernng populations by the end of the program." Perhaps the proponent could offer a more 
detailed, though condrtional descnptron of what the expected benefits might be 

The order of the three tasks rs a brt confusing The tasks given in Methods (p 3-4) are· I Management strategy 
evaluatwn to rdentrfy most mformatrve datasets -2 Predrct future levels of recruitment- a meta-analysis of time 
senes for other hernng and clupeid stocks 3 Hohstic model of herrmg dynamics hfe stage model (age based), 
tasks conducted by UW students and faculty with access to Hrlbom, Punt, and Essington. 

The expected order of completion of these tasks as given under Milestones (p 7) rs 1 model (by 9/14),2 MSE 
(by 9/15), and 3. predrct recrU1tment (by 9/16) 

It is not clear why a model will be developed first, and then a different model (ASA) used m the management 
strategy evaluation Also, the work to predict future recruitment, as descnbed, appears correlational and doesn't 
appear to mvolve the "holistic" model or a mechanistic understandmg of herrmg dynamrcs, yet the timelme has 
this work occurrmg after initial model development. How would thrs work be related to the "hohstic" model? 
The budget mcludes research assistant-ship and tmtwn for a PhD student essentially a half trme posrtion 
dedicated ~o this research Thrs IS a cost efficient use of funds 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY12 
f:ij8~ri.f201L' ns~: -:' _':{.'>: , -. "",},.,, •- ' '.,.·'}" ; ' ".c:•.. -~" , ,,.: _q 

I concur with the Scrence Panel's comments The PI's identrfied are skilled and well-respected in their field and 
will brmg valuable experience to thrs complex project. 
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Project Number: 15120111-R 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Aerial Survey Support 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Scott Pegau 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager : NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $70,850 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$0 $0 $ 70,850 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $70,850 
FY15 FY16 

$70,850 $0 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $141,700 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$0 $0 $4,000 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/24/14. 

This project is for providing aerial survey support to the EVOSTC sponsored Herring Research and Monitoring 
(HRM) and Gulf Watch Alaska (GWA) programs. For the HRM program the aerial support will be used to help 
collect herring samples for the genetics project and to provide an aerial index of age-l herring abundance. For the 
GWA program the aerial support will be used by the forage fish project. The desire is to provide an aerial index 
of forage fish abundance and guide the capture efforts of the vessel. In tum the vessel will be providing ground 
truth of fish types and size of schools for better interpretation of the aerial based forage fish information. This 
proposal request is strictly for aerial support, all analysis and vessel funding will come from the existing projects. 
Funding for this project will be managed as a supplement to the HRM Coordination and Logistics project led by 
Dr. Pegau. 

FY15 Fundin Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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There are no project spec1fic comments 

Science Coordinator Commen1s - FY15 
f1)~ie;', September~2Q1~~,: - -· -- '2.:::c--~~~ ·:- - _,-- _-:;: - -, ·:"' :-, - , , ,: >: ~'] 

I commend Dr. Pegau on the excellent coordmatwn and collaboratiOn of this project w1thm both Programs. It is 
gratlfymg to see evidence that the survey des1gn has been updated based on the collaboration with the Piatt 
project 

~~~~, 1 ~_%::"~ ... ~'7-"_,_'- .::;4 ~- l " -:~' .... ~ _ _,,~ ~- ,, 

We concur with the Science Coordmator's comments. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trunstee Council 
Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science PaneR, Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY14l 
~~Septeititieran:d!Octob~r'·20i3 ·--. ~ -c- ___ "----~- ·.'' c:-'-;:-- .-o·:-:-:--__ ~~""'~'-----~-i,-~-,:--~-~----=-~'?~_'-,--"..,..~-'""J 

There are no proJect specific comments 

Pubinc Advisory Committee Comments - FY14l 
[Date:_Qci0b'er2013-: :i·:,. _-.-_~c..:~>- ~ -,,_·:<; __ __ -;"' '-: -~ ,,.::;_.:-. ·:,_- --- : ",-) .-->- ;,':- _:·-~. __ - ."' _, . : j_- :.: J 

The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no mdlv!dual comments were rece1ved. 
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NOAA Harbor Protection Program Projects 
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Project Number: 15120112 

Project Title: NOAA Harbor Protection Projects -Project Management 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Laurel Jennings 

PI Affiliation: NOAA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $26,423 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$19,883 $0 $6,540 

EVOSTC Fundin uested: $25,833 
FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 

$10,519 $15,31 5 $0 $0 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $52,256 

FY17 FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $38,304 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerptedfrom the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27/14. 

In this project, NOAA Restoration Center is providing oversight, management and technical assistance for a 
harbor protection and harbor clean-up project as well as a snow management/water quality improvement project; 
both efforts take place in Cordova, AK. The goal of these projects is to improve habitat for the benefit of species 
impacted by the Exxon Valdez oil spill. Although the 2010 Update to the Injured Resources and Services report 
did not list Pacific Herring as being habitat limited, we know that restoring intertidal and subtidal habitat will 
allow this species to better combat the stressors of disease, predation and low recruitment. Habitat that is 
negatively impacted by harbor activities and contaminated snowmelt will be improved. These restoration projects 
will benefit herring, which have the status of'non recovering' according to the report, by aiding their recovery. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Reduced Fund Reduced Fund Reduced 
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Science Panel Comments- FY15 

FY14 Fundin 
Science Coordinator , PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
' Fund Conditional Not Reviewed ·Fund Conditional Fund 

Science Coordinator Comments - FY14· 

Public Advisory Committee- FY14 , 
rJJai~:f(j_C.tO.ti:it20i3~~£r_;::u: f~i~:u~t;7~,· -+~:~~:t~~~~i,~(·~~~~~~:-~J:1fi~;~ ~~~~ ~~;5?:3,~~0}~~<3~~ J!\l~:s;~;l{tF;~~t~~B1 

The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled due to the federal government squtqown. Abstracts. were 
- submitted to the PAC; no mdividual cominents ,were received 

This proposal's funding is dependent on the Council's decision on proposals from the Copper River Watershed 
and the Native Village ofEyak 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Not reviewed . Do not fund Do not fund Fund 
Apri12011 Do not fund Do not fund Do not fund Do not fund 

Not reviewed. 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
t1>at;:;~~pm~i011 '~{~~-;g~~~~ ~;~2~ ~~(: ~;-~~~;~,~~~~~~~;?~-:~:. ~~~~;~~-~¥: ~~:;;/ <;?£~?;;:~;~ ~:- ~rr,{.~:~~li ;;~t ,,'t,:~¥+1~~tr~~L:~J~< _};~~ ~~~f ~-r~:;·Y~;~s."'~~~~~:~ 
In response, the Proposer has reduced tl}.eir budget to $1 million and has indicated funding from NOAA in the 
final proposal. The panel has several key concerns regarding the proposed program. First, a significant portiOn of 
the funding requested will be spent in administrative and travel costs for the Seattle, W A and Anchorage, AK 
based team. Second, the narrative does not provide enough information to determine the potential effectiveness 
of the program. Finally, tli.er,e is no e~tablished plan for outreach and education that would be critical for this 
type of effort. There are only general descnpt10ns of types of activities that might be included m community­
specific plans. There are references to other Best Management Practices (BMP) but the proposal does not 
commit to following any particular BMP. There seems to be overl~p in scoping and assessment phases with an 
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already extstmg Alaska Clean Harbor proJect funded for $282,615 by ClAP grant (see ClAP approved state plan, 
http //dnr.alaska.gov/coastal!CIAP/ctap_Fall htm). Unless coordination IS required, there may be duplication of 
effort with the Clean Harbor program at significantly higher expense in this proJect Travel costs seem htgh, 
especially in the Implementation phases that do not involve pubhc outreach Most of the staff IS commg from 
Seattle which mcreases the cost, but there Is not much justificatiOn m the proposal other than relationship 
bmlding wtth commumties. The listed proJect managers do not seem to have much experience wtth harbor 
operations, so techmcal assistance may be limited 

The team has reduced their budget as requested by the Council I continue to be concerned that the first proJects 
wtll not even be selected until June 2013leavmg only three field seasons available for the actual work. Also, the 
current timeline would not allow the Council (who will only be meeting annually in Aug/Sep) the opportumty to 
review the proJects prior to thetr selection and implementation 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY12 
~J!I]iiofi=:-~~~. ~:-~·::,;.:;;· :::::;,.~,.,_·,-,~:,-~ .. ~ .. _ ...... ,i~ .... -: .. .,.....::1~···-:~ :_,.~: ·: ':Y ··-~-~,_.::.,~'~) ·,·:·.;·:-,"~ :-;,=:g 
A revised proposal with funds leveraged has reduced the cost of this effort, which Will be managed by NOAA 
staff Studebaker raised a concern about the details of the effort, It IS not clear what will be done and where 
John French mentioned the need to coordmate this with the US. Coast Guard clean harbors program. Eilo stated 
that he supported the cleanup of harbors The only changes to the proJect are a reduced budget While there are 
ments to the cleanup of harbors, the Trustee Council should proceed wtth cautiOn, as there are few details at this 
time explaimng what this proJect wtll accomplish · · 

Executive Director Comments FY12 
~ July:201·1:~·~,·:~7::.:o:!":_ ~> : ,=:.;:~-\';_ :~ !' :-;·;'t}'.:..:,., k -::., :;'' ~:: '"·";>;, •/ >=.· ZC.~ ,,~ '~~c:·· ,: , ('O,~~·L•;.':'·':",::-::;;2Q ',,~ ,~~:] 
The proposer has responded to SP and TC concerns and submitted a reduced-budget proposal that mitigates 
Issues Identified pnor. However, the PAC has identified concerns with fundmg an largely admtmstratlve process 
and I agree with the Science Coordinator's concerns. This is an Important focus area, as also discussed by the 
PAC, but due to those issues, my "fund" recommendatwn ts frurly soft. 

Trustee Council Comments - FY12 
rnat~L0Ctolfef;,201l•v'"~·. > .·: > ... ~' . :,~;>~":>:, '· . :-;,\' ~-. -~-;~ :' / ' . -~~:-,;;:~~-~ '·, -~ ~-t~·,·;/ L :~~.:::3 
A revised proposal has been submitted by the team At this time, funding has only been approved to complete 
the scoping and RFP development phase of this proJect The Council will review the completed RFP at a later 
date and will determine at that tlme if future funding IS warranted 

Trustee Council Comments FY12 
·~n··•t"; .. ,;;, '·' t' •""''b'''"""·2' o' .1. '11-·~ ·~~~ '',~-' ~w;Pt c · ·,.~;:~·, ,':l;""';','1'J;:;,,~ ',"'~s>·;• :·:·· '"i'(':v<_'.·•,'-:-"·····:~t;y,c·.· ·'\"";; · ;_:~'~.;N'1 ·1 
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The Council did not vote to fund this entire request. However, it did request a revised proposal and budget that 
would be hmited to the scoping and RFP phase, concluding with presentatiOn to the Counc1l of the proposals 
received m response to the RFP and wtth a budget not-to-exceed $125,000 (plus 9% GA). The following items 
were also specifically noted as being of interest· · 
1 Greater staffing efficiency for travel in the spill-area communities· hmit travel time and number of travelers 

to only those necessary 
2 Consult EVOSTC office staff members, such as Cherri Womac, who have expenence locatmg free or low­

cost meeting rooms m these communities 
3 Work with DEC staff to ensure that the scopmg/RFP phase seeks proposals for work which is not already 

legally reqmred by state or federal law. 
4. The currently-proposed timeframe for scheduling meetings m the communities IS an extremely busy time for 

harbor persormel It is recommended that you determme when other meetings wtth harbor personnel are 
occurring and/or adJUSt your schedule to dates that are outside of the commercial fishmg season. 
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5 The scopmg/RFP phase should emphasize to proposers and mterested parties that the Council's current 
mtent IS to consider funding proposals with a total not to exceed the remaming amount of the origmal 
NOAA Clean Harbor proposal For example, if the entire $125,000 IS used during the scoping/RFP phase, 
fund proposals up to a total of approXImately $953,750. 
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Project Number: 15120112 - A 

Project Title: NOAA Harbor Protection Program- Cordova Clean Harbor 

Primary Investigator(s): Ivy Patton 

PI Affiliation: Native Village Eyak Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $193,722 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$0 $0 $1 93,722 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin nested: $150,352 
FY15 FY16 

$72,996 $77,356 
Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $344,074 

FY17 FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 
$0 $0 $0 

Abstract: 
• This abstract is excerpted from the P /'s Proposal, dated 9/3113. 

In this project, the Native Village of Eyak, along with their partners, will bring a local, physical presence to the 
Cordova Harbor to promote clean boating practices through education and information dissemination. In addition, 
the work will engage the local harbor staff, marine businesses, Coast Guard, and non-profit organizations by 
supporting increased use of available services. Finally, this important work will evaluate existing harbor user 
practices, give recommendations for improvements to decision makers, and assist with improving and 
augmenting critical harbor services. 

Specifically the tasks for this project include: 
• Addressing waste and antifreeze disposal limitations - achieved by providing new waste receptacles at 

convenient locations. These new receptacles will reduce the chance of materials being lost back to the 
environment while making it easier to properly dispose of waste. 

• Improved outreach activities - educating harbor users to the best practices, which will reduce waste reaching 
the harbor. This will be done using signage and the development of new, effective outreach materials. 

• Evaluation - monitor the effectiveness of the harbor clean up effort by tracking changes in use patterns and 
P AH levels in mussels. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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There are no project specific comments. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Conditional Not Reviewed Fund Conditional Fund 

Science PaneH Comments- FY14l 

The science panel appreciates the mterest of the local commumty m cleamng up Cordova Harbor. We also 
appreciate the Improvements to the proposal m response to our comments on the previous version, but we do 
recommend further changes to the work plan should the proposal be funded. 

It should be straightforward to estimate the costs of the three antifreeze waste disposal options without actually 
implementmg each of them If the real objective of this part of the proposalts to implement the three approaches 
on a trial basis. to determine which of them is hkely to be most effective, then thts should have 1been stated ' 
together wtth a detailed ratiOnale of the pros and cons of each approach. It also Isn't clear to the panel why 
additiOnal surveys are needed, although we do recommend that a follow-up survey be conducted to evaluate 
compliance with the tmtiattves and reasons for the success or failures of each mttlatlve. We also recommend that 

· knowledge gamed from the project be communicated to other communities and a plan for doing so should be 
developed. 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Commirte...,e_-_,F...,Y,.....,.l4,....,.,~....,....,--....,..,.~___.,.-. .,""'""'~,._.,.....,~--=-:i" ____,...,~~~....,.,~· ·~~~,..-.-...,""'~""=" 
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The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown. Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

The Council requests the Pis work wtth EVOSTC staff to refine thetr budget in response to Sctence Panel and 
EVOSTC staff comments 

FY13 FUND:U:NG RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science PaneH Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

January 2013 No consensus Modtfy Not reviewed Modtfy 

Individual Science Panel Comments- FY13 
fflille·:: Decemb:er.20i:W~aiaryaoi38'2~!::"""';,·.,-,; ""'· ,,.,.·:.~"":~!!-(~'""":~:~,_ ~, ·"",:,·""'.-.~:t~,~i-"""~~~~.~-·."">"': ~-~~ ~;.'~·~~~~;::::~;;;"«; _;·~ .·:-;:c;!.7~ ~::0:d 

Reviewer 1: 
This proposal descnbes several projects, each ofwhtch could make important contributions to preventing water 
pollution m the Cordova harbor and Orca Inlet and one of which can provide proof of concept for respondmg to 
small oil spills. The proposal reflects past work in various groups in Cordova-Eyak coming together under the 
banner of Clean Harbors to support this project on behalf of the environment and natural resources of the area 
Several components make up this proposed project. It will address antifreeze pollution by pursuing recyclmg 
possibilities. It wtll address the lead pollutiOn of improper disposal of batteries ~ith a battery storage shed It wtll 
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hold a conference and then conduct pilot studies of containment and removal of small oil spills, mchfding 
purchase of boom It will conduct a vanety of outreach efforts mcludmg educatiOnal possibilities through the 
high school ocean science bowls All of this seems well conceived. The question IS whether this fits the profile 
ofEVOS Trustee funding pohcies First, the EVOS Trustee Council has not previously mvested in pollution 
prevention or m research or implementatiOn of response actwns. That IS clearly what this proposal is allflbout 
Second, the cost of this proJect is very h1gh- 417 K m EV OS Trustee Council funds Third, I cannot find 
evidence that the responsible Pis have a track record of demonstrating expenence and success in handlmg this 
level of fundmg in a prevwus similar proJect. Fourth, I questiOn the value of the PAH sampling m mussels, g1ven 
that the response actlVlties for small oil spills represent merely a pliot project not a sustained set of responses 
that could be sufficient to allow detection of reduced pollution in the mussels. Fifth, the samplmg design for 
collectmg mussels (From where? How many? Why the proposed frequency?) 1s not adequately justified. Sixth, 
this proposal,needs to do a better JOb of relating pollutiOn reduction to enhancing recovery of inJured species, to 
show the connection typically required for EVOS Trustee Council funding. 

Reviewer 2: 
I appreciate that groups are coalescing on behalf of the community to Improve water quality of the Cordova 
Harbor Several projects have been proposed, includmg 1) proper disposal of antifreeze, batteries and trash, 2) 
small 011 spill response, 3) workshops, pubhc educatiOn and outreach, and 4) monitoring qfwater quality A 
substantial component of this proposal is exploratory (e g, workshops, contest), but I favor a more cost-effective 
approach of Implementmg best available practices There are a great many harbors that are addressmg these 
same Issues, and it should be straight forward to adopt ex1stmg practices. I am also not convmced that the 
monitonng PAHs m mussels is the best use of funds for trackmg success of this multi-pronged approach to 
cleaning up the harbor Furthermore, mussels will be collected from only one locatiOn m the harbor How Will 
thts provtde meaningful data on small spills that are patchy m space and time? This is the most expensive of the 
proposals, and the budget could be trimmed to focus on components that would have a direct, Immediate impact 
on improvmg water quality while concomitantly reducing associated admmistrative costs 

Reviewer3: 
Tills proposal is presented by a group of concerned citizens includmg the NVE and others such as PWS keeper, 
Cordova fishermen, etc. The1r goals are to bring a presence to Cordova Harbor to promote clean boating 
practices, engage local harbor staff, businesses, etc. m supportmg serv1ces and to assist with improvmg user 
clean practices PreviOusly NVE and CCH has addressed antifreeze disposal, dealing with small spills in the 
harbor and developmg cleanup approaches, extendmg outreach activity for education of harbor users, and 
evaluatiOn of changes through PAH momtonng of mussel tissues While the other tasks are worthy, the last item 
on P AH levels m mussels 1s too ambitious and the design 1s probably not such that useful data can be obtamed. It 
is suggested this last task be ehmmated This 1s an expensive proposal and cost savmgs could be reahzedJn a 
number of areas, particularly in administration. 

Overall, the proposal is clear and maximizes the local, state, and federal resources available The costs are 
clearly detruled and the obJectives are reasonable m both time frame and cost The amount of cooperation and 
coordmatwn that has already been achieved IS remarkable and I appreciate that much of the planning and design 
has already occurred pnor to this fundmg request 

My pnmary concern is w1th the projects that address small-spill response though workshops and a demonstratiOn 
project While these projects would certainly be useful for OSRI or the oil and gas mdustry, they may not be able 
to receive funding through the EVOS Trustee Council who is usually not able to fund any activ1t1es in oil spill 
preventiOn and response I would recommend that these proJects be removed from the proposal and the budget 
be reduced accordmgly I also suggest that some clanfication is needed about the antifreeze demonstration 
proJect to ensure that tills proJect would result in a long term solutiOn to the harbor's need for dealing with 
antifreeze In response to several of the science panel members concern regardmg the P AH momtonng m 
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~'~- mussels, the sampling and monitoring proposed is part of the eXIstmg NOAA Mussel Watch Program. This 
information would add to the long-term data set that already exists through this program. 

Abstracts were submitted to individual members of the PAC for comment No comments were received. 

Executnve Dnrector CommeiDlts - FY13 

I support the recommendations and observations of the Science Coordinator, though I also note' the remaining 
concerns ofthe Council's legal advisers 

This proJect was sohcited by NOAA under EVOSTC project 12120112, Phase I of which was funded ifi the 
FY'12 Work Plan Phase I was funded by the Council at a reduced sum of$20,000 for an invitational process 
and work with spill area communities to encourage submission of proposals reducmg contaminatiOn ongmating 
from harbors and mannas. It should be noted that there are concerns regardmg the proposals that were submitted 
under this program. This has long been a tenuous funding area for the Council In the past, the Council funded 
acquisition of waste management fact!Itles and activities and aided their Implementation, but there was concern 
about the very indirect links between such proJects and restoration. The projects submitted under NOAA's 
invitation have simply renewed these concerns Moreover, some of the proposals are for projects that are very 

-similar to those that have been funded by the Council in the past and have, apparently, not been successful or not 
maintained, both of which are mimical to Council policies Lastly, some of the proposals seek funding that is 
mmed at correctmg illegal behaviors on the part of members of the pubbc or of governmental entitles and seek 
monies that would augment, probably unlawfully, the appropnations oflocal governments and one or more State 
agencies 
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Project Number: 15120112 - B 

Project Title: NOAA Harbor Protection Program - Snow Management Analysis 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Kristin Carpenter 

PI Affiliation: Copper River Watershed Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Fundin Authorized To Date: $103,818 
FY12 FY13 FY14 

$0 $0 $103,818 

Additional EVOSTC Fundin uested: $141,315 
FY15 FY16 

$141 ,31 5 $0 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $245,133 

Fundin From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 
FY17 FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Fundin 

$6,920 $6,920 $0 $0 $0 $13,840 

Abstract: 
*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/3113. 

The Copper River Watershed Project (CRWP) proposes to demonstrate that application of best management 
practices to managing snow in a developed community will improve the water quality of snowmelt discharges 
that flow directly into the Cordova harbor and Orca Inlet, the habitat range of the majority ofPWS juvenile 
herring. Synthesized research on the long---term effects of the Exxon Valdez oil spill found that chronic 
persistence of oil has sub-lethal impacts on marine populations. Over the course of a winter, contaminants that 
commonly accumulate in snow include oil, grease, sediment, nitrogen, phosphorous, and metals. The CR WP will 
work with the City of Cordova and the Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities to examine 
current snow handling practices in Cordova, identify Best Management Practice procedures and structures that 
could help reduce the concentration of contaminants in snow melt run-off, implement BMP structures at three 
snow storage sites, conduct water quality testing to assess the effectiveness of the BMP structures, and produce a 
guidance report for distribution to other municipalities. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments -JFY15 

The Panel Is gratified to see that the snow area locations were reconsidered based on mforrnatwn gathered 
dunng the last year's snowfall 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Conditional Not Reviewed Fund Conditional Fund 

The science panel appreciates the mterest of the local commumty to improve water quality of the Copp'er River 
Watershed by Improving snow management practices in Cordova. We also apprecrate the Improvements to the 
proposal in response to our comments on the previous version, and the outreach plan commumcatmg findings 
and recommendations to other commumties. However, we do recommend further·changes should the proposal be 
funded, begmning with developing a detarled work plan 

The water-quahty monitonng plan could not be evaluated, because fundamental information was missmg, such 
as the number of water samples to be taken at each location. The panel also questions the decision to take water 
samples rather than deploying passive samplers Water samples provide instantaneous snapshots, whereas 
passive samplers gather data over the entire time penod that they are deployed (weeks), providing a more tlme­
mtegrated and reliable assessment of water quality The plan should explam how data will be analyzed 
(including who at PWSSC or NOAA Auke Bay Lab would provide the scientific mterpretations) and how the 
differences in snowfall m the two years will be taken mto account to determine the effect of snow management 
on water quality before and after modified snow removal practices are m place Indeed, it is unclear whether this 
assessment can be made In JUSt two years given that snowfall may differ considerably between years 
confounding interpretation of results 

I also appreciate the mterest and dedication of the local commumty m Cordova in improvmg their water quality 
However, the link to InJured Re'sources and Services IS tenuous and without a guarantee of Implementation from 
the City of Cordova the study would not provide any benefit 

Public Advisory Committee -JFY14 ' 
ma~Oct0Bei!22013:: )~:~ ~~-:;~£ ::, ~ C, ii~:(- ~t; ~~~;~ r ~t(- ~ ~,~ ~~:~1f7~~~'~ 1> :~~~~~;~e~: ,' : ;- -~:-:rr ~ :; 1 i ~ J~~~; ;l~t~~:~_1t;r;~~?'~~ 

The October 2013 PAC meetmg was cancelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts were 
submitted to the PAC, no individual comments were received 

Executive Director Comments- FY14 

' I concur with the Science Panel. 

The Council requests the Pis identify m their Fiscal Year 2015 proposal the three Best Management Practice 
snow melt filtration structure sites that impact habitat ofEVOS-mjured species 

Draft 10-20-14 

130 



JFY13 JFUNDJING RECOMMENDA']['][ONS 
Date ScieJrnce CoordliJrnator PAC Executive Director 
2013 No consensus Do not fund Not reviewed Do not fund 

IJrndlividual ScieJrnce PaJrnen Commellllts- FYB 
t Date: Decefuber 2012/JaiD.uary:zoB _,_,_ -> -- . 
Reviewer 1: 
Tlus proposal describes an engineenng analysis of options for conductmg snow removal and storage m Cordova 
m ways that are intended to mimmize negative Impacts on water quality and habitat during its meltmg phase 
(and create cost economies to the Town) Funding does not cover Implementation of the recommendations 
PreviOus engmeermg reviews Imply that beneficial changes are hkely to emerge, although no smokmg gun of 
water quality vwlatwns has been Identified One year of mmimal water quality sampling is proposed but 
sampling design IS only generally presented The NGO (Pis) responsible for this proposal and proJect If funded 
has previous experience With proJect management and apparently successful implementation Costs are modest 
($68 K) to EVOS. Commumty outreaclr~md educatiOn components seem reasonable and appropnate. What 
exactly the contracted engineenng consultants will do and what ranges of options exist IS rather vague, so more 
lustory of the similar analyses done by the engineers would have been a useful gmde as to the breadth of their 
analyses likely to be done for Cordova The tie-m to mjured species is mmimal - herrmg were once abundant m 
Orca Inlet and fresh-water salmon rearmg habitats are potentially polluted by contammants m the meltmg snow. 
I all!- not convmced enough of the relevance to restoration and recovery ofEVOShsted species, but the proJect 
has ment 

Reviewer 2: 
An analysis of snow management m Cordova has been proposed to reduce likely contammatwn of the 
watershed, which might affect salmon, herrmg and shorebirds A surpnsmg shortcommg of the proposal Is that a 
specific set of likely alternatives to current management practices was not presented, providing little basis for 
assessing the potential outcomes of this proposal Water quality wrll be assessed during wet and dry periods, but 
here too, detarls are lackmg makmg It difficult to evaluate the success of the study Recommended changes to the 
management plan that are easily mcorporated will be tried in the second year of the project. Outreach and 
education components are appropnate, and the cost of the proposal Is reasonable ($68K) 

Reviewer 3: 
This proposal conducts an evaluation of the snow removal and sandmg options for Cordova. It does not include 
any implementation costs The connection to injured resources m the spill area IS somewhat tenuous 

Reviewer4: 
This is a "scopmg" proposal for dealmg With management of snow from the Cordova area where melt results in 
contammant loadmg mto salmon habitat. A BMP for snow removal will be developed and m 2014-2015, a 
demonstration Implementation of snow management will occur. There will be public outreach and education 
with K-12 student mvolvement This seems hke an appropnate use of funds and IS a reasonable cost The 
specific details of the plan are lackmg but could be provided. Also, this is a clear way to improve harbor health, 
but not clear if specific enhancement of damaged species will occur. 

SCJiellllce Coordinator Comments -JFY13 
tD~J--cylOJl3,-'±~,_'::'_~ ·~~~~.·· /~:C~~, ,. ·~···' . ,· ·~·~ ~: ·~. _ \, ·-~~~~~;;~ 

A snow management plan for Cordova would likely be highly beneficial to the marine habitat. With the recent 
record snowfall years It becomes even more important that the pollutants contamed in the snow are not 
contnbuting to a decline in water quality or detnmental to cntical marine habitat 
However I have concerns regardmg the actual implementation of the analysis Tlus project will only produce a 
report that would need the financial support of the City to be Implemented. 
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I support the recommendatlpns and observatiOns of the Science Coordmator. While appreciative of the efforts 
made by the proposers and the project support by NOAA, legal and practical concerns remain. · 

Executive Director Comments- FY13 

Tqis project ~as solicited by NOAA under,EVOSTC proJect 12120112, rhase I of which was funded m the 
FY' 12 Work Plan Phase I was funded by the Council at a reduced sum of $20,000 for an invitational process 
and work with spill area communities to encourage submission of proposals reducing contamination originatmg 
·from harbors and marmas. It should be noted that there are concerns regarding the proposals that were submitted 
under this program. This has long been a tenuous funding area for the CounciL In the past, the Council funded 
acqUisition of waste management facilities and activities and aided their implementation, but there was concern 
ab6~t the very indirect links between such projects and restoration. The projects sub~itted under NOAA's ,, 
mv1tat10n have simply renewed these concerns. Moreover, some of the proposals are for projects that are very 

. similar to those that. have b~en funded by the Council in the past and have, ~pparently, not been successful or not 
mamt~uned, both of which are inimical to Council policies. Lastly, some of'the proposals seek funding that is 
aimed at correcting illegal behaviors on the part of members of the public or of governmental entities and seek 
momes that would augment, probably unlawfully; the appropriations of local governments and one or more State 
agencies. 
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long~Term Program's roposa~s 

~n separate Science 2015 Proposa!s notebook 
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Non=Program Proposals 

in separate Sc~ence 2015 Propos~ls notebook 





Retriever Environmental 
Ocean Spill and Contaminated Sea Ice Containment, Separation and Removal System 

Patent#· US 8025460B2 
Owner/Inventor. J1m Cobb 
Presenter. N1ck Balducci 

Ema1l: retnever.environmental@gmall.com 
Ema1l: nrb4417@nt.edu 

Jim Cobb is more than an mventor, he's an environmentalist dnven by h1s personal cause. H1s Nat1ve Alaskan 
hentage and lifelong profession as a commercial fisherman have forged h1s dedication to save our seas and w1ldlife 

from their most ruinous threat: o1l sp1lls. H1s f1rst hand exposure to humanity, creatures, econom1es, and 
livelihoods decimated by them, has created h1s relentless quest, played out over a twenty year period. Beginning 
w1th h1s enlistmg m the then ex1stmg trammg for 011 spill cleanup (in the days of the Exxon Valdez cns1s) . 
participating m 1t, and bemg exposed to its many shortcomings ... working for years creatmg a process that to th1s 
day eclipses all ex1stmg methods, that he would eventually patent. Only to discover, through a decade of 
persistent outreach to 011 giants and government, that our system is w1red to support the mept1tude msp1rmg h1s 

crusade. 

The story of Jim's quest 1s wntten in mstallments by The Alaska Native News. It deta1ls only a small portion of his 
efforts to put h1s mvent1on m the appropnate hands Though abbreviated by comparison to the campa1gn Itself, 1t 
1s an exhaustmg tale, even m JUSt the read mg. Surv1vmg the setbacks, discouragement, and 1ssues of h1s own 
mortality is h1s da1ly work. 

http://alaska-nat1ve-news com/ Search: Jim Cobb for art1cles 
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Comments to Exxon Va.Ddfe:t Oil Spill Trustee Council 
November 19,2014 · 

Rick Steiner, Anchorage 
(richard.g.steiner@gmail.com) www.oasis-earth.com 

1. Reopener for Unknown Injury RestoratiOn Plan 

As you are aware, pursuant to the Reopener for Unknown /njwy,provis'ion of the 
1991 consent decree, the governments in June 2006 presented Exxon with a 

' ' . 
Reopener Restoration Plan, and in August 2006 with a "Demand for Payment" of 

_ over $92 million. However, Exxon still hasn't paid the claim, and the governments 
haven't taken Exxon to court to collect, making the Exxon Vala.'ez case now the 
longest-lasting environmental litigation in history. It is important to note that this 
predictable impasse could easily have been avoi~ed had the 1991 provision simply 
required that any reopener claim made by the governments that was not paid in full 
by Exxon within one year would be brought before the court for immediate 
adJudication. 

As disappointing as it is that Exxon hasn't paid the 2006 government demand, it is 
even more disappointing that the State,of Alaska and the U.S. have not taken Exxon 
to court to collect. Eight years later, the governments continue to simply "study" the 
issue, the court, and public continue to express frustration, and the environmental. 
injuries contmue. · 

As some of you may recall, I filed several motions with the U.S. District Court seeking 
to compel this payment, yet the governments opp,osed each motion. Oddly; the 

· governments now seem to be asserting that they have yet to identify unanticipated 
injuries,-a restoration plan to address such injuries, or to make a claim to Exxon 
under the Reopener provision. In reality, the governments did all of this eighfyears 
ago, in 2006. 

And while DOJ and the Alaska AG are responsible for collecting this long overdue 
claim from Exxon, it is the Trustee CoUncil that is responsible for implementing the 
2006 R'estoration Plan. Today, the governments still have over $200,million in ·· 
available funds with which they can begin the shoreline bioremediation work, yet 
are still 'more than 6-years behind the schedule they committed to in the 2006 plan 
(attached). This is a shameful betrayal of the public trust. In fact, the EVOS 
Reopener has now become a textbook example on how not to structure such 
reopener provisions, includmg one now in discussion for the BP Gulf of Mexico 
disaster. 



The EVOS Reopener debacle has eroded public confidence in government and 
industry assurances that Alaska oil can be developed "responsibly," which I think is 
actually a good thing. For If there IS one thing we learned from Exxon Valdez, it is 
that the public has every reason to doubt the commitments of mdustry and 
government regardmg "safe and responsible" oil development. 

Clearly, the Council needs to expedite its planned shorehne bioremediation program, 
and to demand that DOJ and the Alaska AG immediately take Exxon to court to 
collect this long-overdue demand for payment, plus interest. 

2. Herring status and restoratiOn 

In your Draft 2014 Update on Injured Resources and Services, you propose to 
upgrade the status of herrmg from "Not Recovering" to "Recovering," yet your 
discussion of the issue in this same draft shows this to be premature, at best. Calling 
the crash of the Sound's herring "unprecedented," you then state that today, "the 
herring populatwn has never rebounded," "no trend suggestmg healthy recovery 
has occurred," and "health mdices indicate that herring in the Sound are not fit." 
While there were hopeful signs from 2009-2011, the population since dechned once 
again. You state that 2013 had "the lowest mile-days of spawn in PWS smce 1973." 
As such, herring should clearly remain m the "Not Recovering" category. 

And, as I proposed in 2002 and again in 2014, the Council should work with PWS 
herrmg permit holders to Implement a herring fishery permit buyback as an EVOS 
restoration measure, so that if and when herring do recover, the entire biomass can 
remain m the ecosystem to support the many injured species that rely on It as a 
cntical prey resource. As the Council states, herring "are central to the marme food 
web; providing food to marine mammals, birds, invertebrates, and other fish." I 
forwarded a proposal for such to the Council this past May, but have been informed, 
without explanatwn, that you will not consider it. 

3. Applying research results 

While the Council sponsored many useful studies, costing over $400 million, your 
agencies have faded to apply many jmost of the research results m a coherent way to 
better manage the injured ecosystem. This should be remedied. The Council should 
establish a working group between Council-funded scientists and natural resource 
managers to explore the practical management implications and applications of the 
results of Council-sponsored research, and to develop a detailed plan with which to 
apply such results as may be useful. 

4. Retirement of subsurface estate 

To many of us, the most significant achievement of the EVOS restoratiOn process has 
been the protectiOn ofhundreds ofthousands of acres ofprivately owned cntical 
fish and wildlife habitat. 

• r --.:. 



While this program was slow to start, and.allowed too much critical habitat to be 
degraded, overall it has been a remarkable success that sets the standard for 
ecological restoratio11; after major oil spills. However, in protecting the surface. 
estate held by ANCSA village corporations, the Counci!has ignored the subsurface 
assets held by the regional corporations. 

· As this could Jeopardiz~ the int~grity of the acquired surface protections, the Council 
should negotia~e deals with the relevant regional corporatiOns to retire the 
subsurface resources .beneath the village corporation deals. Perhaps the regional 
corporations could be asked to donate the subsurface estate in the interest of 
restoration, in which case the appraised value should be tax-deductible to the 

_ corporations. 

5. Bering River-protections 

The designated boundary of the oil spill region was drawn arbitrarily. down the west 
bank of the Copper Ri,ver,_which makes no ecologid:1l sense. This boundary should 
be expanded east oftqe Coppef River Delta to encompass the:en'tire Copper River 
Delta, and the Bering River /KatallajController Bay /Martin River area. We 
recommended this sever.al times before. The Bering River complex is clearly an 
important part of the impacted ecosystem, as birds, fish, and marine mammals 
migrate between the areas. All of the injured species and resource services 
monitored by the Trustee Council also occur in the Bering River area. Thus, the 
Bering River area offers significant oppprtunities'to offset fish, wildlife, subsistence, 
recreation, and passive use values lost in the spill. If timber and coal development 
were to proceed in this area, not only would these injured resources and services be 
further compromised, but also sediment/effluent streams would flow westward mto 
PWS, further compromising the recovering ecosystem . 

. ' ' 
The Council should propose to the U.S. District Court that the existing boundary of 
the oil spill region be extended eastward as proposed here, or at a minimum, grant a 
one-time exemption to accommodq.te the Bering River conservation project. T~e 
Council should make it-a priority to work with the Chugach Alaska Corporation 
(C,AC) and the Korean coal owner (KADCO}to permanently retire the 'timber, coal, 
and other indu~trial development rights in this ecologically important region. 

6. Public lands and waters protections 

Finally, the Trustee Council should initiate a comprehensive process to identify 
protections-needed on public lands and waters in the spill region. To date, the 
habitat protection progr,am has focused solely on private lands, while ignoring 
comparable protection needs on state and federal lands and waters. 



As Council policy is to focus the restoration program on an ecosystem basis, it is 
critically important to address protection needs on public lands and waters in 
addition to private lands in the region. This is clearly the most significant failure to 
date in the 25-year EVOS restoration program. 

The Council should identify protections on public lands and waters that would 
contribute to the overall restoration and recovery of,the injured ecosystem and 
resource services. As state and federal assets are already in public ownership, such 
protections should cost little or no money. 

This should include recommending establishment of additional Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs) in state and federal waters, including waters around the ·Barren 
Islands, and off Kenai Fjords and Katmai National Parks; and designating additional 
wilderness areas on federal lands, including the Nellie Juan-College Fjord 
Wilderness (Study) Area (WSA) in western Prmce William Sound. This 2.1 milhon 
acre WSA was established in 1980 by ANILCA (34 years ago). And in 2002 (12 years 
ago), the Revised Chugach Forest Plan recommended 1.4 million acres ofthe WSA 
be designated as wilderness. It is time· to designate this area, to offset injured 
resources and resource services, in the mterest of EVOS restoration. 

The federal administration should explore opportunities to use its executive 
authority under the Antiquities Act to designate critical restoration protections (e.g., 
national monuments) on federal lands and waters in the oil spill region that would 
contribute to the Trustee Council's overall restoration goals. At a minimum, the 
federal administration should designate the Nellie Juan-College Fjord National 
Monument (and wilderness area) using its Antiquities Act authority. 

Public lands and waters protections constitute by far the most significant, high­
valuejlow-cost EVOS restoration opportunity remaining to the governments. 



Figure 5. SUBSURFACE LINGERING OIL RESTORATION TIMELINE 

Elements 
Year: 2006 2007 

Calendar Month: 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 I 

Finding the Remaining Oil 
Develop Preliminary Probability Model 
Develop Sampling Plan for PWS/GOA 
Conduct Sampling Plan in 
PWS/GONData Analysis 
Prioritize Segments for Restoration 
Update Model during Implementation 

2 ID Limiting Factors 
Develop Field Study Plan 
Conduct Field Study 
Data Analysis and Modeling 

3 Evaluate Remediation Technologies 
Evaluate Promising Technologies 
Develop Pilot Test Plan 

Pilot Testing or Selected Restoration 
4 Technologies 

Conduct Field Pilot Tests 
Monitor Tests for Efficacy and Effects 
Data Analysis/Report 

Restoration Plan! Environmental 
Assessment 
Prepare Draft RPIEA 
Public Comment Period 
Final RPIEA 

6 Implementation or Restoration Plan 
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.. 
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Le-arn, discuss, 
Be a part of the solution! 
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role of glaciers, pteropods and policy 
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local, state, national efforts 
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Receptionfrom 4-6pm 
RSVP recommended 

For more information: aoos.org/ocean-acidification 
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AOOS 
Alaska Ocean Observing System 
1007 W. Third Avenue Suite 100 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

AOOS lOth Anniversary Celebration 
November 19, 2014 
6:30-8:30 PM 

Anchorage Museum 
625 C St, Anchorage, AK 99501 

• Drinks and hors d'oeuvres 

·Short films from the AOOS Ocean Film Contest 

• Highlights of the past 1 0 years of ocean 
monitoring in Alaska 

Questions? Email dugan:a·aoos.org 
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