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Draft 11 .3.15 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
4210 University Drive • Anchorage , AK 99508-4626 • (907) 278-8012 • fax (907) 276-71 78 

STEVEN E. MULDER 

Alternate for Attorney General 

Craig W. Richards 

Alaska Department of Law 

LARRY HARTIG 

Commissioner 

AGENDA 

EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL 

November 12, 2015 

9:30a.m. to 4:30p.m. 

Anchorage, Alaska 

Trustee Council Members 

JAMES BALSIGER 

Admin istrator, Alaska Region 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

U.S. Department of Commerce 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 

TERRI MARCERON 

Forest Supervisor 

Chugach National Forest 

DAVID E. ROGERS 

Alternate for Commissioner Samuel Cotten 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

MICHAEL JOHNSON 

Senior Advisor to the Secretary for 

Alaska Affairs 

Office of the Secretary 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Meeting in Anchorage: USGS Alaska Pacific University Campus; 

Dr. Glenn A. Olds Hall Conference Room, 4210 University Drive 

Teleconference Number: 800.315.6338. Code : 72241# 

Ill Ill Ill 

Ill Ill Ill 

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

State Trustees 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Alaska Department of Law 



Draft 11.3.15 

1. Call to Order 

2. Consent Agenda 
Approval of Agenda* 
Approval of March 25, 2015 Meeting Notes* 

3. Public Comment (3 minutes per person) 

4. Public Advisory Committee (PAC) Comments 

5. Executive Director's Report 
Old Harbor USFWS Conservation Easement 
Amendment* 

6. Investment and evaluation time horizons 
Annual Asset Allocation * 

7. FY16 EVOSTC Annual Budget 
Project 16120100* 

8. FY17-211nvitation for Proposals * 

9. Long-Term Programs lntro* 
Herring Program Project 16120111 * 
Monitoring Program (Gulf Watch Alaska) 
Project 16120114 * 

Phil Johnson, PAC Designated Federal Officer 
(RE June 29 & Sept 22 teleconferences) 

Elise Hsieh, EVOSTC Executive Director 
Doug Campbell, USFWS 

Paul Erlendson, Callan Associates Inc. 
Elise Hsieh 

Elise Hsieh 
Linda Kilbourne, EVOSTC Administrative 
Manager 

Catherine Boerner, EVOSTC Science Coordinator 

Catherine Boerner 
Scott Pegau, Herring Program Lead 
Molly McCammon, Gulf Watch Alaska Program 
Lead 
Katrina Hoffman, Prince William Sound Science 
Center 

10. NOAA Clean Harbor Projects * Catherine Boerner 
NOAA Clean Harbor- Project Mgmt. Project 16120112 
Cordova Clean Harbor Project 16120112-A 

11. Pigeon Guillemot Project 16100853* 

12. Habitat Parcels * 

Termination Point 

Long Island 

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

Catherine Boerner 

Phil Shepard, Great Land Trust 

Lauri Adams, EVOSTC Habitat 

State Trustees 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Alaska Department of Law 



13. Lingering EVOS Oil* 

Adjourn by 4:30 
*Potential Action Item 

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

Draft 11 .3.15 

Larry Hartig, AK Dept of Environmental 
Conservation 
Steve Mulder, AK Dept of Law 

State Trustees 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Alaska Department of Law 



DRAFT 5.21.15 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
421 0 Uni\€rsity Dri \€ • Anchorage, AK 99508-4626 • 907 278 801 2 • fax 907 276 7178 

TRUSTEE COUNCIL MEETING NOTES 

Anchorage, Alaska 

March 25, 2015 

Chaired by: Steve Mulder 

Trustee Council Member 

Trustee Council Members Present: 

Terri Marceron, USFS 

Geoff Haskett, USDOI 

Jim Balsiger, NMFS 

Chair 

•Steve Mulder, ADOL ** 

Tony DeGange, ADF&G * 

Larry Hartig , ADEC 

* Tony DeGange alternate for Samuel Cotten 

** Steve Mulder alternate for Craig Richards 

The meeting convened at 1:15 p.m. , March 25, 2015 on the USGS Alaska Pacific 

University Campus, Dr. Glenn A. Olds Hall Conference Room, 4210 University Drive, 

Anchorage. 

1. Approval of the March 25, 2015 meeting agenda 

APPROVED MOTION: Motion to approve the March 25, 2015 draft 
meeting agenda. 

Motion by Hartig, second by Marceron 

2. Approval of the November 19, 2014 meeting notes 

APPROVED MOTION: 

Federal Trustees 
U.S Department of the Interi or 
U.S. Department of ~ricullure 
Na~ona l Ooeanic and Amospheric Administra~on 

Motion to approve the November 19, 2014 draft 
Trustee Council meeting notes. 

Motion by Hartig, second by DeGange 

State Trustees 
Alaska Department ofFish and Game 

Alaska Department of Envi ronmental Conservation 
Alaska Department of l aw 



0 

·o 

0 

Public Comme~t: One, public comment was offered. 

3. Approval of Amended Annual Program Development and Implementation (APDI) 
Project Number 15120100 

APPROVED MOTION: Motion to approve an adjustment of $11,752 
within the FY 15 Annual Program Development and 
Implementation Budget Project 15120100, as 
detailed in the revision dated February 25, 2015. 
Authorization forth is funding is approved for July 
1, 2015 -January31, 2016. 

Motion by DeGange, second by Hartig 

4. Approval of Kenai Peninsula Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration. Project Number 
15.150123 

APPROVED MOTION: Motion to approve $8,175,000, which includes GA, 
from the EVOS Research Investment Sub-Account 
towards funding ofthe Kenai Peninsula Aquatic 

Ecosystem Restoration Project. These projects are 
of a multi-year nature and thus the Council 
anticipates a future status report on the progress 
of the projects and the potential need to renew the 
fundingata futurenieeting. Releaseofany 
funding for each individual project is conditioned 
upon the EVOSTC Executive Director determining 
there are commitments forfull funding of the ' 
individual project, including leveraging, as detailed 
in the Project No.150150123, Kenai Peninsula 
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Project Overview, 
dated March 3, 2015. Authorizationforthis · 
funding is approved for April1,2015- October 1, 
2016. 

Motion by DeGange, second by Marceron 

5. Approval ofThorsheim Drainage; KAP 3305: Uyak/TransPacTimber Rights 

APPROVED MOTION: · Motion to state on the record the Council's interest. 

in continuing discussions with Uyak and TransPac 
regarding potentially purchasing fee title and the 

timber rights in the Thorsheim Drainage, KAP 3005 
parcel. If this potential purchase continues to 
develop, a subsequent Council meeting would be 

2 
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.called to approve the purchase. As with all Council­
funded habitat protection, the Council only 
considers purchase values that ~re consistent with 
an EVOSTC-approved appraisal. 

Motion by DeGange, second by Haskett 

6. Approval of Kenai-Fjords Port Grah.am. PGC 1 through PGC8 

APPROVED MOTION: 

Adjourn 

APPROVED MOTION: 

Off the record 1:50 p.m. 

Motion to approve up to $60,000 to conduct due 
diligence for the possible acquisition of Port 

GrahamPa.rcels PGC 1 through PGC 8 within Kenai. 
Fjords National Park. Authorization forth is funding 
is approved for April1, 2015- October 1, 2016. 

Motion by Marceron, second by DeGange 

Motion to adjourn 

Motion by Marceron, second by DeGange. 



0 Meeting Summary 

0 

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

RDATE: June 29, 2015 

C. LOCATION: EVOS Trustee Council Conference Room, Grace Hall, 4230 University 
Drive, Anchorage, AK 

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

Name 
Amanda Bauer (T) 
Kurt Eilo (T) 
Gary Fandrei (T) 

· John French (T). 
Kate McLaughlin (T). · 
Angela Totemoff (T) 

E. NOT PRESENT: 

Name 
David Totemoff, Sr. 
. Steven Aberle 
Patience Andersen Faulkner 
Stacy Studebaker 

F. OTHER PARTICIPANTS: 

Name 
Elise Hsieh 
Philip Johnson 
Cherri Womac 
Linda Kilbourne 
Catherine Boerner (T) 
Katelyn Heflin 
Peter Hagen 
ScottPegau 
Tammy Neher 
Kris Holderied 
Barat LaPorte 

H. SUMMARY: 

Principal Interest 
Commercial Tourism 
Sport Hunting/Fishing, PAC Chair 
Aquaculture/Mariculture 
Science/Technical, PAC Vice-chair 
Conservation/Environmental 
Public at Large 

Principal Interest 
Native Landowner 
Commercial Fishing 
Subsistence 
Recreational Users 

Organization 
Executive Director, Trustee Council (EVOSTC) 
Designated Federal Officer, Department of the Interior 
Trustee Council Staff · 
Trustee Council Staff 
Trustee Council Science Coordinator 
Summer Intern, Department of the Interior 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Prince William Sound Science Center 
NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab 
NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab 
Oles Morrison 

At 1:40 p.m. the Designated Federal Officer (Philip Johnson) opened the meeting and took,roll call 
·of PAC members. Six members participated, establishing a quorum. 
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Public Comment:· The floor was open for public comment, telephonically. No members of the 
public requested the opportunity for comment. 

Executive Director's Report: 

Executive Director Elise Hsieh provided· an overview of the Draft FY 2017-2021 Invitation for 
Proposals (Draft Invitation). 

· EVOSTC staff, in consultation with the Science Panel, developed the initial draft. This draft is 
under review by the Invitation Working Group. They are scheduled to complete their review 
within 10 days to two weeks. -

The PAC will have an opportunity to review the Draft Invitation at their September 22, 2015 
meeting. The Trustee Council (TC) will then consider the Draft Jnvitation at their November 12, 
2015 meeting. 

Draft FY 2017-2021 Invitation for Proposals: 

Catherine Boerner provided a brie~ng on the Draft Invitation. 

The Science Panel met in April to discuss the Draft Invitation. 

Focus areas include: 

Herring -A program for continued monitoring of this species, which has pot yet recovered. A 
new aspect of this program is funding a post-doctoral position. While this is designed as a five­

. year program, funding will be approved on an annual basis. , 

Long-Term Monitoring (L TM) of Marine. Conditions and Injured Resources -A monitoring 
program that collects physic1;1l and biological information. This is also a five-year program with 
funding approved on an annual basis. . · 

Data Management- Formerly much of this work was housed in LTM. The Science Panel 
recommended that this work merited a specific focus area, ensuring equal access by all focus areas 
including L TM and Herring. 

Cross-Program Publication Groups- The goal of this focus area is to publish information in a 
new or novel way, to take a fresh look at existing data, and to synthesize information from the 
other focus areas. 

,. 

Lingering Oil- Lingering oil (LO) proposals should identify data gaps and identify areas for 
further study. Collaborative research is desired. These LO proposals can be reviewed and funded 
off-cycle ifwarranted. · 

· The Trustees continue to ask about the value of the science and monitoring being funded by the 
Council. · 
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0 PAC discussion: 
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Reporting and Publication: John French asked about the status of recent LO reports. French 
recommended that a primary focus of the TC should be providing information to the public. In 
response it was noted that a recent final report on bioremediation is available on the EVOSTC 
website. 

French noted that (retired) librarian Carrie Holba was instrumental in bringing investigators into 
compliance with' publication requirements by assisting with finalizing of reports. Dede Bohn (U.S. 
Geological Survey) also played an instrumental role in this process. Hsieh reported that Holba 
recently retired and a new librarian has been hired. 

It was nott::d that the EVOSTC website averages 1,700 hits per day, andthatboth the TC office 
staff and ARLIS are very responsive to information requests. 

Public interest in the EVOSTC increased during al)d after the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) spill in 
the Gulf of Mexico, subsequent pipeline spills in various parts of the country, the 251

h Anniversary 
of the Exxon Valdez oil spill and during the DWH Natural Resource Damage Assessment process. 

EVOS Reopener: Kate McLaughlin raised the importance of the EVOSTC website and LO studies 
relativetothe Reopener process. McLaughlin noted that this was a very important issue with 
national implications. 

Executive Director Elise Hsieh noted that the TC is not a party to this litigation. That said, she 
noted the TC has funded scientific studies that may help inform this process. She also noted that 
the EVOSTC website plays an important role in disseminating information to the public, and that 
the website had recently been updated. 

French asked about what would happen to the LO work if the reopener was approved. Hsieh 
reiterated that the TC can fund LO studies at any time, independent of any legal action associated 
with the reopener. 

Draft Invitation: With regard to the long-term program outreach, Hsieh reported that the TC is 
seeking outreach information that the agencies can use within their existing outreach efforts, and 
that the need for outreach that can be transmitted to the agencies was captured in the Draft 
invitation. One (older) example ofTC office outreach is the Restoration Notebook. The · 
Executive Director noted that approving outreach products that are disseminated by the long-term 
programs would entail a multi-stage process that takes time including TC staff review, agency 

. review and legal review. 

It may be more efficient for_ Trustee agencies to prepare their own outreach products for work they 
are associated with. 

In general, for the new Draft Invitation, returning investigators need to describe how they met 
stated goals, describe what value was added, arid explain why they should be funded for an 
addiFionCJ.l five years. · 

Hsieh noted that the TC was taking public comments on the Draft Invitation until August 14, and 
that PAC members could also provide individual comments during thatprocess. 
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0 PAC Motions: 

French noted a general concern that the focus areas are managed separately and there is a lack of 
integration between projects conducted within Prince William Sound (PWS) and work conducted 
in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). 

Motion: French introduced a motion that priority should be given to approaches that integrate 
between PWS and the GOA. Seconded by McLaughlin. Motion carried. 

Motion: French moved to approve the February 4, 2015 meeting summary. Seconded by 
McLaughlin. Motion carried. 

Closing Remarks: 

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

The meeting ~as adjourned at 2:21pm 

I. FOLLOW-UP: 

1. The next meeting ofthe PAC will take place telephonically at 9:30 a.in. on September 22, 2015 
in Anchorage. 

0 J. NEXT MEETINGS: 

0 

PAC Meeting (Anchorage on September 22, 2015) 
Trustee Council Meeting (Anchorage on November 12, 2015) 

K. ATTACHMENTS (provided to PAC members prior to the meeting): 

1. February 04, 2015 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) Public Advisory Committee (PAC) draft 
meeting notes. 

2. 6/17/2015 - Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Invitation for Proposals, Fiscal Year 2017. 

L. CERTIFICATION: 

PAC Chairperson Date 
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0 Meeting Summary 

0 

0 

A. GROUP: Exxon Valdei Oil Spill Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Public Advisory 
Committee (PAC) -

B. DATE: September 22, 2015 -

C. LOCATION: Dr. Glenn A. Olds Hall Conference Room, 4210 University Drive, 
Anchorage, AK -

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

Name 
Amanda Bauer (T) 
Gary Fandrei (T) 
John French (T)­
Kate McLaughlin (T) 
Angela Toteinoff (T) 
·P~tience Andersen Faulkner (T) 
Stacy Studebaker (T) · 

E. NOT PRESENT: 

Name 
David Totemoff, SL 
Steven Aberle 
Kurt Eilo 

F. OTHER PARTICIPANTS: 

Principal Interest' 
Commercial Tourism 
ACJ.uaculture/Mariculture 
Science/Technical, PAC Vice-chair 
Conservation/Environmental 
Public at Large · 
Subsistence 

- Recreational Users 

.Principal Interest-
·Native Landowner 
· Commercial Fishing 
Sport Hunting/Fishing, PAC Chail' 

Name Organization 
Elise Hsieh 
Philip Johnson 

Executive Director; Trustee Council (EVOSTC) 
Designated Federal Officer, Department of the Interior 

Cherri W onuic 
Catherine Boerner (T) 
Hellen Woods · 
Laurie Adams 
Scott Pegau - · 
Tammy Neher 
Kris Holderied 
Barat LaPorte 

Trustee Council Staff · 
Trustee Council Science ·coordinator 
Trustee Council Staff 
Trustee_ Council Staff 
Prince William Sound Science Center · 
NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab 
NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab 
Oles Morrison · 
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H. SUMMARY: 

At 9:31 a.m. the Designated Federai Officer (Philip Johnso~) opened the meeting and took roll call 
of PAC members. Seven members participated, establishing a quorum. 

Public Comment: The floor was open for public comment, telephonically. No members of the 
public requested the opportunity for comment. · · 

Executive Director's Report: 

Executive Director Elise Hsieh provided an overview of significant activities this past year . · 
including the Long-Term Monitoring Workshop and the Draft FY 2017-2021 Invitation for 
Proposals (Draft Invitation). The Draft Invitation benefitted from review by the public, Trustee 
Council members, the EVOSTC PAC, the Science. Panel and the Invitation Work Group. 

The Annual Program Development and Implementation (APDI) Budget is now the "EVOSTC 
Annual Budget." 

The Alaska Research Library and Information Systems digitizing work is now in its fourth year. 

The Great Land Trust (GLT) habitat work is gaining momentum. For example the Ouzinke 
purchase is progressing. Other parcels that are in discussion include Port Graham/Kenai Fjords 
National Park and Portage Lake. · 

. The PAC was briefed on a Herring Research and Data budget request. State budget cuts resulted 
in red~ced support for the Alaska Department ofFish and Game (ADF&G) herring program. 
Agency requests for funding must be balanced between the prohibition for funding agency 
functions and the interest of the Council in facilitating its missions. The ADFG request is currently 
in the EVOSTC Annual Budget as it was just received. Next year the agency requests will be in 
proposals in the scientific program that include detail as to the funding requests and deliverables. 

Draft FY 2017-2021 Invitation for Proposals: 

Catherine Boerner provided a briefing on the Draft Invitation. 

. . . . 

Two sets of public comments were received regarding the Draft Invitation. Both sets of comments 
were from potential Principle Investigators. 

The Science Panel met September 16-17, 2015 to discuss the Draft Invitation, making minor 
changes. The Invitation Working Group also helped clarify issues and wording but no major 
changes were adopted. · 

A draft that incorporates comments.to date will be available prior to the next Truste~ Council 
meeting in November. 

. . 
The Invitation for Proposals is anticipated to be issued on December 1, 2015. Program proposers 

o· 

0 

are to submit their contact information and Program of interest by February 1, 2016, with Q 
proposals due April1, 2016. Preliminary review will then take place and any feedback provided to 
proposers. Final proposals will be submitted September 1, 2016, prior to the next PAC meeting. 
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Long Term Programs: 

Boerner then j:>rovided an update on)he Long-Term Programs: the Herring Program and Long­
Term Monitoring (Gulf Watch Alaska). 

·The Science Panel is supportive of the progress to date. An emph'!:sis is placed on data analysis 
and collaboration between these Progra111s. 

Herring Program- In FY 2016, two additional projects are being proposed. 

. ' ' 

16160111-S Herring Movement Study- This proposal is requesting funds to clarify the annual 
migration cycle of Prince William Sound (PWS) herring. The objective of the project are to 1) 
purchase and deploy additional acoustic_ receivers .at the Ocean Tracking N etwprk ;:trrays so .that 
the direc#on of herring movement~ (into or mit_ofPWS) cari be determined; and 2) purcha~e 
acoustic tags. 

The acoustic tracking project wi'Il fund the_ purchase of tags and receivers. The Sc'ience Panel 
discussed whether to recommend this project for funding in FY 2016, or whether they sliould wait 
_until data are analyzed. The Scienr;e Panel accepted the justification provided by the Principle 
Investigator (PI) and is recommending the p~oject for continued funding .. 

·Gary Fandrei asked about the lifespan of the receivers. Scott Pegau (Herring Program PI) · 
responded that the receivers can be used untii they are lpst to the. ocean, but the tags are .one-time 
use only. . ' · 

16160111-T ASL Study mid Aeria!Milt Survey- This project ~ill conduct spring ae~ial surveys to 
document spawn disttibution.and biomass as 'Yell as process age, sex, and size samples ofh(ming 
collected by acoustics surveys, spawning surveys, PWS Herring Pr9gt3;m disease sampling ap.d 
genetics collections. · . · · · ·· , - - · · 

The work would be conduct~d by ADF&G. Some ofthi~ work 4ad in the p'ast been supported by 
agency funds,. but a·s. mentioned ab~ve, State budget cuts have result_ed in loss of that support. John 
French noted that the PAC typically has tried to avoid funding requests that could be supported 
through agency [unding. 

The Science Panel Is recommending continued fundingJor the Herring Progr~m. 

_LQng-Term Monitoring (LTlVI) of Marine Conditions and Injur~d Resources­
r. 

The Science Panelqotedt~ere had been good. coordination following the February 2015 me~ting. 
They did voice some concerns regarding the Hollmen proposal (16120114I), which would fund 
development of a conceptmtl model. This project was not recommended for funding in FY 16. 

. . . ' . . . 

In the Draft Invitation, conc~ptqal modeling is expected to be included. 

Page 3 of8 



NOAA .Clean Harbor Projects-

The Cordova Snow Management Study project completed its work in FY15 and is preparing a 
final report for submission. The Cordova Clean Harbor Program completed the construction of an 
anti-freeze shed and battery storage area in FY15 and will be implementing their outreach program 
in FY16 on the use ofthese facilities. 

The Science Panel recommends funding to close out this work. The PAC had no additional 
comments or suggestions. 

Pigeon Guillemot Restoration Research Project-

The Science Coordinator provided an update on this project. The number of active nc.ists almost 
doubled the amount from the previous year following predator reduction in the nesting area. In 
contrast, nesting activity at a nearby control island did not increase during the same time period~ 

French asked if the researchers were counting fledglings vs. active nests. It was noted that 
fledglings would be too difficult to count given the birds nest in cliff habitat. 

This project should~be viewed as a 5-year demonstration project. 
. ' : ·. 

Habitat Program: 

Hsieh briefed the PAC onHabitat Program ac~ivities. 

Termination Point: This 1,060-acre parcel, known as Termination Point, is owned by Leisnoi, Inc. 
and is located on the northeastern end of Kodiak Island.· An appraisal for a pUrchase of a 

·conservation easement is underway and is expected to be completed by November 1, 2015. The 
land would be conserved with an easement held by the State of Alaska or the Kodiak Island 
Borough with additional enforcement rights held by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). ·In 
both scenarios the property will be managed for conservation and public use. Koniag, Inc. owns 
the subsurface ~state below this property.· Negotiations with Koniag, Inc. regarding acquisition of 
the subsurface estate' are ongoing. . . 

Long Island is located i"n the Gulf of Alaska off of the northeastern coast of Kodiak and is owned 
by Leisnoi, Inc. It is .. proposed for protection through a conservation easement on 1334 acres. An 
appraisal for a proposed conservation easement is underway and is expected to be completed by 
November 1, 2015. As currently proposed, the conservation easement would be held by either the 
State of Alaska or the Kodiak Island Borough with additional enforcement rights held by the 
Bureau ofLand Management (~LM). The conservation easement would allow public access in 
e~ther scenario. As the fee owner, Leisnoi, Inc. would retain certain rights on the entire· 1,334 
acres, such as the ability to install appropriate signage, maintain certain rights to archaeological 
sites and artifacts, engage in subsistence activities, and maintain ownership of any potential carbon 
credit value. Additionally on approximately 141 acres on the northwestern point of Long Island,_ 
Leisnoi, Inc. will retain additional rights such as the ability to build structures and limit public 
access. Other uses such as subdivision and timber harvest will still be restricted. Koniag, Inc. 

0 

0 

owns the subsurface estate below this property. Negotiations with Koniag regarding acquisition o 
ofthe subsurface estate are ongoing. The protection of this large, ecologically-rich island in the · 
Kodiak Archipelago would contribute to EVOSTC area-wide goals of species recovery and habitat 
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protection .. Species affected by EVOS in the Kodiak Archipelago are dependent on the coastal, 
wetland, and up~and habitats provided. by .the Long Island parcel. Long Island provides habitat for 

. large populations of sea birds, flS w~ll as shore birds and Ferrestri~l and rnar.ine mammal species, 
including those affected by EVOS.-. . .. 

PAC discussion: 

Termination Point- Stacey Studebaker indicated that the community of Kodiak is enthusiastic 
about the potential conservation easement for Termination Point. She had nominated this project 
many years ago and is thrilled that Leisnoi, Inc. may now be willing to reach agreement onthis 
parcel. Given State budget issues, management by the Kodiak Bor;ough is more lik~l~ thim .. · 
management by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources. There will be a presentation to the 
Kodiak. Borough Ass~rnqlY. tpis Thursday, September 24, 2015. 

French also supports the Termination Point project, considering it to be a valuable publiC asset. 

Long Island- French raised concerns about hazardous materials l~ft ~ver from· World War h, .. 
specifically leakage of transformer oils containing PCBs (polycholotinated biphenyls). He · · · 
consi~ers the Long)sland parcel to also be valuable, but he recommends that the potential liability 
associated with the very high PCB levels found in a limited imrnber of_soil samples needs to be 
addressed prior to.EVOSTC action. · · ·· · · . · · 

French pointed to informfltiop inthe Benefits Report.regarding Ft. Tidqall. ~orne cleanup.has b~en 
conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) from 1986-2003. In 2005 it was · 
determined that no further remedial action would be planned .. 

French indicated that the.area affected by the contamination was relatively small, but 
concentrations were very high (parts per thousand), and migration oft4e.PCB oil was fairly deep. 
French advocated for using a pr~cautionary principle standard. French also .a~ked if monitoring . 
wells were still present and if the contaminated area was fenced. . . . . 

Lauri Adams noted) that if a successful purchase agreement is. re~ched, appropriate due diligence 
would be conducted, including hazrnat survey~ and fieldw9rk before finalizing an agreement·, 
. - . ' - . . ' . ~ 

I 

Studebaker agreed with French, expressing concern that the ACOE left high subsurface levels of 
PCBs in some areas. 

The .PAC not~d the need to document a~y r~rnaining c~ntarnination to avoid potential. public 
exposure. 

·' . 
Hsieh ob~erved that Leisnol, Inc. may view the two parcels in tandem duri_ng the negotiations: 

Studebaker asked if there were contamination issues at previously acquired properties. It was 
noted that due diligence is performed on acquisition for all parc~ls. And all project acquisitions 
require the approval of the Alaska Department ofLaw, U.S. Department oflri.terior Solicitor's 
Office and the U.S: Department o[Justice. · 

Studebaker hoped that the two parcels could be considered separately, but recognized that may not 
meet the willing seller's desires. 
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It was then noted that a conservation easement differs from taking title to land. It was also noted 
that Koniag, Inc. owns the subsurface for this parcel. Andersen Faulkner mentioned Alaska native 
corporation litigation regarding what constitutes surface vs. subsurface rights. 

French recommended that the PAC consider two distinct motions for these two sites. 

Future Meetings and Activities: 

French stated that the February meeting (Science Workshop) was very useful and recommended 
continuing these meetings in the future. 

Hsieh explained that a similar Science Panel/PAC meeting will be held in the·3rd year ofthe new 
funding cycle (FY 19). · 

The next EVOSTC meeting will be on November 12, 2015. PAC members may attend this 
meeting. 

Outside of the regular meeting schedule, PAC members can offer individual comments to the 
EVOSTC. The TC staff will ensure that Trustees are aware ·that those individual comments are 
from PAC member(s). 

When.the Port Graham appraisal(s) are available, they will be circulated to PAC members. 

Under the Draft Invitation, proposals for FY 17-21 will be due on April 1, 2016. Final proposals 
will be due September 1, 2016. 

Hsieh noted that if competing proposals are received, the·PAC and TC will need to meet to decide 
which will be the "preferred proposal." Under that scenario, it is possible that a June, 2016 
meeting will be required. 

French strongly encouraged in-person meetings each year, finding value in these meetings. He 
believes this interaction helps the group function better as an advisory committee. Andersen 
Faulkner supported French's recommendation regarding in-person meetings. 

Hsieh noted that in-person meetings are held every other year, with the next one planned for 
October 2016. The Executive Director also noted that the PAC membership has different views 
regarding the number of meetings. · 

There was general discussion regarding the EVOSTC staff scheduling both PAC and TC meetings 
to avoid meeting near the end of the State budget cycle (July 1) and the federal fiscal year 
(September 30). 
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PAC Motions:, 

' ' 

.Motion: Amanda Bauer introduced a motion to approve the June meeting summary. Seconded by 
Kate McLaughlin .. Motion carried. -~, 

Motion: Bauer introduced a motion to approve the FY16 Annual EVOSTC Budget. Seconded by 
Studebaker. Motion carried. 

Motion: Fandrei moved to approve the Draft Invitation, to go forward to the EVOSTC with minor 
edits. 'Seconded by Bauer. Motion carried. 

' ' 
Motion: Studebaker moved to accept the funding r~quests for the two new Herring Program 
proposals. Seconded by Fandrei. Motion carried. . , . . . 

Motion: McLaughlin moved to accept th~ Long-Term Monitoring budget, with the exception of 
the Hollmen project. Seconded by French. Motion carried. 

' . 

lYiotion:. Bauer moved to recommend the NOAA Clean Harbor pr9jects for continued funding. 
Seconded by McLaughlin. Motion carried. 

Motion: Bauer mov~_d to recommend the pigeon, guillemot project for contii:med funding. 
Seconded by Andersen Faulkner. Motion carried. · · 

Motion: French moved that the PAC strongly supported the Termination Point parcel. Seconded 
by Studebaker. Motion carried. 

· Motion: Andersen Faulkner moved that the PAC 9ffers cautious support for the Long Island 
parcel, with a strong note regarding remaining contamination and consiqeration for public and 
environmental safety. Seconded by Studebaker. Motion carried. 

Motion: Bauer moved to adjourn the meeting. Seconded by Angela Totemoff. Motion carried. 

Closing Remarks: 

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

The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 a.m: 

I. FOLLOW-UP: 

1. The PAC meeting notes and recommendations will be distributed to the EVOS Trustee Council 
prior to their next meeting, which will be held on November 12,2015 in Anchorage. The DFO 
and/or PAC Chair will plan on attending this meeting,. summarizing the outcome of PAC 
meetings held since the last EVOS TC meeting. The PAC members are 'Yelcome to attend in 
person or telephonically. · · · 

J. NEXT MEETINGS: 

Trustee Council Meeting (Anchorage on November 12, 2015) 
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K. ATTACHMENTS (provided to PAC members prior to the meeting): 

1. September 22, 2015 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee.Cotincil (EVOSTC) Public Advisory 
Committee (PAC) draft meeting agenda. 

2. Draft June 29, 2015 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Public Advisory· 
Committee (PAC) draft meetingsummary. 

3. February 4, 2015 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Public Advisory 
Committee (PAC) meeting summary. 

4. October 16, 2014 Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Tnistee Council (EVOSTC) Public Advisory 
Committee (PAC) meeting summary.' 

5. 8/24/20 15 - Draft Invitation Comments ( emails). 

6. 8117/2015- Exxon Valdez Oil Spill-Trustee Council Draft Invitation for Proposals, Fiscal Year 
2017-2021. 

7. 9111/20i5- FY 2016Exxo.n Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Annual Budget. 

8. 9/4/2015- ADF&G Herring Funding Request. 

9. 9/112015- FY 2016 Great Land Trust Proposal. 

10. 9/2/2015- FY 2016Alaska Research Library and Information Services Document Digitizing 
Project Phase 4 ProposaL 

11. 911112015- Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Proposal Non-Disclosure Form. 

12. 9/11/2015- Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Draft Work Plan for FY 2016. 

13. 9/10/2015- Termination Point Benefits Report. 

14. 9/10/2015- Long Island Benefits Report. 

L. CERTIFICATION: 

PAC Chairperson Date 

Page 8 of8 

0 

0 



Callan 

April 9, 2015 

l Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Trustee Council 

l 2015 Asset Allocation Review 

Paul Erlendson 
Senior Vice President 



The Capital Markets at January 2015 
U.S. Equity Markets Continue Rally, International Markets Derail, Fixed Income Rebounds 

• Results for 2014 showed 
continuing strength in large 
cap U.S. equity, weakness 
in small cap, with substantial 
intra-year variability. Russell3000 28.34 16.93 1.03 16.42 33.55 12.56 15.63 7.94 4.82 

Developed international S&P Super Composite 1500 27.25 16.38 1.75 16.17 32.59 13.08 15.58 7.88 4.81 

markets turned down as Large Cap U.S. Stocks 

economic fortunes flagged, Russell 1 000 28.43 16.10 1.50 16.42 33.11 13.24 15.64 7.96 4.62 

while emerging markets S&P 500 26.47 15.06 2.11 16.00 32.39 13.69 15.45 7.67 4.24 

continue to suffer. Small Cap U.S. Stocks 

Russell2000 27.17 26.85 -4.18 16.35 38.82 4.89 15.55 7.77 7.38 

• Five-year equity returns S&P 600 Small Cap 25.57 26.31 1.02 16.33 41 .31 5.76 17.27 9.02 9.87 

through 2014 are free of the Non-U.S. Stock Markets 

financial crisis and are very 
MSCI EAFE US$ 31 .78 7.75 -12.14 17.32 22.78 -4.90 5.33 4.43 2.54 

MSCI Emerging Markets 79.02 19.20 -18.17 18.63 -2.27 -1.82 2.11 8.78 7.38 
strong. Ten-year returns no Fixed Income 
longer include the 2000 - Barclays Aggregate 5.93 6.54 7.84 4.21 -2.02 5.97 4.45 4.71 5.70 

2002 downturn, but no Citi Non-US 4.38 5.22 5.17 1.51 -4.56 -2.68 0.85 2.64 4.65 

longer include the robust Hedge Funds I 
2003-04 results. Fifteen- DJCS Hedge Fund Index 18.57 10.95 -2.52 7.67 9.73 4.13 5.88 5.82 6.34 

year equity returns are still Cash Market 

below long-run averages, 90-Day T-Bill 0.21 0.13 0.10 0.11 0.07 0.03 0.09 1.54 2.01 

Inflation and are equal to those of 
CPI-U 2.72 1.50 2.96 1.74 1.50 0.76 1.69 2.12 2.24 

fixed income. 

Source: Callan Associates 
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Stock Market Returns by Calendar Year 
2014 Performance in Perspective: History of the U.S. Stock Market (226 Years of Returns) 

Source: Ibbotson 

Callan 

Five-year return for 
S&P 500: +15.5°/o 

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 

2014 return: +13.7°/o 
2011 return: +2.1°/o 2011 

2007 2012 return: +16.0°/o . ' 
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Treasury Rates Fell on the Long End in 2014 
U.S. Treasury Yield Curves 

U.S. Treasury Yield Curves 
Constant Maturities: 1 Mo/3Mo/6Mo/1 Y r/2Yr/3Y r/SY r/7Y r/1 OY r/20Y r/30Yr 

Source: Federal Reserve 
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2015 Capital Market Expectations 

• Broad market bond returns held at 3.0°/o. 
- We expect interest rates to rise, especially if the economy continues to expand and the Fed executes on its 

stated unemployment-rate-linked monetary policy. Bonds will suffer capital loss before higher yields kick in . We 
expect cash yields to move toward 3.0% and 1 0-year Treasury yields to reach 5% over the ten-year projection 
-a reversion to mean. 

- Project an upward sloping yield curve, but a very slim risk premium for bonds over cash (0 .75%). 

- Cash returns nudged upward to 2.25% to reflect expected rise in Fed Funds rate. 

- Longer duration returns lowered, reflecting sharp reduction in yields in 2014. 

• Domestic Equity held at 7.60°/o, Non-U.S. Equity at 7.80°/o. 
- US markets enjoyed robust returns, but the US economic outlook is now stronger and fundamentals remain 

reasonable. 

- Building equity returns from long-term fundamentals, we can build an expectation to just shy of 8%: 
- 2. 5-3.5% real GOP growth, which means roughly 5-6% nominal earnings growth, 

- 2. 5 % dividend yield, 

- Expect something more from return on free cash flow, besides dividends (The "buyback yield" has been ·exceptional, one good 
use of all that cash}, perhaps 50-100 bps, 

- Small premium for Non-US over Domestic, largely due to Emerging Markets. 

• Real Estate return held at 6.15°/o. 
- Reflects downward pressure on income returns at 4-5% with increased competition for investment. 

- Asset class eyed by those hungering for yield. 

• Hedge Fund return raised to 5.25%, 
- Expectations ofT-bill plus 3%; reflects increase in cash. 
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2015 Capital Market Expectations-Return and Risk 
Summary of Callan's Long-Term Capital Market Projections (20 15 - 2024) 

PROJECTED RETURN 
PROJECTED 

RISK 
---------------------------- -----

1-Year 10-Year Standard Projected 10-Year Standard 
Asset Class Index Arithmetic Geometric* Real Deviation Sharpe Ratio Yield Geometric* Deviation 

Equities 

Broad Domestic Equity Russell 3000 9.15% 7.60% 5.35% 19.00% 0.363 2.40% 7.60% 19.00% 

Large Cap S&P 500 8.90% 7.50% 5.25% 18.30% 0.363 2.50% 7.50% 18.30% 

Small/Mid Cap Russell2500 10.15% 7.85% 5.60% 22.95% 0.344 1.90% 7.85% 22.95% 

Global ex-US Equity MSCI ACWI ex USA 9.80% 7.80% 5.55% 21 .45% 0.352 2.70% 7.80% 21.45% 

International Equity MSCI World ex USA 9.25% 7.50% 5.25% 20.20% 0.347 3.00% 7.50% 20.20% 

Emerging Markets Equity MSCI Emerging Markets 11.45% 7.90% 5.65% 27.95% 0.329 1.70% 7.90% 27.95% 

Fixed Income 

Short Duration Barclays G/C 1-3 2.40% 2.40% 0.15% 2.25% 0.067 2.80% 2.75% 2.25% 

Domestic Fixed Barclays Aggregate 3.05% 3.00% 0.75% 3.75% 0.213 4.60% 3. 00% 3.75% 

Long Duration Barclays Long G/C 3.75% 3.20% 0.95% 11 .40% 0.132 5.30% 4.10% 11.40% 

TIPS Barclays TIPS 3.10% 3.00% 0.75% 5.30% 0.160 4.20% 3.00% 5.30% 

High Y ield Barclays High Yield 5.50% 5.00% 2.75% 11 .10% 0.293 8.00% 5.05% 11.45% 

Non-US Fixed Barclays Global Aggregate ex US 2.70% 2.30% 0.05% 9.40% 0.048 4.00% 2.75% 9.40% 

Emerging Market Debt EMBI Global Dil.€rsified 5.10% 4.70% 2.45% 10.00% 0.285 6.50% 4.90% 10.65% 

Other 

Real Estate Callan Real Estate 7.35% 6.15% 3.90% 16.50% 0.309 5.00% 6.15% 16.50% 

Private Equity TR Post Venture Cap 13.55% 8.50% 6.25% 33.05% 0.342 0.00% 8.50% 33.05% 

Hedge Funds Callan Hedge FoF Database 5.55% 5.25% 3.00% 9.30% 0.355 2.25% 5.10% 8.85% 

Commodities Bloomberg Commodity 4.40% 2.75% 0.50% 18.50% 0.116 2.25% 3.05% 18.25% 

Cash Equivalents 90-Day T-Bill 2. 25% 2.25% 0.00% 
f 

0.90% 0.000 2.25% 2.00% 0.90% 

Inflation CPI-U 2.25% 1. 1.50% 2.25% 1.50% 

* Geometric returns are derived from arithmetic returns and the associated risk (standard deviation). 

Source: Callan Associates 
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2015 Capital Market Expectations-Correlation Coefficient Matrix 
Key to Constructing Efficient Portfolios 

1.000 

0.965 0.940 1.000 

0.882 0.879 0.853 1.000 

0.852 0.850 0.820 0.986 1.000 

0.855 0.840 0.933 0.860 1.000 

-0.230 -0.260 -0.254 -0.230 -0 .280 1.000 

-0.100 -0.125 -0.118 -0.100 -0 .145 0.870 1.000 

0.138 0.121 0.106 0.119 0.069 0.681 0.918 1.000 

-0.045 -0.065 -0.051 -0.045 -0.060 0.530 0.580 0.527 1.000 

0.605 0.575 0.586 0.570 0.565 -0.170 0.040 0.220 0.030 1.000 

0.050 -0 .100 0.013 0.060 -0.090 0.480 0.510 0.542 0.340 0.120 1.000 

0.587 0.590 0.550 0.553 0.530 0.550 -0.120 0.030 0.159 0.170 0.390 0.010 1.000 

0.735 0.730 0.715 0.669 0.650 0.645 -0.140 -0.020 0.188 0.005 0.540 -0.050 0.450 1.000 

0.943 0.940 0.910 0.927 0.900 0.895 -0.240 -0.180 0.054 -0.090 0.610 -0.060 0.560 0.715 1.000 

0.764 0.760 0.740 0.730 0.700 0.725 -0 .120 0.095 0.272 0.070 0.540 -0.080 0.510 0.585 0.735 1.000 

0.162 0.160 0.160 0.168 0.160 0.170 -0 .220 -0.120 -0.045 0.100 0.100 0.050 0.190 0.200 0.180 0.210 1.000 

-0.030 -0.080 -0 .040 -0.010 -0.100 0.300 0.100 -0.049 0.070 -0 .110 -0.090 -0.070 -0.060 0.000 -0.070 0.070 1.000 

-0 .020 -0.040 -0.019 -0 .050 0.050 -0.200 -0 .280 -0.337 0.160 0.060 -0 .150 0.000 0.150 -0.030 0.200 0.400 0.050 1.000 

• Relationships between asset classes is as important as standard deviation. 

• To determine portfolio mixes, Callan employs mean-variance optimization. 

• Return, standard deviation and correlation determine the composition of efficient asset mixes. 

Source: Callan Associates 
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EVOSTC Existing Asset Classes: Return and Risk Projections 

EVOSTC Asset Mix Alternatives 

Portfolio 
Com onent Min Max Mix 1 Mix2 Mix 3 Current Polic Mix4 Mix 5 
US Broad Equity 0 100 4 20 35 47 50 0 
Domestic Fixed 0 100 94 70 47 30 23 0 
International E uit 0 100 2 10 18 23 27 100 
Totals 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Projected Arithmetic Return 3.40% 4.86% 6.32% 7.34% 7.79% 9.25% 
Projected Standard Deviation 3.58% 5.87% 9.97% 13.05% 14.42% 20.20% 

5 Yr. Geometric Mean Return 3.38% 4.79% 5.99% 6.71% 7.00% 7.54% 
10 Yr. Geometric Mean Return 3.38% 4.78% 5.98% 6.69% 6.97% 7.49% 
10 Yr. Simulated Sharpe Ratio 0.30% 0.42% 0.37% 0.33% 0.32% 0.25% 

Callan Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review 8 



Possible Short-term Outcomes 

Range of Projected Rates of Return Projection Period: 1 Year 
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25th Percentile 5.9% 9.2% 14.1°/o 17.6°/o 18.8% 22.9°/o 
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90th Percentile (1 .1°/o) (2.5%) (6.5°/o) (9.6%) (11 .0%) (18.0°/o) 

Prob > 0.00°/o 82.1 °/o 79.0% 72.8% 69.1 °/o 67.7°/o 64.4°/o 
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Possib.le Longer-term Outcomes 

Ra~ge of Projected Rates of Return Projection Period : 10 Years 
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--
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FV17-21 Draft Invitation Comments Received (as of 8/24/15) 

Comments below are from the FY17-21/nvitation Working Group Members, Trustee Council, the Programs, 

and Public Comment. The Working Group Members are: 

ADFG: Eric Volk, Sherri Dressel, Chris Siddon, Steve Moffitt 
USFS: Ron Britton 

NOAA: Shawn Carey, Pete Hagen 

USGS: Dede Bohn 

DOl: Veronica Varela (USFWSL Geoff Haskett (USFWS) 

LTM Scie nee Advisory Pane 1/Herri ng Advisory Group: Steve Marte II, Jeep Rice 

Comments in blue are further information or indicated the comment has been addressed in the draft invitation . 

Eric Volk, ADFG 1.9.15 
The main gap I see in the long term monitoring component is the absence of studies focused on fish, aside from 
the identified forage fish and herring. I have two concepts that could be included in the call as part of the long 

term monitoring program. These ideas benefited from conversations with Jim Hasbrouck (ADFGL Rich Brenner 
(ADFG) and Jodi Pirtle (NOAA): 

1. Though EVOS has funded salmon studies in the past, I think the absence of a salmon component in the long 

term monitoring studies is surprising to many. In 2013 and 2014, ADF&G scientists conducted trial trawl 
surveys in southwestern Prince William Sound (PWS). The trials were successful and the most abundant fish 
species captured included juvenile salmon, herring and gad ids. The surveys are modeled after NOAA's 

Southeast Coastal Monitoring (SECM) program (same gear and trawl parameters) which has produced the 
most accurate forecasts of adult pink salmon anywhere in Alaska. These forecasts are extremely valuable to 
fisheries managers, commercial harvesters and processors. However they also provide a host valuable 
ecological data useful for eva I uating species interactions, biological and physical oceanographic conditions 
that impact species, and changes in fish community composition overtime. All ofthese speak to a better 

understanding of long-term changes to these components of the pelagic ecosystem. This would provide links 

to other components oft he long-term monitoring and herring programs. We expect that collaborations 
between ADF&G, NOAA and UAF could continue these surveys and analyses in the future. 

Salmon studies have not been included in recent monitoring programs as pink and sockeye salmon have 

been considered "recovered" from the effects of the Spill since 2002. While we understand the potential 
value of salmon studies in relation to those resources that are still recovering, the remaining funds are 
limited and are typically focused on supporting those resources that have not yet recovered . 

2. Anotherfish ecological assemblage missing from the program is benthic keystone predators such as 

demersal rockfish and lingcod . These species are also important recreational species within the oiled area, 
but assessment data is I i mited . One possibility is a habitat mapping approach that might encompass PWS to 
Kodiak, coupled with periodic and targeted surveys to estimate density in preferred habitats. There is a large 

amount of publicallyavailable mapping data in the study area that could be refined to map preferred 

hab-itats for these species throughout the area. Periodic abundance estimates at a selection of sites would 

contribute to modeling efforts aimed at region-wide abundance estimates. These species are important 

components of the benthic community and are linked to pelagic and nearshore communities through forage 
fish. 

We have discussed the possibility of studies to provide rockfish abundance estimates over the years . After 

reviewing the potential high cost of the studies and the low potential that the data would add to our 

I 



understanding of those resources that are still recovering, it was recommended that the remaining funds 
would be better spent elsewhere . Rockfish were considered "Very Likely Recovered" in 2010 and 2014. 

Sherri Dressei,ADFG 1.12.15 
1. I expressed concern to Scott Pegau in FY12-16 that the projects seemed spread too thin, e.g. that sample 

sizes might be too small to achieve their goals, or that the distribution of samples might be too narrow to 
say that they represented the full population. However, with the broad goals defined in the 2010 IHRP, I can 
understand their desire to spread funds as much as possible. My recommendation and hope would be that a 
narrower invitation might allow FY17-21 researchers to go to a greater depth on a narrower range of 
projects. 

Sherri has provided valuable input into those projects requested in the Herring Focus Area oft he Invitation. 
We have encouraged her to continue her work with the Herring Monitoring Program as they develop their 
response to this Invitation. 

2. If the focus of the invitation remains at "Enhanced monitoring" and a strong emphasis is put on improving 
the model (and the data that go into the model) to give a reliable index of spawning abundance, simulations 
can be done to investigate which type of data (recruitment estimates, maturity estimates, disease indices) 
have the greatest impact on resultant model estimates of spawning biomass. Knowing what types of data 
make the biggest difference in the model can guide the EVOSTC on what research will provide the biggest 
"bang for their buck". I don't believe that the HRM researchers working on the model have gotten to the 
point of being able to determine what types of data are most important, but I wonder if there is any 
guidance those researchers can give or any preliminary simulations they could do to help us in the current 
Invitation process. Dr. Trevor Branch will be presenting at the Science Workshop and might be able to speak 
to this. Steve Martell is more knowledgeable than I on how much work this would be and how exactly to ask. 

Again, we have encouraged Sherri to work with the existing Herring Program to assist them in developing 
their response to this Invitation. 

3. I am not sure where this fits in to the Invitation but, as was requested by the Science Panel, I think it is 
critically important that more detail is included in the FY17-21 Proposals on survey design, sampling 
methods, sample sizes, and analysis types and details. 

The Science Panel strongly agreed with this statement and the Invitation draft and associated forms reflect 
the tighterfocus on project design and protocols . 

Sherri Dressel, ADFG 5.15.15 
Sherri provided comments within the text of the 5.1.15 Invitation draft . 

At the Science Review in February, I asked Elise about the possibility of additional funding fora State employee 
to help integrate the results of EVOS research and modeling for long-term State use . For instance, the Bayesian 
ASA model that is being developed would be extremely useful for State use beyond EVOS studies. To 
incorporate it for management use wi II require considerable review and integration, which we don't currently 
have the time and funding for employees to do. I knowthat.one of the goals of EVOS is to make widespread use 
offunded research . Additional funding for a State employee will help us make full use of the research for PWS, 
as well as to apply it to other stocks so the EVOS funds can have even wider-reaching benefits. 
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Steve Moffitt has done a tremendous job at coordinating with EVOS within the demands of his current position 
and I am working beyond the time and funding I'm currently receiving from EVOS. Due to upcoming budget cuts, 
I am concerned that Steve and I will be a bottle-neck forgetting EVOS researchers the time and coordination 
they need, let alone having time to integrate their results . Any additional funding would be greatly appreciated. 
Also, EVOS has graciously paid for some of my travel to EVOS meetings. I have generally been paying for travel to 
at least two meetings per year out of my State travel budget. If EVOS has funds to pay for this travel so that I can 
continue in upcoming years, that would be greatly appreciated as well. I've mentioned these funding requests to 
Tom Brookover and have cc' d both he and Jeff Regnart on this e mai I so they are aware of my requests. If there is 
any additional information I can provide, or if you have suggestions for whether and how to propose this to the 
Council at this time, please let me know. 

The other issue that I've mentioned in a comment in the attached document is that, due to budget cuts for the 
next few years, it is very likelythatthe State will have substantially reduced (or possibly eliminated) funding for 
surveys and sampling in PWS. The funding situation will not be final forth is upcoming year until after the final 
budget is decided upon by the legislature and governor, but I wanted to give you a heads up that the first 
priority for the herring program listed in this call for proposals (to develop and improve the ASA model) may be 
difficult to achieve without additional data collection. I'm not sure how you would choose to include this data 
collection in the priorities, but I wanted you to know that we might be facing this difficult situation . 

Funding for travel forShe rri to the Program meetings has been included in the draft FY16 EVOSTCAPDI (Budget) . 

With regard to additional EVOSTCfunding for staffing, ADFG should submit to our office a summary of the 
request that the Council and Public Advisory Committee can review attheirfall meetings. We circulate 
materials starting September 1. In doing so, please be aware that many trust agency staff hours are not 
compensated directly from trust funds, as much of the Co unci I' s work benefits the long-term interests and 
resources of the respective state orfederal government. In addition, Council funding of agency staff has long 
history of pub I ic scrutiny. 

Geoff Haskett and Veronica Varela, USFWS 6.23.15 
Please refe rto attached letter signed by Geoff Haskett (Attachment A) for provided comments . The responses 
below are numbered in response to the comments in the letter. 

Specific to the draft Invitation : 

1. As per the Invitation, Proposers are advised to rev iewthe 1994 Restoration Plan (which is fairly brief, 
considering) and proposals must be consistent with these policies . See, Draft Invitation, Section Ill, 
regarding Policy and Legal Review of Proposals (bolding is in original text): "To be eligible forfunding, 
proposals must be designed to restore , replace, enhance or acquire the equivalent of natural resources 
injured as a result of the Sp ill or the reduced or lost services provided by these resources . In addition, 
proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994 Restoration Plan. Council staff will 
review each proposal for responsiveness to this Invitation, completeness and for adherence to the format 
and instructions contained in this document. A legal and pol icy rev iew of each proposal submitted pursuant 
to this Invitation may be conducted by the Alaska Department of Law and the U.S. Department of Justice ." 

To emphasize this requirement, the following language will be reiterated in each of the focus areas: "To be 
eligible forfunding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance or acquire the equivalent of 
natural resources injured as a result of the Spi II or the reduced or lost services provided by these resources . 
In addition, proposals must be consistent w ith the policies contained in the 1994 Restoration Plan ." 
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2. The Restoration Plan outlines a number of policies that allow the Trustees some flexibility in restoration 
activities, while maintaining a focus on restoration of the spill ecosystem. For example, the 1994 
Restoration Plan policies include a broader ecosystem approach but also support a more targeted focus on 
specific injured resources. It also allows for resources and services not previously identified as injured to be 
considered for restoration if reasonable scientific or local knowledge obtained since the Spill indicates a 
spill -related injury. In some past invitations that were a broader call and with less focus, the Council would 
reiterate portions of Restoration Plan policies to give sidebars to the proposers . The FY17-211nvitation, 
similarto the FY12-16 Invitation, is already narrowed to specificfocus areas, such as herring, that are within 
the Restoration Plan' s policies and goals. An attempt to include the Restoration Plan's full policies and 
allowances for restoration activities in a brief, comprehensive sentence or two and repeat itthroughoutthis 
Invitation would not provide an accurate portrayal of activities allowed . The language in the draft was also 
in the FY12-16 Invitation did not result in issues related to relevancy to restoration activities. The degree of 
helpfulness of the Programs to various interested parties is a focus of this draft Invitation, and will likely 
continue in future calls as it is a difficult goal to attain . 

3. The establishment of a post-doc position will allow a researcher in an early career stage to work in the 
program and Alaska and bring an infusion of ideas within a format that is structured for a specific period of 
time . Post-docs are an economical way to involve early scientists and reap the benefits of their energy and 
ideas while not establishing a new permanent staff position . The post-doc's project will be supervised by the 
Herring Program Lead and will address the Herring Program's goals and objectives. While the work must 
serve the Program goals and under the Herring Program Lead, it is not pre-determined or a list of tasks 
dictated in advance from the Program Lead as it is intended that the post-doc will also lend ideas and value 
as to the activities that can be undertaken. Both Programs have experienced attrition of experienced project 
personnel, especially the Herring Program, and the post-doc position may also serve as a conduit for new 
researchers to be introduced to the Program. 

The Council requested that the initial draft Invitation include the herring, long-term monitoring (which 
included data management), and I i nge ring oi I focus areas. The Scie nee Pane I proposed the Cross-Program 
Publication Focus Area for the Council ' s review as it builds on the Long-Term Programs and past EVOSTC 
work . The addition of any additional focus areas would be at the Council's direction . 

4. We have worked hard to ensure that the draft Invitation does not limit competition and does not create 
unfair advantage . 

a. The Cross-Program publication group does not exclude Pis without EVOSTC experience from applying. 
We only ask that they include at least one PI from both the herring and long-term monitoring programs 
to foster collaboration and coordination between the Council's funded Programs. The proposed 
publication must be focused on providing further insight into the Focus Areas underthis Invitation. 
Veronica will look at new language . 

b. The Program and project proposals are identical regardless of past experience with the EVOSTC. We 
have added text to Section IV of the Invitation requesting that organizations who submitted in 2012 
provide any changes to their original submission . Veronica will look at new language . 

5. In response to this comment, a note will be added in the Long-Term Monitoring Program, Environmental 
Driver section indicating that Project of Highest Priority: [Continuation of the GAK 11ine .] The projects of 
interest that are included in each focus area are deliberately general. The goal of establishing the Programs 
was to create a more collaborative process that created a comprehensive program based on the Council's 
needs and the current state of the ecosystem. Providing a list of "projects of interest" provides guidelines 
to the proposers while allowing for innovation and feedback from PI ' s who are already in the field . 
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The specific project ideas in the draft Invitation are drawn from recommendations from the Science Panel, 
Agency Staff, Trustees and from information from the February 2015 Program Science Workshop and 
provide proposers with information as to what these groups wi II be considering when reviewing proposals. 
This format worked well in the FY12-161nvitation as it balanced recommendations by those groups with the 
resources and ideas that proposers can contribute . 

In reference to the specific topics in the Herring and Long-Term Monitoring Focus Areas that may require 
further analysis; they are generally not suitable for scientific pub I ication and wi II be presented in thei rfi nal 
report at the conclusion of the project. 

6. We appreciate the conversation we have had on this comment with you . As discussed, the draft invitation 
will include some conceptual guidelines such as Comment 1, effective and balanced use of the fund and 
other specific guidelines. As noted, we do not currently use published "evaluation factors" as part of our 
proposal review process. Prior numbering systems, etc. used in the past were not effective or helpful. The 
current annual Work Plan document, that includes comments by the EVOSTC PAC, Science Panel, Executive 
Director and Science Coordinator, is an effective system that provides helpful guidance and 
recommendations to the Trustees. This method has proven to be considerably more usable than numerical 
scores. 

Comments regarding the business model oft he Trustee Council for FY17-21 

1. Data management should eventually be handled by one of the agencies that will be responsible for 
managing resources injured by the Spill. Until such time that one of the Trust Agencies indicates a 
willingness to undertake th is activity, the EVOSTC office will continue to include it in invitations or contract 
for services through a Trust Agency. Proposers to EVOSTC, due to the annual funding cycle, tend to be very 
responsive and the c;:urrent Data Management work underthe Long-Term Monitoring Program has likewise 
proven to be responsive. A direct contract through ADFG would not have lent any value to the current 
funding stream or PI responsiveness . As with every proposal, the EVOSTC office will consider whether a 
change in the anticipated contracting/funding stream is needed for the FY17-21 data work depending upon 
the parties involved and any need for change . 

2. The implementation of the Programs in 2012 allowed for data to be shared in a non-publicforum among the 
funded projects within the two Programs. This was a major step in allowi ngforcollaboration between 
projects and Programs and the first time that such a requirement has been implemented . In compliance 
with the EVOSTC data policy, data is not publically available until a project's final report has completed 
EVOSTC peer review and been accepted by the EVOSTCScience Coordinator. Many projects have chosen to 
release their data on the public portal prior to the completion of the project. The current EVOSTC data 
policy was designed to meet the needs of the Council and their trust agencies that often have an internal 
peer review process before data can be released to the pub I ic. 

Trustee Council Members informal comments- 2.12.15 
1. Where applicable, a differentiation of old work vs . newly proposed work and rationalization/justification for 

change. Identify specifically the management question being addressed (and an agency contact, as is 
requested in our annual report would also be helpful). 

This clarification has been included in the draft Invitation text and associated forms . 
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2. Outreach budget and products: the Trust agencies would benefit from a summary of program highlights or a 
synthesis of key points that would allow the trust agencies to use the results in their agency's outreach. The 
outreach products for the program could be minimized as the trust agencies can maximize the use of the 
information and coordinate ft with existing agency public outreach activities. 

Language regard ing outreach efforts by the Programs has been refined and clarified in the draft Invitation 

General comments 
There have been some agency staff and currently-funded PI inquiries as to whetherthe Council would consider 
funding the Harbor Protection and Marine Restoration Focus Area which was included in the FY12-16 Invitation . 

For FY 12-16, the Harbor Protection and Marine Restoration Focus Area was intentionally allotted a shorter-term 
and budget. This focus area raises issues of the Council funding activities typically undertaken by local or state 
governments, paying for prohibited conduct and past projects in this area that were not successfully maintained 
by local communities . Please see the attached language (Attachment B) for the language included in the earlier 
Invitation issued for FY 12-16 forth is focus area . 

Will the Council be soliciting for an independent scientific synthesis activities in this Invitation? 

EVOSTC looks forward to receiving the final reports from the NCEAS independent syntheses funded in FY12-16. 
Based on those results, the Council could potentially request proposals at another time in the FY17-21 funding 
years . However, we have removed the language from the earlier invitation draft so as not to set an expectation 
that there would be a request . 

How are the individual program (funding) numbers determined? 

In 2009-2010, the TC established focus areas and allotted funding. Consistent with these allotments, in 2012, 
the Council began implementing the de legated programs at a funding rate of approximately $2m/yearfor 
monitoring and 1m/yearfor Herring. FY 12-16 fund ing was based on those allotments plus 2. 75% for inflation, 
compounded annually . FY 17-21 funding is based on those allotments plus 2.25% for inflation, compounded 
annually . As with focus areas and this draft, actual funding amounts are at the discretion of the Council. 

Is there a way to include language that identifies the species that have not recovered and the goals for their 
restoration? 

The following text has been added to each Focus Area: 
"To be eligible forfunding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance or acquire the equivalent of 
natural resources injured as a result of the Spill or the reduced or lost services provided by these resources . In 
addition, proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994 Restoration Plan . Please also 
refer to the 2014 Injured Resources and Services List Update for detailed information . See references " 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Trevor Branch, UniversityofWA, Current Herring Program PI for ASA Model-8.4.15 
My comments are related to the Herring Research and Monitoring Program: 

HIGHEST PRIORITY 
I completely agree that the highest priority oft he program is to continue developing and testing the updated 
age-structured assessment (ASA) model in collaboration with ADF&G. Similar Bayesian models may in the future 
be used to manage other Alaskan herring populations, thus the PWS model serves as a development center for 
ADF&G models. 

A key component of modeling should be to expand the ASA model to ages 0-2 instead of starting the model at 
age 3 and above as at present. This will enable the model to fit to new abundance indices aimed at predicting 
incoming recruitment at age 3, from school sizes and abundance of age 0-2 herr~ng. In addition, a substantial 
part of the herring program is aimed at juveniles and in estimating over-winter survival of juveniles. 

The potential addition of age 0-2 herring to the ASA model will be discussed with the working group and science 
panel. While the data might be useful to include, it is not clear how starting the model at age 0-2 with no 
comparative age composition data of older cohorts would be bette rthan using the relative indices of age 0-2 to 
predict age 3 abundance without including younger age classes in the model . 

PROJECTS OF INTEREST 
Item 2: the term "post-doctoral fellow" that is based in Alaska, formally implies someone registered at a 
University of Alaska academic institution. But it would make more sense to have such a person be based in 
Cordova to conduct their research, rather than at Juneau, Anchorage or Fairbanks. I would suggest one of two 
changes here : either"involvement offaculty supervision of a postdoc based 70% in Alaska", or "a post-doctoral 
fellow or equivalent". The latterterm allows the possibility of hiring a full-time research associate, fresh out of a 
PhD, but that does not have to be affiliated with a university. 

We have changed the text in this section from the older draft that Dr. Branch reviewed. The revised text does 
address some of his concerns . We have also updated the text to specific that the position could be held by a 
post-docor equivalent. We will discuss what would be considered as an acceptable "equivalent" that could be 
considered forth is funding with the science panel and working group . 

Item 3: This is an excellent idea to look at comparative studies of other herring populations. I would suggest 
allowingforthe possibility of a broader outlook than just herring in theN E Pacific Ocean. For instance, herring 
populations in Russia and Japan are highly informative for collapses. Additionally, much useful information 
about herring dynamics can be obtained from Atlantic herring, and othersimilarforage fish species. Perhaps: 
adding at the end" ... and could also include relevant information from otherforage fish species and herring 
populations in other parts of the world ." 

The Council commissioned a white paperfrom Dr. Doug Hay in 2006 that provided a comparative analysis of 
worldwide herring stocks in the context of potential enhancement options. The Council also funded a workshop 
in Alaska with Japanese researchers who were using new aquaculture methods to increase herring biomass in 
Northern Japan . The workshop was attended by agency managers and EVOSTC-funded herring researchers. 
The current language in the Invitation requires proposers to have reviewed the extensive peer-review literature 
on other herring and forage fish stocks as part oftheirstudy design. 

Item 4: an index of spawning biomass (acoustic survey, mile-days of milt) is so critical to monitoring that I would 
put this underthe highest priority and conduct it every year. 
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The cost to complete these in-depth surveys each yearwould likely be well beyond the funds that are available 
for the Program each year. 

Item 10: I would include "ocean acidification" explicitly here, as recent work has shown an alarming range of 
behavioral changes in various fish populations when exposed to more acidified waters, and Alaska is predicted 
to be most affected by ocean acidification . 

A reference to ocean acidification was added to the Invitation as suggested. 

New item: an analysis has been done looking at which of the past data series is most useful to assess current 
abundance, and identified the disease data (cheap, needed to explain the collapse), and the diver egg counts 
(needed for an absolute biomass anchor in the assessment) as the most important data collected in the past. 
However, neither is required to explain future trends. I would suggest adding an item as follows: "Conduct 
simulation studies to determine which data time series, if collected in the future, would be most useful in 
assessing future herring biomass, trends, and recovery." 

The Invitation already requests that each proposed Program and project conducts this analysis as part of their 
study design . 

Current Long-Term Monitoring Program PI's and Program Leads- 8.14.15 
LONG-TERM MONITORING OF MARINE CONDITIONS AND INJURED RESOURCES FOCUS AREA 
(Draft Invitation for Proposals pages 12-17) 

We agree with the benefits outlined by the EVOS Trustee Council in t he draft Invitation for Proposals of a 
multidisciplinary, integrated, long-term ecosystem monitoring program to monitor recovery of spill-injured 
resources and how factors otherthan oil may adversely affect recovering resources. We appreciate the Council's 
recognition of the value of long-term data sets, the flexibility provided to proposers to balance continuation of 
long-term time series with enhanced monitoring projects, and the clear guidance provided on assessment of 
project designs and relevance to agency management objectives. 

In working with Council staff and the EVOSTC Science Panel over the initial four years of the Long-Term 
Monitoring (LTM)/GulfWatch Alaska and Herring Research and Monitoring (HRM) programs, we have 
recognized the importance of program administration and science coordination to the success of a large, 
integrated program and appreciate the acknowledgement of these efforts in the invitation . Based on initial 
efforts of the LTM and HRM programs, the LTM program synthesis and the February 2015 joint scie nee 
workshop, we note the benefit of 1) integrating both field work and synthesis efforts between the two programs 
and 2) conducting monitoring in multiple regions within the spill-affected area (currently in Prince William 
Sound, northern Gulf of Alaska shelf and Cook Inlet) to assess the effects of changing climate conditions on 
recovery of injured resources . 

Integration and synthesis of science information within and between programs was recognized as an important 
need by program investigators, EVOSTC Science Panel members and the 2015 Joint Scie nee Workshop 
participants. However, the only mention of data integration for the LTM focus area (between projects, 
components and programs) in the invitation is under item 2 of the preferred requirements on page 11 and 

under the Cross Program Publication Groups focus area. We do note that the projects of interest section in the 
invitation for the HRM program does include several projects that address using integration of physical and 
biological factors, predation and anthropogenic effects to understand factors affecting herring recovery. We also 
note that the description of the Joint Science Workshop on p. 5 includes a requirement for the LTM and HRM 
program leads to produce a synthesis report, but since data integrat ion projects are not included in the LTM 
focus area language, it is not clear how the science integration efforts will be funded. Within the FY12-16 LTM 
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program, which is currently funded at a similar level to what is proposed in the invitation, most science 
integration between investigators has been accomplished by highly leveraged, in kind personnel contributions. 
If science integration within and between the programs is a Council priority, we suggest including additional 
language to clarify those requirements, perhaps in the projects of interest section. One approach for explicitly 
funding data integration could be to add one or more post-doctoral positions to the LTM program for synthesis 
and analysis efforts targeted to trustee agency management needs and to he I p address investigator attrition (as 
the invitation provides for the HRM program). Another approach could be to expand the level of effort 
expected in the Cross- Programs Pub I ications Group focus area (see be low). 

The requirement for the programs and PI's to include time for the preparation and attendance at this workshop 
would be the same as the fi rstfive-year Invitation. We have added clarifying text that specifically states that 
proposed programs and projects must include a budget in year 3 to prepare for this meeting. 

We suggest a clarification to language in Paragraph 3 on pg. 15 where the invitation states that proposals must 
explain how program objectives "support management objectives of natural resource managers and their 
services in PWS ... ". We recommend that PWS be replaced with "EVOS-affected region" to be consistent with 
other parts of the invitation. 

The text has been updated as recommended. 

We strongly encourage the Council to expand outreach activities beyond trustee agency outreach staff by 
including and funding direct activities between the program and the residents and communities of the spill­
affected region . We feel this effort is necessary to meet the goals of the program and that it should be funded at 
a level similarto or higherthan the previous 5-year program. 

As noted above, informal Trustee comment has noted that the Trust agencies would benefit from a summary of 
program highl ights or a synthesis of key points that would allow the trust agencies to use the results in their 
agency's outreach. The outreach products for the program could be minimized as the trust agencies can 
maximize the use of the information and coordinate it with existing agency pub I ic outreach activities . This 
suggestion would need to be reviewed by the Council prior to adding additionalfundingforoutreach. 

DATA MANAGEMENT FOCUS AREA 
(Draft Invitation, pages 17-20) 
We agree with the need for coordinated data management services for both the LTM and HRM programs and 
the inclusion of data management as a separate focus area. We also recognize the need to support data 
coordination, quality control, integration, and synthesis efforts within the programs, and support for programs 
to work closely with the data management team, based on our experience in the first four years of the current 
LTM program. In addition, agency resource manager use of monitoring data can be greatly facilitated by 
decision support tools that make the patterns and trends in the data and relationships between species trends 
and marine conditions visualized and easierto understand. In order to help agency managers more quickly and 
effectively use the data collected under the LTM program for management of spill-injured resources, we suggest 
including a preferred requirement for a decision support tool development project under the FY17-21 invitation. 
Ideally, this project would include active involvement of trustee agency managers in both the prioritization and 
testing of information tools from LTM data. 

We will discuss what types of "decision support tools" would be useful by agency managers with the working 
group. 

9 



CROSS-PROGRAM PUBLICATION GROUPS FOCUS AREA 
(Draft Invitation, pages 20-21) 
We strongly support the addition of the Cross-Program Publication Groups focus area in the invitation as a 
mechanism to support data synthesis efforts from LTM and HRM monitoring efforts. We agree with the intent 
of this focus area to support data integration that furthers understanding of the impacts of the spill and other 
stressors on injured resources, and provides gu idance for management actions, by production of science 
manuscripts that integrate data from the LTM and HRM programs. We suggest that consideration be given to an 
increased level offunding forth is focus area, as publication costs alone for open access special issues of journals 
can be upwards of $30,000. Since developing specialjournal issue publications often include investigator time 
for data analyses, collaborations and meeting travel , it would be helpful if the invitation provided clarification on 
how these costs are expected to be funded . 

The Invitation is not requesting a special issue of a journal but a single cross-cutting publication from each 
Group. The funds currently budgeted in the Invitation for a single publication are sufficient to complete the 
task. 

The data integration efforts in this focus area also appearto be similarto the examples for the synthesis report 
requ ired for the Joint Program Synthesis Workshop on page 5 of t he invitation, and, as mentioned above, we 
suggest clarifying how the LTM integrated synthesis efforts are expected to be funded. One approach to 
funding the required synthesis efforts could be to expand the level of effort in the Cross-Program Publication 
Groups focus area to explicitly fund data analyses and cross-project and cross-program integrated assessments 
(e.g., ecosystem factors affecting recovery of injured species, climate drivers, anthropogenic effects). Another 
approach could be to explicitly include data integration project examples under the projects of interest section 
in the LTM focus area. We suggest that there may be an advantage to having integrated assessments funded in 
a separate focus area (perhaps under an expanded Cross-Program Publication Groups), to allow proposers to 
develop both monitoring- and integration-focused projects and to provide more explicit guidance from the 
Council on the level of effort expected for data integration and synthesis. 

The parameters of the workshop have changed from those specified in the first five-yearterm. The goals of the 
workshop, as defined in this Invitation, are to assess the progress of the program and projects and to determine 
if they are addressing management priorities. A comprehensive synthesis paper is not required underthis 
Invitation. 
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dcm nstrJI th~: nc u bel\\ c n the injured rc ' t ur C~· '1'\'tcc and th' benefit pr0' id d 
t tho c rc.·,nu·c ' ·, sen i ·cs tlm ugh the pr p cd pwgr:llwprojc ·t. Proposal rc\ icwer 
should ab 1 n.~cognr1c thL cr cning t: c.:t >r as the highe t prioriL) . 
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Related tu the pn::\ ious l:Ommcnt. I do not support the cstablt:,hmcnt of a postdoctoral 
fellow po~ition as IIH.: position·~ dc~cribcd in the dr'Jll lnvtlattOn. Although cultinlling 
nc" -..ckntist~ :md generating new academic panncrshipli arc good thtngs to dQ. the lin 
to providing bcnclits Ill injured natural resource:, b, weak. and 1 do not consider it an 
approptiatc u:.e of scu kmcnt fttnd-.. . 

') 

. 1. I kelthc drull lm itation should not cmircl) cxl'lude the ··h:Jrbor protection. marine 
r~!itormion. <md le:,som, lcanicdloutrcm:h·· I ocu~ Area. as i:, curremly \Hi11en. The harbor 
protection ond manne rc•\lonnion categoril-~ h~t' c the lughcst JH1tcnti<ll out of all of the 
F(ll:US Areas in the drat1 Ill\ itation of generating mca!lurnbk improvcmems in 
t:ll\ ironmental quttlll~ . pro' itling b~·m;tit:-. In injun.:d resources in thl! Spill area. The 
Trustee Council!>hould remain open l\l n~\\ toea<; 111 this Focu::. Arc:a. 

4. The Ill\ 1tatmn !-.hould he ~arefull) de~igned to U\Oid ,1ny limitati1m on ~.:ompdttion and 
potenti .. ll unfair ath anlages <.unnng propo:.cr~ . 

a. '\<; cum:ntl~ <.lruftcd. t'u,nJlllg 10r Cross-Program Publications appear:; to be 
inappropriatd~ and unnct:~~sarily limited to those incli\ ich.mls who h:ne received 
funding fi·om the I rustec Council bdi.m.: --new tnvcsttgaLOrs can be a part ora Cr 
Program Publicntion 1:-'fnup proposal, but nnl; ut the discretion of pre\ iously fundctl 
ill\ e. ... t igatN::.. W t: unt.h:r:.tand thi~ was done to encourage eros~-program e!Tort:. in 
data !lylllhc~t:-. and nnalysif>. but wc also undcrswnd that ~me of the gonls oft hi!) new 
Focu:-. Area is to stnnulate n~\\ perspcctt\ cs and iJca~ llll intl.!rpl'eting prc\ iousl. 
·ollcctcd data. 1 he I alter goal "ould seem lO be best achic\ ed by providtng nc\\ 

til\ estigator~ the chance tn submtt a proposal on their 0\\ n. Therefore. I recommend 
that the draft Jm itation i-.. re\ i~.l"d to allO\\ any n1\estigator. regardless of previous 
~1rtiliation \\ tlh frustcc Council ac.:Li\ ittcs. to appl) ti)r funding. tn thi:> Focu" 

h A-.. cum.:ntl) drafted. thL' typt:s and amount of infom1ation r~:qucsh:d of proposal 
submittl.TS is dirt~rcnt hctwccn entities that h;n e ~ubmillcd proposals in the past and 
cntiltcs that hn\- ~ not submitted propo~als bt!fore. The ri:ason for the duo! li:.t~ of 
pr"llposal rcqutremcnt:. ts not apparent. All proposer:. within a Fucus Area should 
ha\ c the same list ofproposal rcqutremcnls .;;o lhal proposal C\ aluators have equal 
kindr.; and scopes of intomwtiun for each pmposal. fudlitating fair eornpctition during 
proposal e ... a luati0n['. 

The ln\'italion and n.::suhmg programs projects 'vould benefit fron\o.t.non.: explicit 
Jcscriptiom. ofth~: n.:stl)ration \\ork that the Council wishes lobe accomplished tn FY ( , -
21 . Rmhcr than listing cxnmph:s of projects rhot ··would be ur highest priority·· marc ··or 
intt:re~t.·· th~ ltl\'itation should e'\plicitl) st<\11.' spl.'cilk t)pc~ <'fproject!' lhaL. at a 
mtnunum. must be included tn n program proposal inMder 10 addrc~s Council goal!: for 
FY17-!I . 

For exurnplc. \"ith rcsped tu tht· Long-lenn Monitonng of Marine f\;ndition::. and 
Injured Rt:sourcl.!:. l1.1~u~ \r~a. rather than providing examples o(pr~jects ··that could 
potential!~ be pan of' a comprchcnsi\ e monitoring program:· the Council (through it~' 

upport :-tan) should C\ aluatc the data thtH has been c~)J)ectcd thus far and idcnlifv a 
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wncil position on "hat cnn!-.tttut~:- a comprdtcn!!-1\ c nwmwnng program that fulfill 
oun~il goab tor the next li' c year~. lkg<tn.l ing the Cro:-,~-P1\1grnm PubllcJticsn Focus 

.-.rl!a. if there an: '"Pccific topks that the Council n . .:d-; strongly <..hould he lurthcr analy;cd 

.md pr~cntcd in a fonnal publication. the!\e topics should be explicit I) mentioned in thc 
IJt\ itation us priotit ic~ l\.1r tht::. fundinu.. 

\\'e a:-sum\! the <;ctence workshop held 111 r cbruary 1015 provtded much of the evaluation 
and in1tmllation that would be needed to fonnulate a proposed Cl'llttcil posi tion and 
.,;pccific goal-. ltll the nc\11i'c ~ear'>. Including in the hwit~llil) ll more cxplietl 
descnptiuns llf the required nunimum clemt:ntl. of a progratnJproject proposal will hdp 
proposer" crnft :-uece~-.rul pn1posab thatmo~t dfccti\ d) adclres~ ( nun«..:tl need:-. and 
gnats. 

6. Contribullng to the tdcu of helping propn:-.~r:.-. craft successful proposub. the ln~Jtation 
.\ould benefit from ~orne dc~cription of the C.:\ nluation fat:tor .... that will bc uscd to JUdge 
the proposals. \Vc )lU\' C suggested SC\ era I minimum evafuatwn fa~tors in the ~ntachcd 
document. Of note is lhc re-emphasi~ on need to <kmonstratc the link het\\~;cn thl' 
propuscd actl\ itil.':. and the re. ... t~1ratton uf inJurcd natun.tl resources and o;cn i...:c~ . 

I. The Trustee Council should con.,tder as>uming the ac tivities dc~cribed under the Daw 
~lanagemcm h.1cu~ Area into the rru:>tt'~ Council' s opc:nHing budgd and aumini'\tering 
the fundtng li1r tlll)Sc <tClt\ 11ic~ a::. a cnntra«..:l l(w professional sen ices. A contract would 
prO\ Hlc the Council with lhc administruti' c nuthurit} to ensure Council goals arc met. 
Administering the data manngcmcnl program as a multi-y~ar contract not 10 cxcccd fivl.' 
cars coultl also enable the Trustc~ Council LO O\ 0 1d the annual propo:-:~1 n.!' icw proc 

ICw thb adi' ity. helping.thl: Council rullill it!> goal of ~trcamlining its auministmtiv~ 
:.~ctivitic~ . 

., The Tt1lstce CounciltntendeJ to ma~c all data collcctetl wuh ih lunthng U\ ailablc to the 
public. academic mstilutwns. and natural rc!>ourcc nHmag.cmcnt ugcncic:-,. Howe\ cr. the 
goal ha~ not been achic\cd. and delays a~ long as fi, e years for ~omc dataset" app~;ars 
likely. ·1 hi~ i<.. not complemcmar) "ith the Cvunril'.,; go~1l ol pro\'tding natural rc:>ourct> 
monik1ring cl:nn to nawral resourct.: man:..gt.:mcnt ::tgcm:ic~ to assi~tlhem in manttging tht.: 
resources under their JUrisdicttnn nnd dC'lay!-t any n:stOration henclit tlwt might b 
achte\cd through impn.wcJ mnnagcmcm decisiOns. The Council should require that data 

rc prumpll> \'altdnlcd and made public by spet'llic. reasonable IHnclincs that meet 
uncil goals. Tlw .. requirement !-.hould be dcscnbcd 111 the funding mc«..:hanbm used tu 

ndmtni .... tcr the Jata co llection project~. and the Council should maintnin the ability t 
enforce the rcqLurcment. With respe1..'L to the FY 17-21 In\ it:uion $pccificall)', making the 
data more! prompt!} publicly a\ ail able would al~o t~tcilitalc open competition in tht! 

roS!>-Program Publicntion Focu::. Area in tlwt in' c~tigator~ not prc' iousl) uw0h ed with 
the data colkctiun~ \\ Ollld also ha\r at:cc-;s to thc Council's dam. 



~I . li..,c H. ich 

I b li ~, · · it would he bct.H.:Ii ·ialttl dt..,cu · <>e\ eral ol the ·it ml:> ·tm m•T tht.> 1 ru ·tee group 1) 
as i t in~::: . tabll ·hing the lhrection f the 'oum: il'~ \\Orf.. for the nc~t fh c ~ ar aml Jin~lli7ing the 
·ontt:nt or the drali In\ itmi n. I "ould lik t re\ ie\ a revi ·ed lm 1tatt nand huvc: an 

c ppD11U111lY lO di. u an. ' out:s.t~ nJing c nun nl. ' 1th ·ou :md the 1 ru. le gn up n later than 
ugu1 1.101::( rthrec\\cek hef( rcthclttllmecting fth Publi d isor 

lfy0u ba-.~ :til) quL'SIItlll:s abnutth~i-c t: mmcnt and (LIC tton . plea c ntact 
\'art:! a. · tur:1l Rc ·ourcc Damage ·~t.·~ .·mcnt · ltlrdinat 1r. at ( 07) TM-

Enclo urc 

' incer ·ly. 

6~~ 
, ll'frt:} L. lin. kelt 

R g1 nat Dire tor 

cc Mr. J arnell. licit lr"., < nice-Alaska Rcgi '11 
M .. T eni Marcemn. F{ n.: t upcn i. { 1. hugat:h 1 uti nal F rc t 

~.:ronica 

~lr. Jim Bal-.,igcr. Rcg1onal Admini. trulor. aunnal farim~ Fi:herk crvic • lu J..a 
Mr. , m C\1tt n, ommi i mer. Alasl..a Dcpanmcnl < f Fi •h ami Gam 

1r. Larr) Harttg. C nmnis~ion r. Aln:.ka Depa.1m •nt f [11\,ir nmenta1 'on nation 
t lr. nug Richard . ttnmc_ ·ncrnl. Al, sf..o Dep nm ' 111 ofLnw 
M . . Gina Bdt. .. D!.!partm~:nl of Ju. lie:~.! 
M .. ·rikn Zimmerman . Dcpar1mcnt ofJu 1i ·e 

.. Dcdc Bohn. l ' .S. olugi at um.: 
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I HARBOR PROTECTION AND MARINE RESTORATION . 
Damage to natural resollrces occurs not· only with ·an iriitial oil spill, but also potentially through 
additional injury .to the affected environment This subsequent insult can result from well­
intended but uhimately damaging spill responSe efforts.- In addition, ·additional pollutiOn from 
hU111an uses in and around the spill area can further compromise the recbvery.·ofthe natural· 
resources initially injured by the spill: Thu8, the following three components focus. Council · 
efforts to mitigate sources of additional pollution in the spill areas and to .organize,.. preserve and 
pass on information gained in the response to EVOS. · · 

a. Storm water, wastewater, and harbor projects 
Each harbor, marina, boatyard and vess.el in Alaska has the potential to generate some· 
jncremental pollution. This type of non-point source pollution, ifunmitigated, ultimately affects 
the water quality in the marine coastal environrrtent. Incremental polhition can stress the health 
ofthe ecosystem needed to support recovering resources resulting from the spill.· Chronic 
marine pollution stresses fish and wildlife resources, possibly delaying recovery of resources · · 
injured ·by the oil spill. For example, with regard to the worldwide mortality of seabirds, the 
effects of chronic marine pollution are believed to be at least as important as thos·e of large-scale 
spills. In the· 1994 Restoration Plan, Council identified reduction of marine polhition as a cype of 
general restoration: removal of a source of stress that may delay natural recovery. . · 

·The ponlrtants that might be generated at a marina and enter a marina basin include nutrients and 
pathogens (from petwaste and overboard sewage discharge), sediments· (from parking lot runoff 
and shoreline erosion), fish waste (from dockside fish cleaning), petroleum hydrocarbons (from · 
fuel and oil drippings and spills form solvents), toxic metals. (from antifoulants and hull and boat 
maintenance debris), and liquid and solid wastes (from engine and hull maintenance and general 
marina activities). · · . · 

· The construction of a marina can create a condition of reduced water circulation. Installation of 
. bulkheads and jetties,· which are necessary to ensure the safety of vessels, docks, and shoreside 
structures, can cause water circulation in-the· basin to be below what it was before the marina's 
construction. Over time, reduced circulation and increased pollutant generation can increase· 
pollutant- concentrations in the water column, sediments, and aquatic organisms. 

The fuct that a marina is present does not mean that water quality is poor. M~ny :marinas may 
have fuir to excellent water quality. Despite this, their aquatic habitats might not be healthy 
enough to support a natural diversity of aquatic organisms, and may still have sediments 
contaminated by pollutants from storm water runoff or by antifoulants leached from ship. hulls ·or 
piers. 

The implementatior1 of effective pollution. reduction _.projects and -~~clmiques will· be_ d.eperident . 
upon the individual harbor and marina; Many coastal communities in the spill area have a . 
limited ability to collect and properly dispos~. of waste, such.as ofu' bilge- water, used engine oil, 
paints, solvents, and lead-acid batteries. Improper disposal ofthese wastes in landfills adversely 
affects the quality of nearby niarine waters through runoff and leaching. In some cases, these 
wastes are discharged directly into marine waters. 1 
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The Council has approved the funding of several projects to prepare wast~ management plans 
and has contributed to their implementation. These projects resulted in the acquisition of waste 
oil manage~ent equipment and the construction of environmental operating stations for the drop-

' off ofused oil, household. hazardous waste and recyclable solid waste in Cordova, Valdez, , 
Chenega Bay, Tatitlek and Whittier, Kodiak and lower Cook Inlet. Best management practices 
for both storm water and harbors also exist for. minimizing potential environmental impacts to 
the marine environment. . Activities may· include, but are noLlimited to best management 
practices listed in the Alaska Storm Water Guide and Alaska Clean Harbors Guide. See · 
References. In addition, please be aware that there are legal restrictions on the use ofthe 
Council's funds. · These include a restriction on funding ''normal agency activities" or funding 
activities that are legally· required. 

The Council se~ks to further reduce pollution in the marine environment to contribute to' the 
recovery of injured natural resources a,nd proposes to fund this program with .$1,700,000 over an 
up to fiVe-year· -contract period. 

PLEASE NOTE: Council multi-year funding must be approved: annually by the Council .. 
In addition; projections of future funding are also dependent upon investment funds which 
are affected by market fluctuations. 

h.-Marine debris removal 
Marin~ debris is an issue in the marine and near-shore environment in Alaska, where it~ likely 
that thousands. of tons of mat:ine · debris exist within three nautical.miles of the Alaska coastline. 
Marine fish and wildlife become entangled in a,nd ingest debris from foreign and domestic 
sources that may be a day or decades old and that range from small plastic items to very large 
fishing nets. Approximately 175 metric tons of debris was collected from Alaska coasts by 
citizen cleanup projects in 2007. Marine debris removal projects can result in an immediate 
improvement to the coastal habitat. · 

Coastal communities are effective in marine debris cleanups due to their intimate knowledge of 
the locations of debris accumulation. In aqdition, when communities participate in marine debris 
cleanups, they often alter the common practices that led to marine debris as their awareness of 
the effects of the debris on their coastline and the fisheries upon which they depend increases. 
Marine· debris removal reduces marine pollution affecting injured resources and services and, 
thus, further supports natUral restoration. · 

For the purposes- of this invitation, marine debris is defined as any persistent solid material that is 
manufactured or processed and directly or indirectly, intentionally or unintentionally, disposed. of 
or abandoned into the marine environment located within the area of focus. Because of the 
ocean ·currents and weather patterns in this region, a sigmficant amount of d~bris found is likely 
to have originated outside of the area: The Council is interested in receiving proposals from an 
orgariization or team that will develop and implement a community-based· marine ·debris removal 

I 

program 

0 

0 

0 
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The Council proposes to fund a marine debris removal program with $1 million over an up to 
two-year contract period .... 

. . ' 

·PLEASE NOTE: Council multi-year funding must be approved annually by the Council. 
In addition,. projections of future funding are also de~~dent ~pon investment funds which 
are affected by mark.et fluctuations. 

Activities may include, but are not.limited to: 
I . . 

' 
1. Assessment of existing debris in the .region for prioritization and planning of specific actions, 

as well as selection of best practices for accomplishing program goals. 
· 2 .. Detection, assessment, and/or removal ofpersistent debris, including derelict fishing gear, 

such as abandoned crab pots; fish nets, and monofilament line, from coastal habitats and 
removal ·of debris washed up on shorelines. 

3. Detection, assessment, and/or removal of debris from marine, ~stuarine or be.ach 
environments resulting. from point-in-time events (i.e., vessel groundings, storms, etc.). 

4. Use of strategies, methods, priorities and pla,.ns for the detection, safe remova~ and, 
responsible disposal of derelict fishing gear and ~ssociated marine debris impactin,g or 
expected to impact habitat affected by the spill. Applicable management· practices and local 
or regional protocols may already 'exist and,. where possible, th~se should be applied. 
However, the program may also include defining best .management practices and l9cal or 

· regional protocols where necessary. · . 
5. Prevention, outreach, education and/or volunteer .activities. Proposers are encouraged to 

include education and outreach as a component of removal. activities, These activities should 
include the public and other stakeholders, such as the fishing industry, fishing gear 
manufacturers, other marine-dependent industries, and the plastic and \Yaste management . 
industries. 

c. Re~po~se, Damage As;essment and Restoration lmplication.s 

Damage to natural resources occurs not only with an initial .oil spill, .but also potentially through 
spill resp9nse efforts. Damage assessment from the 1989 spill has yielded . information. ,that can 
assist in mitigating ·damage from spill response· activities in future spills. Skilled damage• 
assessment also ·quantifies the extent of injury and allows for the accurate monitoring and 
measurement of restoration after a spill Organizing, preserving, and passing on such 
iriformation will help responders and those conducting future damage assessments. These efforts 
eiisure that restoration efforts are truly effective. Outreach efforts. could include a conference. or 
series of papers sharing · information to be used byfuture responders,' including natural resource 
assessment, the long-term costs of high-pressure washing, use of dispersants in the near-shore, 
sub-: arctic .~iwironment, and .the effucts of potential burning scenarios. 

The Co\mcil proposes to fund this effort with $700,000 over a up to five-year contract period. 

PLEASE NOTE: 'Corincil multi-year funding must be approved annually by the Council. 
In addition, projections of future funding are also dependent upon· investment funds which 
are affected by market fluctuations. 
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Considerations Applicable to Proposers 
The Harbor Protection and Marine Restoration focus area contains three subject areas to be 
funded under this Invitation: "Storm Water, Wastewater, and Harbor Projects," ''Marine Debris 
Removal" and ''Response, Damage Asses~ment and Restoration Implications." These three, 
separate subject areas will be administered as multi- year contracts with a Council-funded · 
program for each subject area. There is no required length of contract, though the Council has. 
contemplated implementation over a 2-5 year period, as appropriate. Proposing entities may 
submit proposals in more than one focus area, and organizations and individuals may participate · 
in more than one competing proposal within a single focus area. 

The following are mandatory requirements for potential proposers. Proposals that do not meet 
each of these criteria will be considered non-responsive to the Invitation and excluded from the 
review process. Proposers must demonstrate that they have: 

1. A proposal which is focused within the oil spill-affected area; 
2. A proposal which responds to one of the Harbor Protection and Marine Restoration 

subject areas described under this focus area. 
3. A proposal for a program that complies with the Council's founding documents and 

related data and reporting policies and procedures. See References. 
4. An existing administrative structure to manage funds and projects; the proposer may be an 

existing organization or collaboration among existing entities and individuals. 

0· 

5. A structure to communicate with the Council through a single Team Leader; regardless of 

0 the structure of the proposers, they must produce a single, comprehensive proposaL 
6. A Team Leader who will work with and be responsive to Cotmcil' s objectives and 

requirements. 
7. A Team Leader who will ':facilitate the most· cost-effective and scientifically-supportive 

stream of funding among the parties and projects involved. 
8. A program technical panel to review potential projects and give guidance and oversight on 

the direction of th~ program 
~ 9. ·The ability and commitment to make all data, documents,- -annual and :tillitl reports 

available electronically to the public. 
10. A mechanism for public outreach and opportunities -for public con:unent on program 

activities. 

The following are preferred requirements . for potential proposers. Proposers that meet the 
requirements · will be rated more highly during the review process. The Council is seeking a 
proposal in· each of these three subject areas that: 

1. Implements a reduction and removal program with clearly identified goals (broad in 
scope) and specific, measurable objectives, including realistic and detailed time lines and 
milestones.. · 

2. Continues to re.assess the program's progress and relevancy and considers newly-available 
technologies. 

0 
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3 .. Demonstrates an understanding and synthesis of existing technical and scientific literature, 
research results, and technical and scientific knowledge that includes outcomes of prior · 
Council work and which recognizes the available technical and research infrastructure. 

4. Demonstrates an effective and balanced use of funds, including establishing appropriate 
collaborations with other organizations and experts, achieving the most efficient use of 
funds, and taking optimal advantage of existing infrastructure. This includes 
collaborations among entities such as public and nonprofit organizations, corporations and 
businesses, and federa~ state, and local government to. cooperatively implement the 
proposed projects. · 

5. Provides a detailed plan for local and native community involvement in the program 
6. Provides a detailed public outreach plan that describes specific products. This could 

include the creation and dissemi.nation of simple web-accessible exlubits, newsletters · 
disseminated to spill communities and other data users, real-time data streaming for use in 
public settings like aquaria and visitor; s centers, and submissions to public data 
consortiums. 

7 .. Demonstrates a credible feasible, and detailed, realistic and detailed administrative 
structure and technical and scientific implementation ofthe program, including project 
team qualifications (education, experience, related work efforts, proposed time 
commitment, past performance), and availability of :facilities or other requirements 
necessary for project success. 

8. For Marine Debris: 
a. provides a final report with the total amount of debris removed, total areas cleaned 

or restored, types of debris encountered, and volunteer hours involved; 
b. presents a written safety plan for all project related activities, including 

management of volunteers~ The safety plan should consider safety at the site during 
and after project implementation, 'and potential safety concerns with regard. to the 
current and future use of the site; and 

c. provides apublic outreach plan that can effectively educate the public with the goal 
of altering debris..: creating human practices and habits. · 

The following .are mandatory requirements for each fiscal year ofthe program The submitted 
budget for each year shall include the staffing and funds necessary to meet these requirements. 

1. An annual report must be presented to the Council that includes the following: 
a. A financial accounting of any Council funding in the past year including a 

comparison of the requested budget versus the actual budget. 
b. A summary ofthe 2rojects funded, including brief annual reports from each. 

2. A funding request must be presented to the Council each fiscal year and will include the 
following: 

a. An administrative budget that details the cost ofrunning the program · 
b. An executive list and Slll111.1l?ry of projects recoinmended for funding and the 

technical and scientific basis thereof 
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Glossary of Terms 

Council -Exxon Vald~z Oil Spill Trustee Council or EVOSTC 

EVOS- Exxon Valdez Oil Spill or Spill · 

EVOSTC- Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trus-tee Council 

Fiscal Year- The Council operates on a fiscal year (FY) that begins on February 1 and ends on January 
31. 

Focus Area- A specific area of interest for which the-EVOSTC anticipates providing funding under a 
potential 20-year plan. This Invitation represents the second of four five-year funding cycles under 
that 20-year plan, as discussed in Section I. 

Group Lead- An individual who represents a proposed Cross-Program Publication· Group and is 
responsible for communicating with the Council. 

Long-Term Herring Program -Herring Research and Monitoring Program 

Long-Term Monitoring Program- Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 

Pro~ ram 

0 

-· 

Long-Term Programs -long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources, Herring O 
Research and Monitoring Program, qnd Data Management Program 

PAC - EVOSTC Public Advisory Committee 

Preferred Proposer- If competing proposals are received in response to this Invitation, the Council will 
review proposals, identify a Preferred Proposer for each Focus Area and will direct Council staff to 
work with each Preferred Proposer to revise the subject proposals to satisfy any scientific, technical or 

programmatic concerns before re-submission for fu_nding review. 

Program- A comprehensive suite of projects managed by Program Lead(s) that seeks to address -

hypotheses related to a specific focus area; current EVOSTC Programs are long-term and propose 
activities over a multi-year period. _ 

Program Lead -An individual who represents a proposed Program and is responsible for 

communicating with the Council. 

Program Science or Technical Panel- A panel of scientific or technical experts to review .potential 
projects and give guidance and oversight on the direction of the Program; is not required .to be 

independent from the Program. This Panel is in addition to, and independent of the EVOSTC Science -
Panel. 

0 



Project- An individual task that is led by a primary investigator and is attempting to address a specific 

scientific hypothesis or Program objective. 

PWS- Prince William Sound 

Spill- Exxon Valdez Oil Spi ll or EVOS 

Spill Area -see map below {Figure 1} 

Trustee Agency- One of the six state and federal agencies represented on the Council. 

Figure 1: Map of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill area boundary. 
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Exxon Va/dezOil Spill Trustee Council FY17-211nvitation. 

I. Background arid Purpose of the FY17-2llnvitation·for Proposals 
·:· 

In 1992, the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council (Council) was formed consisting of six natural 
~esource.trustees, three State of Alaska trustees and three federal trustees; to take the actions 
necessary to restore the natural resources injured, lost, or destroyed as a result of the 1989 Exxon . . ·' . ' . ' . . 

Valdez oil spill (EVOS or Spill). The Council was established to administer funds from the s~ttlement of 
civil natural resource damages claims brought against Exxon Corporation and rel~ted companies by the 
State of Alaska and the United States. The Council initiated an extensive public process to begin the 
work· of re·storation usingthese joint, trust funds and, -in 1994, adopted a. Restoration Plan (Plan) to 
guide restoration through research and monitoring, habitat protection,, and general restor(!tion. 

' - - . ' ' ' 

As part of this effort, the Council also adopted an official list of natural resources and natural resource 
services injured by the Spill. When .the 1994 Plan was draftecl, the distinction between the effects of 
the Spill and those of other .natural. or human-caused stressors on injured res~urces or _services was not 
fully· understood. Through the hundreds of studies conducted m~er the last twenty-six years, the 
Council has come to recognize that ecosystem restoration is not easily addressed. Tlie interactions 
between-<:! changing environment and the fnjured resources and services are only beginning to be 
und~rsto~d, and, as time passes, the apility to distinguish the effects of the. oil from o~her. factors .. 
affecting fish and wiJ.cjlife populatior:ts becomes more difficult. These complexities and the difficulties 
in measuring the continuing impacts from the Spill result in some inherent uncertainty in defining the . 
status of·a resource or service for an updatt_:!d list of injured species and se_rvil.::es .. 

The 1994 Plan also outlined an ecosystem-based approach to restora.tion, a more integrated view that 
has become increasingly recognized as essential. Even before the Plan WC!S fin~ I, the Council begqn 

' . -· . . - - - -

efforts to· better understand the coastal marine ecosystem. This approac~ has provided and continues 
to provide an abundance of information o~ fish,_marine birds, and ma·mmals. 

Numerous restoration projects. were funded by the Coun~il, and by 2010, approximately ten percent of 
' - . - . 

the civil se~tlement funds remained for.future use. To more efficientlyand effectively manage the 
remaining funds, the Council,refined the scope of its restoration efforts to five defined restoration. 
categories: (1) herring, (2) lingering oil, (3) long-term monitoring of marine conditions and injured 
resources, (4) harbor protection, marine. restorat_ion, and lessons learnedfoutr~ach, and .. (S) habitat 
acquisition and protection. The Coyncil streamlined the implementation of its restoration ac~ivities by 
establishing a 20-yearstrategic plan implemented in four five~yearincrements. In addition, the Council 
reduced its administrative costs by adopting the management practice of using third-party leads (i.e., 
outside of Council staff) to coordinate the H~rring and Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions a_nd 
Injured Resources Programs. These adjustments were achieved through a lengthy process with 
numerous public and Council meetings in 2010-2011. _. 

In spring 2011 the Council issued the first Invitation, for FY12-16, under the n~w 20-year Program .. 
requesting project proposals in the following Focus Areas: a long-term. herring Program; a long-term 
Program for-the monitoring of marine .conditions and jnjured natwal resources; projects in harbor. 
protection; a marine debris Program; and projects in lingering oil. (The Council administers the habitat 
acquisition and protection program separately.) 
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Many excellent proposals were submitted in response to the FY12-16 Invitation. Some involved 

0 collaborations among local and other entities working together in several a~eas, including two aimed at 
establishing comprehensive long-term herring and monitoring of marin'e conditions arid injured 

resources Programs. In fall 2011, the Council approved projects in these Focus Areas, including the two 
·long-term Programs. Their approval marked the.beginning of a new·stageforthe Council, defined by 
reduced administrative costs a·nd an emphasis on supporting th·e Focus Areas. · · 

In February 2012, funding commenced fo~·the two long term Programs: the Herring Research and 
Monitoring Program and the Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources 

Program, also known as Gulf Watch Alaska. The Programs are administered under five-year 
cooperative agreements, reviewed annuall.y; each year the Council, EVOSTC Science Panel and Public 
Advisory Committee (PAC) meet to review the past-year's results and·future year's requested funding. 
The Council contemplates the long-term Programs to be twenty-years in length, concluding in 2032: 
Although some continuity in the Programs is encouraged,· each five-year Invitation is open for 

submission of proposals by any interested parties .. 

Similar to the FY12-16 Invitation, this FY17-211nvitation continues to address the herring, long-term 
monitoring, and the lingering oil Focus Areas. The other Focus Areas included ln the FY12-16 

Invitation, such as marine debris, harbor protection, and marine restoration, are·not included in this· 
Invitation. They were addressed and completed under the FY12-16 Invitation and were designed to ·be 
allocated limited funding ana to be short-term. Two new Focus Areas have been ·added to this 
Invitation to complement and enhance the work in the Long-Term Programs. One new Focus Area is 
data management, which was previously i"ncluded within the Long-Term Monitoring ·Program but 
serves both the Long-Terni Monitoring and Herring Programs.· The second new Focus Area is the Cross­

Program Publication Groups, ·which encourages additional collaboration within and between the 
Programs. Both of the new Focus Areas are consistentwith the Council's intentions forthe20-year 
Program model; which called for developing science-based products regarding environmental changes 

and of the impacts·of these changes oh injured· resources and services: Examples of theselJroducts are 
data ·management portals for enhancing the Council's ability to share data among interested parties 
and scientific publications that integrate and interpret data collected by the Programs. · 

This Invitation calls for proposals for FY17-21 in the five Focus Areas of 1) herring; 2) long-term 
monitoring· of marine conditions and injured resources; 3) data management; 4) cross-Program 

publication groups; and 5) lingering oil. 

For the Herring, Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured R~sources, and Data 
Management FocusAreas: 

• Each proposal must describe a comprehensive, five-year, multi-project Program. 

• Funding will be awarded to only one Program proposal per each of these three .Focus Areas; 
therefore, each proposal for these three Focus Areas must include a comprehensive suite of 

projects that will address all of the Council's needs for that Focus Area for the five-year funding 
cycle. 
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• Because a Program proposal willlikelyinvolveseveral individual projects, each with potentially· 
different teams of investigators, each Program proposal is required to identify a Program Lead who 
will be the primary coordinator of all of the proposal's activiti_es and the primary spokesperson in 
communications with the Council. · 

• The Program-Lead may be a representative from· a single organization that will manage the 
proposed Program or from a consortium .that will work together in a structured manner to manage 
the proposed Program. 

• Section Ill describes the proposals for these ~ocus Areas in f~ither detail. 

For the Cross:..Program Publication Groups and lingering Oil Focus Areas: 

• Proposals will be for individual, stand-alone projects, and may or may not require funding for the 
entire five-yeadunding period. -' - · --

• Funding is not limited -to only orie proposal per Focus Area. 

• Section Ill describes the proposals' for ,these Focus Areas in further detail. 

Proposing entities may submit proposals in more than one Focus Area, and organizations and 
~ . . . ' . . ; - . . 

individuals may participate in more- than one cornpeti,ng proposal within a single Focus Area. 

Upon selection, the intention of the Council is to implement the_Program awards through NOAA 
Cooperative Agreements, with the exception of those portions of the Programs which will be 

conducted by Trust Agencies directly orthrough specific arrangements. Entities eligible to receive . . " , . . ~ ~ . . . 

funding through Cooperative Agreement include institutions of higher education, other nonprofits, 
commercial organizations, foreign governments, organizations under ~he jurisdiction of foreign 
governments, international organi;zations, a_nd st~te, localand Indian tribal governments. Federal 
agencies or institutions are n()t eligible to,rec;eive such Federal_ ~ssistance, and will instead receive 
funding through arrangements with the Department of Interior National Resource Damage Assessment 
and Restorat!ori fund. Agencies o~ ~he State of Al~ska will recei,ve funding through an account_ 
established with the State of Alaska.- -

This Invitation us~~~ several-step process, as ,de~ailed belpw in Schedule and Cycles of Review and 
Funding, to assist in refining preferred propos~ Is i.nto final proposals submitted to and reviewed by the 
Council for funding to commence February 'i, 2017. Although the FY17 proposals encompass a five­
year span, the Council will. approve funding on an qnnual basis, and funding appr<;>ved for a certain 
fiscal year cannot be used outside of that fiscal yearwithout additional Council approval, or in 
accordance with the Council'.s financial procedures policy (See References). Approved Programs and 
projects must re-submit"annual proposals each year. This process alfows the Council a formal , 
opportunity to review the progress of the Programs and projects toward meeting their goals and 

objectives as well as those of the Council. Information on the Invitation, including Frequently -Asked 

Questions, reference documents, and required forms can be found on the Council's website (See 
·References). 
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II. Schedule and Cycles of Re.view and Funding 

The Council operates on a fiscal year that begins ori February 1 and ends ,on January .31. For 
information on the management of approved annual funds within a multi-year, project, review the 
Council's Financial Procedures document available on the Council's website (See References). The 

following describes th~ schedule and cycles of proposal reviews and Council funding decisi.ons for the 
five Focus Areas of this FY17-211nvitatiOn. 

Proposal Deadline and Review for Herring, Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured 

Resources, and Data Management Focus Areas 
The Herring, Long-Term Monitoring, and Data Management Programs are administered as multi-year 
cooperative agreements renewable, if selected under subsequel')t invitations, every five years for an 

. anticipated total of another fifteen years. Program proposers must submit a proposal detailing the 

activities and budgets for the five-year period of FY17-21. The Council will revie:w the FY17-21 . 
proposals and approve funding for FY17 at their fall 2016 meeting. Proposers approved for FY17 

Program funding will continue to submit annual proposals for subsequent fiscal y~ars (FY18, 19, 20 and 
21) for Council review and approval. 

December 1, 2015 .............. Invitation for FY17-21 Proposals issued 

February 1, 201(? .: .............. Deadiine for Program proposers to submit contact in~ormation and 
Program ofinterest · 

Aprill, 2016 ........ : ............... FY17-21 Proposals Due by 5:00PM AKDT 
., • t. 

April-May, 2016 ············:·····Proposals reviewed by Council staff, Trust Agency staff, the EVOSTC Science 
Panel and PAC' · 

June 2016 .................. , ......... Councii will select preferred Program proposers.ifthere are competing 
· Program proposals in any Focus Area 

June 1, 20i6 .... -........... · ........ List of revisions/comments sentto Program Lead(s) if there are no 
- competing Program proposals 

July 1, 2016 ...................•...... Notification.and Hst of revisions/comments sent to Selected preferred · 

Program proposers if applicable 

August 24, 2016 .................. Revised final proposals due by 5:00pm AKDT 

September-October, 2016 .. Review by Council and Trust Agency staff, the EVOSTC Science Panel and 
PAC -' 

October/November, 2016 ... FY17 Funding decision made by Council 

February 1, 2017 ................. Funding released for FY17 

) 
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FY18, 19, 20 and 21: ~nnua/ Herring, Long-Term. MCJTJitoring and Data Program Proposal .Cycle of 
Review and Funding . , 
The proposer approved for FY17 Progr:a~ funding, as outlined above, will continue to submit annual 
proposals for subsequent fiscal ye_ars (FY18, 19,,20.and 21) for Co_uncil review. Approval of funds for 
subsequent fiscal years depends in pari: on the successful a.nd timely s1,.1bmittal of required inte~im 
reports. (See the Council's Reporting Policy for details.) As part of reviewing the Programs, Council staff. 
may provide written recommendations .to the Council for any potential changes to the scope of the . . 

program(s) that may be required and a consideration of whether the Progr.am(s). is· meeting its . ' . . . ' .. 

objectives. This information may be shared ~ith the Program Lead for discyssipn and response before 
any actions are taken by the Council. The anticipated schedulefor FY18-21 is as follows: 

. . 
September 1: annual Program proposals for the upcoming fiscalyear:are due on September 1 of the 

fiscal year previous to the proposed work. The annual proposals may adjust or revise the FY17 -FY21 
five-year plan initially proposed, but requests for additional funding wil.l not be considered without 

prior approval of the EVOSTC Executive Director .. · 

October.;_November: Proposa·l review includes the Council a~d Trust Agency staff, Science Panel and . 
PA.C, each of which may provide funding recommendations. 

• l 

October- November: The Council-reviews and determines funding for ;the .upcoming f.iscal year, 

beginning on the following Feb. 1. Final approvals will be decided at the Council's annual fall public 
meeting. 

FY19.: .A Joint Science Workshpp and a PAC Workshop with the Herring, Long-Term Monitoring, and 

Data Management Programs is held. Program Leads Clr:ld individual researchers present theirfiildings 

in the context of a summary of how Program projects are addressing management agency priorities 
and Program hypotheses. (See Joint Science Program Workshop, below.) 

Joint Science Program Workshop . 

As outlined above, in the third year of the Programs, the Council will host and fund travel for a three­
day Joint Science Program and PAt Workshop. The Science Program Workshop will take place over '· :. 

approximately two days and the PAC Workshop will take place over one day. 

The Science Workshop allows CounCil staff, Trustee Agenc·y st'aff and the EVOSTC Science Panel to 
review the progress of the Herring, Long-Term Monitoring, and Data Management Programs' five-year 
cooperative agreements. In advance of the Workshop, Program Leads are responsible for providing to 
the <;:ouncil a written report of how each Program's projects are addressing management agency 
priorities and Program hypotheses. The report should addtesslundamentaldrivers, trends·, and status 
in a·way that contributes to the Council's and the public's:understanding of the effects of the Spill an·d . . 
to the identification and devel'opmeht of possible management or restoration efforts that may .benefit 
injured resources and services. These may include such topics as,·b!Jt not limited to, a synthesis of 

retrospective data, climate drivers; lingering oil recovery, and the effects of hl1man interventions:.' 
~ ' .: . 

The Science·Workshop will be held in Anchorage over a period of approxi_mately two days. The 

Workshop includes presentations by Program Leads and ·Program-selected Pis on projects within the. 
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Programs. The Workshop also includes information as to the availcfbility of data to user groups and · · 
how funded information is being used to further Council goals with respect to Program objectives and 
its utility beyond the Program. The Workshop includes parallel, and, if possible, cross~Program 
presentations by both the Herring and the Long-Term Monitoring researchers to allow for a broad 
ecosystem-based consideration ·of the ongoing research. 

' ~. -

A one-day PAC Workshop will be held for the PAC to learn more about the Programs through 
presentations provided by the Program Leads and Program-selected Pis, in'cluding a review of the 
Program's website and outreach products for use in their communities. . 

. ·-
Program and individual Program project proposals should include a budget in their FY19 annual 
proposal for the preparation of materials for this meeting. 

Cross.:Program Publication Groups Focus Area 
Proposals for a Cross-Program publication can be for·a single-year or multi-year project; and activities 
can occur:in any fiscal year in the five-year cycle. Proposals are due to the Council on September 1, 
2016- September 1, 2020 of the preceding fiscal yearfor consideration. The FY17 proposal review . · 
cycle, and any multi~year proposals, will be the same as the Herring, Long-Term Monitoring, ·and Data· .. 

Management Programs as detailed in Section II. All multi-year projects or Programs require funding to 
be re-authorized annually by the Council. 

Lingering Oil Focus Area 

0. 

Lingering oil proposals under this-Invitation may be submitted at any time in the five-year period and o 
can be for a single-year project or multi-year project and may be reviewed outside of the CounCil's 
annua·l review cycle, as needed. All multi-year projects require funding to be re-authorized annually by 
the Council. 

Ill. Proposal Invitation by Focus Area 

Building on its past efforts and public input, the Council has identified five areas of focus to be 
administered under this Invitation; (1) herring; (2) long-term monitoring of marine conditions and 
injured resources; 3) data management; 4) cross-Program publication groups and 5) lingering oil. The 
following sections elaborate on the detaiJs ofthe proposed areas of focus that are the subject of this. 
Invitation. 

I HERRING RESEARCH AND MONITORING PROGRAM . 

The Council has classified the Prince William Sound (PWS) population of Pacific herring (Ciupea pal/asi) 

as a resource that has not recovered from the effects of the Spill. The P\NS herring population was 
increasing prior to 1989 with record harvests reported just before the Spill. The Spill occurred just 

prior to spawning and the 1989 year class was one of the smallest cohorts of spawning adults 
recorded. By 1993 the fishery had collapsed with only 25 percent of the expected adults returning to 
spawn. The PWS fishery was closed from 1993 to 1996, but reopened in 1997 and 1998, based on an · 
increasing population. Numbers again declined in 1999, and it is possible that the opening of the O 

6 



0 

0 

Exxon Valdez.Oil Spill Trustee Council FY17-211nvitation 

fishery in 1997 and 1998 stressed an already weake,ned population and may have contributed to the 
1999 decline, The herring fishery i.n PWS has been closed for 20 of the 26 years since the Spill. The , 
1993 collapse can be explained by several competing hypotheses,. including disease and predation; 
however, data uncertainty makes it unlikely that the reasons will ever be fully understood. No trend 
suggesting consistent population recovery has occurred, and, in 2014, the Council declared Pacific 
herring as not recovering from the effects of the Spill. 

The Council recognizes the uncertainty over the role of-the Spill in the decrease and continued low 
abundance of the PWS. herring population .. However, herring are considered a keystone species in the 
marine ecosystem and play a vital role in the food ch~in of many injured species. Thus, an increase in 
the herring population biomass has the potentia I to support the restoration of other injured species. · 
In November 2006, prompted by public comments about the continuing imp\3cts to communities and 
commercial fishers from the lack of herring recovery, the Council convened scientists and researchers, 
commercial and subsistence fishermen, and natural resource ,managers for a herring workshop. One of 
the most important outc:omes of the workshop was the. consensus that.a long-term strategic herring 
program was needed. From 2006 to 2009, Council representati,ves met with natural resource 
managers, commercial fishers, scientists, the PAC and· Alaska Native residents of Spill-area 
communities to gain sufficient input to·draft a cost-efficient, scientifically credible, and coordinated 
Program. 

The result was the Integrated Herring Restoration Program (IHRP) document that included information 
on past and current projects, known limiting factors, and a list of potential restoration options. The 
goal of the IHRP was to determine what,. ff anything; can be done to successfully restorePWS herring; 
to· determine what.steps can be taken to examine the reasons for the continued.decline of herring in· 
PWS; to identify and evaluate potential recovery options; and to recommend a course of action for 
restoration. · 

In 2010, the Council adopted the final version of the IHRP and the IHRP-i"ecommended restoration 
option of Enhanced Monitoring as the preferred approach based on the state of herring science at the 
time. Enhanced monitoring provides information to the Council that allows for a comprehensive · 
review of the continued lack.of recovery and provides information .that can be used by herring , 

management agencies. The FY1i-16 Invitation for Proposals requested the submission of a 
comprehensive Program plan that would seek to enhance the current monitoring program of the· · 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) and provide further insight into the continued lack of 
recovery. 

A long-term herring Program proposal for this area was c{esigned by the·Prince William Sound Science 
Center to address this option and in 2012 the Council funded the first five-year term of the Herring 
Research and Monitoring Program. The currently-funde~ Program provides important information 

such as predictors of relative recruitment, trends in disease~ investigations on how ocean conditions 
affect recruitment, and investigations into the relative productivity of various nursery bays. Research in 

this Program has also led to a better understanding of the role of disease, predictability of disease 

outbreaks, and potential disease management practices that could reduce disease impacts on herring 
. I 

biomass. Increased monitoring of herring populations and quantification and measurement of critical 0 life~history c;~ttributes aid in the development of better predictiVe models of herring biomass. 
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Improved forecasts of stock biomass allow for more effective. fisheries management and long-term O 
sustainability ofthe stock. Improved estimates of herring biomass will be useful if active intervention· 
were to be implemented in the future. 

The FY17-211nvitation is an open, competitive invitation and seeks to continue an integrated 
monitoring Program which builds upon the efforts of the first five-year Program. The overall goal of 
the Herring Research and Monitoring Program is to provide information to herring management 
agencie~ to enhance their management activities and to continue investigating the factors limiting 
herring populations in the Spill area and whether action could be taken to remedy such factors. 

For the FY17-21 Invitation, the Council anticipates funding this long-term Program at '-lP to· 
$5,525,000 (not including 9% GA) for the entire five-year term. Funding may be proposed as 
unevenly allocated among the five-year term, as appropriate to the proposed activities. Any· multi;. 
year funding· must be approved annually by: the Council. In addition, projections of future funding· 

are dependent upon investment funds, which are affected by marke.tfluctuations. 

The Council has discussed specific components that are of particular interest for the Herring Research 
and Monitoring Program. The following are examples of the types of projects that could be part of a 
comprehensive monitoring Program. The list is based on projects that have been funded in the past 
and provided important information or work that may provide further insight into the current status of 
PWS. This list is not-comprehensive andthe projects listed are not mandatory. 

To be eligible for funding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance or acquire the 
equivalent of natural resources injured as a result of the Spill or the reduced or lost services provided 
by these.resources.ln addition, proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994 

Restoration Plan. Please also refer to the 2014 Injured Resources and Services List Update for detailed 
information. (See References.) 

Overall Program Goal: 
The continued development and testing·of an updated age-structured· assessment (ASA) model in 
collaboration with ADF&G. This would include simulations to.evaluate which data sources, if collected 
under this Invitation, would be the most useful in assessing future herring biomass, trends, and · 
recover{. 

Areas of interest include (in no specific order): 
1. An evaluation of the effects of changes since the Spill in piscivorous fish and/or seabird populations 

in PWS·and the potential impact on herring recovery. 

2. A plan fora post-doc fellow position or equivalent within. the Program to introduce young 

scientists,.current research .techniques and ideas to the Program. The project led by. the post-doc 
position must seek to address the Herring Program's goals and objectives. This position should be 

·budgeted at $10,000 in FY17 for re~ruitment costs and a maximum of $85,000 annually for up to 
three years. The post-doctoral fellow or equivalent must' be in Alaska, preferably in Cordova, AK, 
for 70% of the EVOSTC fiscal year and be supervised in their Program-related work by the Herring 

0 

Program Lead.· 0 
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. . ' - ,' . . . . . . . . 

3. A comparativ¢ retrospective analysis of data from PWS and other herring populqtions (e.g. Pacific 
herring populations off of Alaska, British Columbia,_We.st Coast) to assist in det~rmining, the 
continued lack of recovery of PWS herring populations. This analysis may include topics such as 
herring abundance, recruitment, growth, disease resistance/susceptibility, as well as the impact of 
oceanographic and food web drivers on herring populations. 

4. A project for a comprehensive spawn assessment to be conducted at a minimum interval of every 
two years. · ~ .. 

5. A study of adult herring movement to provide information on herring movement between PWS and 
the Continental Shelf .. Examples include microchemistry, acoustic tagging, and genetics studies. 

6. The continuation of the work to study the role of disease in herring recovery and the potential for 
developing tools to. aid management agencies in the detection and management of disease 
outbreaks. 

7. A retrospective .analysis of the relatlonship:between physical and biological oceanog'raphic factors,· 
including spatial and temporal ·patterns,-which could be affecting·PWS herring:. 

8. The co'ntiriued ·examination of the role of humpback whale populatio'n growth, changes in foraging 
behavior and consequent predation on herriri'g and whether' it is a potential limitation of herring 

0 recovery. 

0 

. . . 
9. A study to estimate and corroborate herring age at maturity with ASA model estimates. 

10. An evaluation.of the possible effects of clim~te change and .ocean acidification on various biological 
attributes of herring populations such as gro~th and susc'eptibilityto disea.se. . '• 

11. An assessment of the potential.impacts on PWS herring of anthropogenic changes related to 
.. 

commercial fisheries, by either extractive fishing or fish aquaculture. Such an examination could 
in~ltide a!') examination of potential ~erial depletiOI'J of herring sub-stocks du~ing the fishery history. 

Considerations Applicable to Proposers 

The following are mandatory requirements for potential Program proposers. Proposals that do not 
meet each· of these· criteria will be considered non-responsive to the Invitation and excluded from the 
review process. lnterested·Program proposers must email their contact information and Program of 
inte.rest to_ dfg.evos.invitation@alaska.gov by·Feqruary 1, 2016 to be added to a list of interested 
proposers. on the .EVOSTC website to.facilitate cpordinatiol) am.ong potentiCll proposers·. 

I ' ' ' • I 

Rrogram propos~rs must demonstrate thatthey have: . 
1. A proposal that is focused with'n the Spill-affected area. 

2. A proposal that responds to··the call for a Herring Program, as described in this Invitation. . . 
. - ( : . ·- : ~ ; ' . 
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3. A proposal that contains clearly stated Program hypotheses, describes how these hypotheses 
contribute to the management objeCtives of natural resource managers and their services in the 
Spill area, and explains how the hypotheses support the monitoring and restoration of PWS 
herring. 

4. A proposal for a Program that complies with the Council's founding documents anQ relevant 
policies and procedures. (See References.) 

5. An existing administrative structure to manage funds and projects; the proposer may be an existing 
organization or collaboration among existing entities and individuals. 

6. A structure to commun.icate with the Council through the Program Lead regardless of the structure 
of the individual proposers; they must produce a single, comprehensive proposal. 

7. A Program Lead who wifl work with and be responsive to the Co.uncil's objectives and. 
requirements. 

8. A Program Lead who will facilitate the most cost-effective and scientifically-supportive stream of 
funding among the parties and projects involved in a manner that minimizes administrative costs. 

9. A Program Le_ad who is capable of integrating qata·from all of the individual proje~ts in their 
program to_ inform the program's annual proposals and individual project protocols and design. 

0 

10. A Program Science Panel to review potential and existing projects and give guidance and oversight 0 
on the Program's design and implementation to the Program Lead(s). The panel cannot include 

c members ~ho are participating in projects t'unded.through the pr~gram in FY17-21. 

1:1: The ability and commitment to f!lake all data, do~uJ:nents, arid annual and final r~poits available 
electronically to the public according to explicitly stated timelines and reporting guidelines. 

12. A process to provide scientific peer review for approval of final reports, as appropriate .. 

13. A plan for ensuring ihdividual project compliance with reporting, data submission, and quality 
policies. (See References.) · 

14. Established realistic and detailed timelines and milestones specific to the individual projects and 
the ove·rall Program. Must demonstrate a credible, feasible, and detailed.administrative structure 

and scientific implementation of the Program, including project team qualifications (education, 

experience, related work efforts, proposed time commitment1 past performance), and·availability 
of facilities and other requirements necessary for Program success. This would include a power or 
sensitivity analysis of the' proposed sa'mpling design and objectives for each individual project. . . . 

15. Provides a public outreach plan focused on providing information to the Trustee Agencies fo~ use in 
their respective outreach and education materials. This information may include a surilmary'of 
Program highlights or summary of key points for the agencies to incorporate in their ongoing 

" . . ' , 

outreach efforts. A list of Trust Agency outreach contacts will be provided .to the Program 
10 
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proposer selected by the Council forfunding. ·outreach efforts_ bythe Program should focus on 
developing and maintaining accurate and timely content for the Program's website as a primary 
source of information on the Progr~m. Any additional outreach materials that include information 
not contained in publically-available proposals o'r annual reports must be approve.d by the Council 
office prior to public circulation. Materials should be· brief and direct the target audience to the 
Program's website. The cost of outreach efforts for this Program should not exceeq $15,000 per 

. year. 

The following are mandatory requirements for individual project proposers within a Program proposal. 
Proposals .that do not. meet eachof these cri~eria will: be considered non-responsive to the Invitation· 
and excluded from the review process. These include: · 

1. Project proposals. that seek to continue to contribute new data to the data sets collected in the first 
five-year Program using the s_ame protocols and project design must provide a description and 
justification that the past project design is still appropriate, based on the objectives and proposed 
uses for the data collection activities. If changes are needed based on current information or if a 

.. new project design is proposed, a justification for the changes must be provided, including 
rationale based on .statis.tical analyses such aspoweror sensitivity analysis of the proposed 

sampling design. ' ·. · 

2. Proje!Ct proposals that seek to begin work that was not undertaken in the first five-year program 
must provide a justification of how th~ project will provide data u~eful to addressing management 
objectives and Progra·m hypotheses. 

The fpllowing are preferred requirements for potential propos~rs .. Prpposers that meet these 
requirements.will be rat~d more highly duriog the review process. The cou~cil prefers a herring 
Program that: 

1. Continues to reassess the Program's progress and relevancy and considers newly-available 
technologies; 

. . ' . 
2. Demonstrates an understanding .ahd synthesis of existing scientific literature, research results, and 

' scientific knowledge that includes outcomes of prior co~ncil work; ' 

3. Demonstrates an effes::tive and balanced use of funds, including establishing appropriate. . 
collaborations with othe~ organization~· a.nd experts, achieving the most efficient use of funds, and . . . 

taking advantage of existing infrastructure; 

4. Provides a qetailed plan for local and Alaska N~tive community involvement in. the Program. The 

degree to which the activities of the proposed progra.m (!llpw involvement with loc:al communities 
and incorpor~tion of l~c;_c;JI kn~wledge will vary, but.interaction with communities is required. 
Reviewers will give additional consideration to. proposals that demonstrate meaningful community 
involvement and/or make use of local and traditional ecological knowledg~; 'and.· · 

11 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council - FY17-211nvitation · 

The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal vear of the Program. The submitted 
proposal and budget for each year shall iricl_ude the staffing and funds necessary to meet these 
requirements. (See the Council's Reporting Procedures and Budget Forms for details.) 

1. An annual report must be presented to theCouncil on March 1 of each fiscal year(except FY17) 

and will include the following.: 
a. A completed Program Summary Status Form and Budget Form (Attachments E and F of 

Reporting Procedures) and 

b: A completed Project Reporting Form and Budget Form for each project in the program 
(Attachments C and E of Reporting Procedures). 

~ 

2. A proposal request must be presented to the Council on September 1 of each fiscal year and will 
include the following: 

a. A completed Long-Term Program Proposal Form and Budget Form 
(http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invites); .and 

b. ·A completed L~ng~Term Project Proposal Form and Budget Form for each project in the 
Program (http:/ /evostc.state.a k.us/i ndex.cfm ?FA=pubs .invites). 

I LONG~TERM IV!ONITORING OF MARINE CONDITIONS AND'INJURED RESOURCES PROGRAM. 

In the 26 years since the Spill, it has become apparent that the ecosystem can undergo profound 
changes and that such ~hanges may hinder a 'return to pre-Spill conditions. The 1994 Restoration Plan 
recognized that recovery from the Spill would likely take decades. The Plan set aside a Restoration 
Reserve from the natural resource damages settlement funds to provide for long-term observation of 
injured resources and services and for appropriate restoration actions into the future. To further this 
effort, in 1999 the Council also supported the development of a long-term research and monitoring 
Program. 

The Council's goals for post-Spill long-term monitoring have two components: monitoring the recovery 
of resources from the initial injury and monitoring how factors other than oil ma'y inhibit full recovery 
·or adversely impact recovering resources. This second type of monitoring involves collecting data on 
physical and biological environmental factors that drive ecosystem-level changes. The information that 
is produced from such monitoring may be used to manage individual Injured species and resources. 
However, such· data are increasingly valuable in illuminatiri'g the larger ecosystem shifts that i'mpact 
and influence a broad variety of species and r:esourc'es injured by the Spill. · · 

Monitoring these changes provides useful data to natural resource management agencies and 

interested parties that allows for adjustment to their activities and management strategies to adapt to 
current conditions and further support the recovery of injured resources. The Counci'l has· a history of 

supporting oceanographic monitoring by helping to establish and fund long-term data collection 
projects. In this-initiative,· the C~uncil envisions developing partnerships with scientific entities or 
consortia able to sustain those data collections, to maximize Council funding, to develop science-based 
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<;_ 

products that will inform the public of changes in the environment and the impacts of these changes 
. ' - . 

on injured resources and seryices. 

. . ., ' 

An integrated monitoring Program requires information .on environmental drivers anc;f pelagic and 
benthic components of the marine ecosystem. Additionally> while extensive monitoring data has been . . 

collected th.us far through Council-funded projects, as well as from other ;;ources, and made publicly 
available, much of that information needs to be assessed holistically to understand the range of factors 
affecting individual species and the ecqsystem CJS a whole:· 

In 2012, during the previous cycle of this invitational process, the Council selected a multi~disciplinary . 
team head~d by the Alaska Oc~an Observing System (AOOS), Prince William Sound Science Center 
(PW~sc}, and NOAA to begin wo~k on a,five~year integrated-long-term monitoring Program, the Long-

. . ' 

Term Monitoring Program, also known as Gulf Watch Alaska. The FY17-2llnvitation. is an open, 
competitive invitation and seeks to continue an integrated monitoring Program which maintains 
continuity and builds upon the efforts of the first five-year cooperative agreement. 

. . ' 

For the FY17-21 Invitation, the Council anticipates funding this long-term Program at up to 

$11,050,000 (not including 9% GA) for the e!Jtire five-year term. Funding may be proposed as .. 

unevenly allocated ar:nongthe. fhre-yearterm,.as appropriate to the proposed activities. Any multi­
year funding must be approved annually by the Council. In addition,_projections offuture funding 
are dependent upon investment funds, which are affected by marketfluctuations. 

The Council has discussed specific ecosystem components that are of particular interest and include 
environmental drivers, pelagic monitoring, and benthic monitoring. The following are examples of the 
types of projects in each ar~a that could potentially be part of~ comprehensive monitoring Program. 
The list is based on projects that have been funded in the past and provided important information or 
work that may provide further insight into the current status of PWS. This .list is not compre_hensive 
and the prqjects listed are not mandatory. 

To be eligible for funding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance. or acquire the 

·equivalent of natural resources inj1.1red as a result of the Spill or the reduced or lost services provided 
by these resources. In addition, proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994 . . ~ . 

Restoration Plan. Please also refer to the 2014 lnjureq Resources and Services List Update for detailed 
information, {See References.) · 

Areas of interest (in no particular order): 
Environmental Drivers . . .· - . . 

1. The monitoring of oceanographic conditions, including water temperature, saHnity, and turbidity,. · 
with a sampling design that yields insight into either the broad region of PWS or meaningful sub­
regions of PWS, particularly in support of biological studie.s conqucted by th~ .Prc:>grams. 

2. An assessment of the transport of nutrients between the Gulf of Alaska and PWS and the effects on 

PWS biological production over time. 
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Pelagic Monitoring· 

1. Monitoring projects conducted as part of the first five-year program for killer whale, humpback 
whale, seabirds, and forage fish have proven useful in addressing management objectives and 
program hypotheses. Continuity of existing data sets is encouraged but any proposals should 
include a justification of the proposed monitoring methodology. The ·humpback whale project may 
be submitted under the herring Focus Area detailed above. 

2. An evaluation of the possible effects of climate charige on the pelagic ecosystem. 

Nearshore Monit'oring 

1. Monitoring programs conducted as part of the first five-year Program in the nearshore have proven 
to be useful in addressing agency management. objectives and Program hypotheses. Continuity of · 
existing data sets is encouraged but any proposals should include a justification of the proposed 
monitoring methodology. 

2. An evaluation of the possible effects of climate change on the nearshore ecosystem. 

Conceptual Modeling 
In contrast to the prior five-year invitation, the Council will not provide. funding in ·FYl7-21 to projects 
focused on conceptual modeling. 

Considerations Applicable to Proposers . 

0 

The following are mandatory requirements for potential proposers. proposals that do not meet each 0 
of these criteria will be considered non-responsive. to the Invitation and excluded from the review 
process. Interested Program proposers must email their contact information and Program of interest 
to dfg.evos.invitation@alaska.gov by February 1, 2016 to be added to a list of interested proposers on 
the EVOSTC Website to facilitate coordination among pote.ntial proposers. 

· Program proposers must demonstrate that they have: 
1. A proposal thi:lt is focused within the Spill-affected area. 

, 2. A proposal that responds to the call for a Long-Term Monitoring of Marine· Conditions and Injured 
Resources· Program, as described in this Invitation. 

3. A proposal that provides a clear description of Program objectives, explains how these objectives 
support the management objectives of natural resource managers and their services in the Spill 

area, and how such objectives further the Council's mission of recovering injured natural resources 
and their services. · · 

4. A proposal for a Program that complies with the Council's founding documents and relevant· 

policies and procedures. {See References.) 

5. An existing administrative structure to manage funds and projects; the proposer may be an existing 
organization or collaboration among existing entities and individuals. 

14 
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6. A structure to communicate with the _Council through the Program Lead regardless of the structure 
of the individual proposers; they must produce a single, comprehensive proposal. . . ~ ' ' 

7. A Program Lead who will work with and be responsive to the Council's objectives and 
requirements. 

. . ... . ' . . ·- . 
8. · A Program Lead who will facilitate the most cost-effective and scientifically-supportive stream of 

funding a~ong. the parties and projects involved in a manner that minimizes administrative costs. 

' ~ l ' 

9. A Program Lead who is.capable of integrating data from all of t_he individual projects in their 
program to inform the program's annual proposals and individual. project protocols and design. 

• t ' -

10. A Program Science Pane!' to review· potential and existing projects and give guidanc~ and oversight 
on the Program's design and implementation to the Program Lead(s). The panel cannot contain 

members who are participating in projects funded through the program in FY17-21. : 

11. The ability and commitment to make all data, documents, ana·annual arid final repor):s available 
electronically to the public according to explicitly stated timelines and reporting requirements. 

12. A process to provide scientific peer review for approval of final reports, as appropriate. 
·.:. 

• L~ f 

13. A plan for ensuring individual project compliance with reporting and data submission and quality o _policies: (See References.) 

0 

14. Established realistic and detailed timelines and milestones specific to the individual p-rojects· and 

the overall Program; Must demonstrate: a credible, feasible, and detailed administrative structure 
and scientific implementation of the Program,-,including project·team qualifications (education, 
experience, related work efforts, proposed time\ commitment, past performance), and availability 
of facilities and other requirements necessary for Program success~ This would inClude a power or 

.. ~ensitivity (;!nalysis of the proposed samplfrig design and objedives fo~ each individua( project. 

15. A publi,c ·outreach plan focused on providing information. to_t~e Trustee Agenci_es fo.r use, in ~heir 
·respective outreach and educati.on materia.ls. This information may include a summary of Program 
highlights or summary ~f key po-ints for the agencies to incorporate in their ongoing outreach 
efforts. A list of TrustAgency outreach contaCts will be provided to the Program proposer selected 
by the Council for funding. Outreach efforts by the Prqgram sho'uld focus on developing and 
maintaining accurate and timely content for the Program's website as a primary source of 
information on the Program: Any additional outreach materials that include information not 
contained in.publically-available proposals or. annual reports must be approved by the Council 

office prior to public circulation. Materials should be brief and dire~t the target audience to t~e 
Program's website. The cost of outreach. eff9rts for this Program should not exceed $30,000 per· 

year. 
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The followin.g are mandatory requirements for individual project proposers within a Program proposal. Q 
Proposals that do not meet each of these crit~ria will be consi.dered non-responsive to the Invitation 
and excluded from the review process. These include: 

1. Project proposals that seek to continue addi,ng new data to data sets collected in the first five-year 
Prograr:n using the same protocols and project design must provide an assessment ofthe past 
protocols and project design in terms of their appropriateness for achieving the proposed project 
and Program goals. If changes to past protocols and project design are needed or if a new 
approach to project design is proposed, the proposal must include a justification for the changes 
including rationale based on statistical analyses such as power or sensitivity analysis of the 
proposed sampling design. 

2. Project proposals that seek to begin work that was not undertaken in the first five-year program 
must provide a justification of how the project will provide data useful to addressing mana·gement 
objectives and Program hypotheses. 

· The following are preferred requirements for potential proposers. Proposers that meet these . 
requirements will be rated more highly during the review process. Th.e Council prefers a long-term 
monitoring Program that: 

1. Continues to reassess the Program's progress and relevancy and considers newly-available 
technologies;. 

2. Demonstrates an understanding and synthesis of existing scientific literature, research results, and 0 
scientific knowledge that includes outcomes of prior Council work; 

3. Demonstrates an effective and balanced use of funds, Including establishing approp~iate 
collaborations with other organizations and,experts, achieving the most efficient use of funds, and 
taking advantage of existing infrastructure; 

. . 
4. Provides a detailed plan for local.and Alaska Native community involvement in the Program. The 

degree to which the activities ofthe proposed program allow involvement wi~h local communities 
and incorporation of local kno\1\fledge will vary, but. interaction with communities is required .. 
Reviewers· will give additional consideration to proposals that demonstrate meaningful community 
involvement and/or make use of local and traditional ecological knowledge. · ' 

The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal yearofthe program. The.submitted· budget 

for each year shall include the staffing and funds necessary to meet these requirements. (Seethe· · 
Council's Reporting Procedures and Budget Forms for details.) · 

I 

1. An annual report must be presented to the Council on March 1 of each fiscal year(except'FY17) 

and will include the following: 
a. ·A completed Program Summary Status Form and Budget Form (Attachments Eand f.of 

Reporting Procedures) and 

b. A completed Project Reporting Form and Budget Form for each project in the Program 
(Attachments C and E of Reporting Procedures). 0. 
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2. A funding request must be presented to the Council on Septemper 1 of each fiscal year and will 

include the following: . _ 
. a. A completed Long-Term Program Proposal Form and Budget Form 

·. (http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invites) and 

-. 
b. A completed Long-Term Project Proposal Form and Budget Form for each project in the 

Progra 111 (http:/ /evostc.state.a k.us/i ndex,cfm?FA=pubs .invites). 

I DATA MANAGEMENT PROGRAM . · .... ' 

The Council faces challenges in ensuring that critical data and the products of the Long-Term 
Monitoring and Herring Programs ar.e-available to the _general science anq natural resource . 
management communities, both now· and into the future. The data must also be useful for gainingan 
effective understanding of the effects of the Spill, recovery status of affected ecosystems, and the 
potential for restoration and/or managem~nt ,actions to facili~ate the recovery of injured resources and 

' ~ . . . . ' ' 

services. 

This call for a Data Management Program requires a comprehensive Program to meet the data needs 
of both the Herring and Long-Term Monitoring Programs and their individual rese9rchers. Potential 
prqposers In this Focus Area will be required to provi~e a coordinated and collaborative plan created in 
consultation with the Program Lead(s) from each. team. A list of parties interested in submitting 
Herring and.Long-Term Monitoring Program proposals wil.l be .. posted on the Council's website. 

ln-2012, in the previous cycle of this invitational process, the Council selected the Alaska Ocean 
Observing System (AOOS) and the National Center for Analysis andSynthesis (NCEAS)to build and 
maintain a data management system that would serve the needs of the Herringand Long-Term 
Monitoring Programs and the Council. The current data system contains over 40GB of shared data 
from over 35 ·Program projects and provides a web-based portal for file sharing and Program 
information. Information on the data collected as part of the FY12-16 Data Program can be found on 
the Council's website and on the Gul(of Alaska Data Portal. (See References) 

The FY17-2llnvitatlon is an open, competitive invitation and seeks to continue a Program which 
maintains continuity and builds upon the efforts of the fir~t five-year cooperatiVe agreement. The 
Council expects the funding request for the Data Management ,Program to decrease to levels required 

. to maintain the infrastructure that was completed in the first five-year Program without further­
visualization development. 

For the FY17-21 Invitation, the Council anticipates funding this data management Program at up to 
$1,000,000 (not including 9% GA) for the entire five-year term. FuncUng may be proposed as· 

unevenly allocated across the five-year term, as appropriate to the proposed activities. Any multi­
year funding must b~ approved annually by the Council. In a!=ldition, projections of future funding 

are dependent upon investment funds, which are affected by marketfluctuations. · 
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A proposal for a Data Management Program must address the following: 
1. The Program should be prioritized_ to meet the needs of the Herring and Long-Terrn Monitoring 

Programs with respect to data accessibility and preservation. Detailed information on how. the 
data P~ogram meets the needs of the herring and· long-term monitoring Programs and their 
individual projects will be required. 

2. Any data collected by the Programs and provided to the Data Management Program for processing 

must be able to be transferred to the Council at its request with no further cost. An explicit 
statement of how data will be delivered at the endof the term or the termination of the contract 

must ~e included. 

3. Data collected must be made publicly available upon written approval by the Herring_ or Long-Term 
Monitoring Program Lea'ds. 

4. Data and any associated infrastructure must be archived at a minimum of two independent off-si'te 
locations. The locations of the archives must ·be geographically distributed to guard against data 
loss from natural disasters or technical failure. 

Considerations Applicable to Proposers 

0 

The following are mandatorY requirements for potential proposers. Proposals that do not meet each 
of these criteria·wi.il be considered non-responsive to the Invitation and excluded from the review 
process. Interested Program propose·rs must email their contact ·information and Program of interest 
to dfg.evos.invitation@alaska.gov by February 1, 2016 to be added to a list of interested proposers on 0 
the EVOSTC website to facilitate coordination among potential proposers. 

Proposers must demonstrate that t_hey have: 
1. A proposal which responds to the call for a Data Management Program, as described in this 

Invitation. ~ ·-

2. A proposal for a Program that complies with the Council's founding documents and relevant 
policies and procedures. (See Rejerence,s.) 

3. An existing administrative structure to manage funds and deliverables; the proposer may be an 
existing organiza~ion or coUaboration among existing entities and individuals. 

4. A structure to communicate witb the Council through a single Program Lead; regardless ofthe 
structure of the proposer, they must provide a single, comprehensive proposal. 

5, A Program Lead who will work with and be responsive to Council's objectives and requirements. 

·. 6. A Prograrrl' Lead who will facilitate the most cost-effective and technically-supportive stream of 

funding among the parties. 

7. The technical infrastructure and experienced personnel required to make all data, documents, 
annual and final reports available electronically both to the researchers and to the public based on 
a clearly defined timeline of deliverables. 
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8. Plans to continue to reassess the Program'.s progress and ·relevar~cy and consider newly-available 
technologies. 

9. Demonstrated an effective and balanced use of funds, including establishing appropriate •u 

col.laborations with other organizations and experts, achieving the most efficient use of funds, and 
taking advantage of existing infrastructur~. . . . 

10. Established realistic and detailed timelines and milestones Specific to individual tasks and the 

overall Program. 

11. Demonstrated a credible, feasible, and detailed administrative structure and technical 
implementation of the Program, including project team qualifications (education, experience, 
related work efforts, proposed time commitment pastperformanceL· and availabilityoffacilities 
and other require~e.nts necessary for Program success. . . . . 

The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal yearofthePro&ram. The submitted budget 
for each year shall include the staffing and funds necessary to meet these requirements. · 

1. An annual report must be presented to the Council on March 1 of eachfiscal year (except FY17) 
·and will .include the following: . . . · 

a. A financial accounting of any Council funding received in the past year induding a 

comparison of the requested budget versus the actual budget and 

b. A summary of any individual projects funded, including brLef annual reports from ea~h: 

. I - . 
2. A funding request must be presented to the Council on September 1 of each fiscal year and will. 

include the following: ' · 

a. A completed Data Management Program Proposal Form and Budget Form 
(http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invites) and 

b. A'completed Data Management Project Proposal Form and Budget Form forany individual 
projects in the Program (http://evostc.state.ak~us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invites). 

I CROSS-PROGRAM PUBLICATION GROUPS 

.The Council seeks proposals from a group of researchers interested in focusing.on producing an 
integrated manuscript publication(s). The propos(! I must be for integrative, cross-discipline, novel. 
work that cuts across Programs and would, at a minimum, integrate data from the Herring and Long-. '( . . - ' 

Term Monitoring Programs. The goalof this Foc.us Area is to promote collaboration between the 

Programs and to assess the data collected by the Programs; natural resource management agencies 
and other organizations to provide a broader context of the status.of the ecosystem in the Spill area. 

The proposed group must include a least one researcher from both the Herring and Long-Term . 
Monitoring Programs. Additional members of the proposed group are not required to have previous 0 experience with EVOSTC. Funds available ·under this Focus Area cannot be .utilized for additional data 
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collection. Proposals received in response to this Focus Area will be reviewed independently and,. 
while a proposal may be of any reasona.ble length, proposals are anticipated to be fewer than five 
pages. 

. ' ~ 

The final report for each group will be a manuscript(s) published in a peer~reyiewed scientific 
publication. If the group is unsuccessful in publishing their manuscript, other options may be approved 
in consultation with the· EVOSTC Executive Director and Science Coordinator. 

For the FY17-21 Invitation, the Council may fund up to three proposals over the five-yea~term for a 
maximum of ,$50,000 (not including 9% GA) per proposal.. Proposals are due to the Council on 
September 1, 2016 through September 1, 2020 for work pr'oposed in FY17 thro1,.1gh fY21, 
respectively. Funding may be proposed as unevenly allocated across the five-year term, as 
appropriate to the proposed activities. Coun~il multi-year funding must be app~oved annually by the 
Council. In addition, projections offuture funding are dependent upon investment funds, which are 
affected by market fluctuations. 

Considerations Applicable to Proposers 
The following are mandatory requirements for potential proposers. Proposals that d_o not meet each 
of these criteria will be considered non-responsive to th~ Invitation and excluded from the review 
process. 

Proposers must demonstrat~ that they have: 

0 

1. A proposal that is focused within the Spill-affected area and has the primary objective of providing 0 
data interpretation that furthers the Council's goals of understanding the effects of the Spill on the 
natural resources of PWS, the effects of potential other stressors that may be preventing the full 
recovery of natural resources, and possible restoratJon or management actions that may facilitate 

. the recovery of natural resou'rces; 

2. A proposal that includes at least one researcher from both the Herring and long-Term Monitoring 
Programs. Additional group members are not required to have any experience with the EVOSTC 
and can be from any organization, agency, or Program. 

3. A proposal that responds to the cross-Program publication groups Focus Area, as described in this 
Invitation; 

4. A proposal that complies with the Council's founding documents and relevant policies and 

procedures; {See References.) 

5. A Group Lead responsible for comm11nication with the Council; (regardless ofthe ·structure ofthe 
proposers, a single, comprehensive proposal must be submitted for each group) and · 

6. Targeted peer-reviewed scientificjournal(s) that can provide their finally published articles for. 
public use without additional charge to the user (Open Access). Publications that will not allow 

papers for use without a.dditional cost to the user cannot be considered. 
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The following aremandatorv requirements forea~hfiscal.yearoffunding: The submitte~ budge_rfC?r: 
each year shall include the staffing and funds necessary to meEtt these requirements. 

1. An annual. report must be presented to the Council on March .1 of eachfiscal ye~rand will includ~ 
the following: · · . · · · · · .. 

a. A financial accounting of any c:;ou_ncil funding received in the past year including a,. 
comparison of the requested budget versus the actual budget 

b. A brief annual report summarizing the past year's work .. 

2. A funding request must be pr~sen~ed to the Council on Septernqer i.of ea~h fiscal year and will 
include the following: 

a. A completed Cross-Publication Group Project Proposal Form and Budget Form 
(http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invite~) 

I LINGERING OIL 

,. . 

One of the most surprising revelations from two decades_ of re~earch and restoration efforts since the 
Spill is the persistence of subsurface oil in the intertidal environment in a relatively un-weathered 
state. This oii, estimated in 2004 to be around 97.2 metric tons (or 23,000 gallons), is.contained in 

. . 

discontinuous patches across beaches that were initially impacted by the Spill 
(http://www.evostc.state.ak.us/static/PDFs/LingeringOiiReport.pdf). The patches cannot be visually 
identified on the beach surface, but their presence may be a source for exposure to oil for resources 
that se~k food in. sediments where the oil persists. Survey. work funded by the Council indicated that 

the oil is decreasing at a rate of ze'ro to four percent per year, with only a five percent chance that the 

rate is as high as four percent. As a result, oil has persisted for decades. 

Passive and subsist~nce uses were significantly impacted by the Spill and this has affected the overall 
health of the communities in Prince William Sound. The presence of lingering oil has also impacted the 
public's perception of the spill ar~a, who no longer views it as the pristine environment that was 
present before the spill occurred. This perception has' continued to preclude full recovery for some 
passive and subsistence uses. It may require additional resources to evaluate,. monitor, and redress the 
impact of lingering oil on these uses in the spill area. An important function of this information 
gathering would be to pass this information backto the communities and the general public. 

Other Council efforts to date have included the development of a spatial probability model which has 
been used to identify beach segments with a high likelihood of persistent oil· and the identification-of 
the factors limiting the degradation. of the oil, and evaluation of remediation treatment options. A 
project funded for FY15 has identified the locations where heavier amounts of lingering subsurface oil · 
are expected, evaluated the feasibility of various methods of restoring these sites, and estimated the 
costs.of the s.elected methods. This project is currently undergoing peer review. 

Upon receiving additional information from these current .lingering oil studies and the resolution of the 
Reopener, the Council will evaluate whether there is a need for undertaking additional restoration 

measures in habitat with lingering subsurface oil. Thus, no prospective funding amount has been 
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proposed._ Additional" information related to this Focus Area may be made available after the Council's 
fa II 2015 meeting. 

Lingering Oil proposals funded under this Invitation may be proposed off-cycle and as single-year 
projects or multi-year projects. All multi-year projects require funding to be authorized annually by 

the Council. As in the past, the Council has not established a set amount offunding for projects in 
this Focus Area. · · 

Considerations Applicable to Proposers 
The following are mandatory requirements for potential proposers. Proposals that do not meet each 
of these criteria will be considered non-responsive to the Invitation and excluded from the review 
process. 

Proposers must demonstrate that they have: 
1. A proposal which demonstrates a clear linkage to injured natural resources:or services; 

2. kproposal which is focused within the Spill-affected area; 

3. A proposal which responds-to the lingering oil Focus Area,. as described in this Invitation; 

4. The ability !3!1d cornmitment to make all data; documents, annual and final reports available 
~lectronically to the public according to an explicit timeline of deliverables;_ 

5. A Lead PI responsible for c:omm~nication with the Council regardless of the structure of the 
propose~s. A single, comprehensive proposal must be submitted for each project; and · 

6. A proposal.that complies with the Council;s founding do!=uments and relevant policies and 
procedures. {See References.) 

IV. Additional Evaluation of Proposals 

A. Policy and Legal Review 
To be eligible for funding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance or acquire the 
equivali:mtof natural resources injured as a result of the Spill or the reduced or lost services provided 

by these resources. In addition, proposals must be consistent with the policies contained, in the .1994 
Restoration Plan. Council staff will review each proposal for responsiveness to this Invitation, 
completeness and for adherence to the format .and instructions contained in this document. A legal 
and policy review of each proposal submitted pursuant to this Invitation may be conducted by federal· 

and State attorneys. 

• Proposers should also note that the following activities, in general, will not be considered for use of 
Council funding: (1) activities that constitute legally required mitigation for the adverse effects of 
an activity regulated or otherwise governed by local, state or federal law; (2) activities that are .. 
required by a separate consent decree, court order, statute or regulation; and (3) activities that 
constitute "normal agency activities" that the government would have conducted had the Spill not· 
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• 

occurred. (See Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree betwe~n the United States & the 

State of Alaska, Aug .. 29, 1.991). 

Program or project proposers that ·have received funding previously f(om the Council will b~· 
evaluated on their past performance. Proposers that are delinquent in submitting any required 

interim and final reports to the Council or that have otherwise performed unsatisfactorily will be 
not be considered for future funding. Submitting all overdue deliverables t.o the Council by 
September 1, 2016 requalifies the proposer for funding.· 

B.· Council Science Review 
Council staff, Trust Agency staff, and the EVOSTC Science Panel review the proposals and, as 

appropriate and as schedules may allow, may provide written comments for project refinement to the 
Progra'm Lead(s) or Proposer. These reviewers will provide funding· recommendations to the Executive 

Director. 

C. Public Advisory Committee Review 

The Council's Public Advisory Committee (PAC), representing a cross-s.ection of interest groups affected 
by the Spill, reviews the proposals and provides the Council with funding recommendations. 
Evaluation factors· to be considered by the PAC include, among other criteria that may be identified by 
the PAC, whether and how the proposal achieves the requirement·of restoring, replacing, enhancing or . 
acquiring ·the equivalent of natural resources injured as a result of the Spill orthe reduced or lost 
services provided by these· resources. 

D. Annual Work Plan · 

Annually, the Council's Executive Director provides the recommendations and comments of the. 
Council's Public Advisory Committee, EVOSTC Science Panel, other Council advisors and Council staff to 
develop an annual draft Work Plan for the Council's review. This draft Work Plan compiles ·all of the 
items comprising the ·council's restoration Program budget for the following fiscal year: Program and 

project proposals for the fiscal year, as well as Council administration costs .. 
··, . 

E. Trustee Council Decision 

To assist in their decision as to which proposals will be selected for funding, the Council may take into 
consideration the recommendations of the Exe.cutive Director, Science Coordinator, public comment, 
Public 'Advisory Committee; Trust Agency:-staff, and EVOSTC Science Panel. These recommendations 
are purely advisory in nature and the final decisions are at the sole discr.etion of the Council members. 
Unanimous agreement of all six Council members is required to-fund a proposal. It is anticipated that 
fuhding decisions for FYl7 (i.e., approval of the Work Plan) will be made at a Council meeting in 
October/November 2016 and funding will be released Fe·b. 1, 2017. 
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V. Instructions for Submitting a Proposal 

A. What to Submit 

The EVOSTC website has a webpage for information, updates ·about this Invitation, and submittal 
forms for each Focus Area at: http://www.evostc.state.ak.us/index.efm?FA=pubs.IP 

Program proposers must email their contact information and Program of interest to 
dfg.evos.invitation@alaska.gov by February 1, 2016 to be added to a list of interested proposers on 
the EVOSTC website to facilitate coordination among potential proposers. 

Please submit an electronic copy of the proposal package by Aprill, 2016, 5:00 PM AKDT to: . 

Elise Hsieh, Executive Director at dfg.evos.invitation@alaska.gov . . 

Proposal forms must be composed using Microsoft Word with figures and tables embedded. Budget 
forms must be composed using Microsoft Excel. The proposal and budget forms should not be· 
modified to include additional information not specifically requested. PDF files will not be accepted. 

For sub":Jissions by a consortiull} or organization that did submit a proposal under the FY~2-16 
Invitation, please .provide any changes in the information below. For submissions by a consortium or 

. organization that did not submit a proposal under the FY12-161nvitation, please provide the 
following information in addition to the Program and Project Proposal forms (Appendices A-E) for 

the organization or each member of the consortium: 

1. Information on Consortium or Organization 
a. Years in existence. 
b. Current and future sources offunding.-
c. Current staff size by area'of expertise (e·.g. science management, administration, IT, etc.). 
d. Audited financial statement covering pastthree years. 
e. Information about facility, including location, ownership, authority to use, size, and resources 

available. 
f. Statement confirming proposal and related activities are consistent with the founding, 

authorizing documentation of the .Proposer's organization. 
g. Number of members of the organization's existing science or technical review panel. If no panel 

curren.tly exists, please note as such . 
. h. Number of-members of the organization's existing public advisory committee or mechanism for: 

public involvement. If no group currently' exists; please note as such. 

i. Name and resume of the Program Lead(s) and any key staff. This should include a summary of 
the experience of the Program Lead(s) in managing large and complex scientific programs. 

j. Capabilities of existing IT infrastructure to make _data and reports publically available. 

2. Experience with EVOSTC . 
a. Amount of funding received by the organization or individual PI's from EVOSTC currently or in 

the past and listing of projects funded. Note, however, that except in the case of Cross-
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Program ~ublication proposals, prior experience with EVOSTC is not a requirement to be 
eligible to recei\,(e funding. ,, . . 

b. A statement that the proposer has read and clearly understands the. Council's founding · 
• • .. . " • • • • • • . • '· <' 

documents and the policies and procedures that are relevant to the proposal. Any conflicts 
between the Council's policies and procedures and the proposer's should be addressed in ~his 
section. 

3. Current Areas of Study and Funding Sources . 
a. Listing of the current areas of study for each organization and amount of funds released for 

' . . .·.' . . 

each area annually. 
b. Experience of each organization with the Focus Areas of this Invitation must be addressed in 

the proposal. However, past experience with the Focus ArE:!aS is not a require.ment for a 
..., . proposer to· be eligible for Council funding. " 

c .. Amounts and'fu.nding sources for any matching funds that would be available in support of the. 

proposed pr,ogram or individ~al projects. 

' ' 

4. Collaboration/Coordination. 
a. ·Experience working with state, federal, and private entities to co~plete projects. 
b. Experience' working with local and tribal communities ·in the Spill area: 
c. Outreach plan that details the types of outreach envisioned and the audience for each type. 

' ,, 

VI. References 
EVOSTC Founding and other Documents are available at the Council's ~ebsite (evostc.state.ak:us), 
including the items listed below. 

Information, proposal forms, and updates for this Invitation can be found at: 

http:/ /evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.IP . 

The fol,lo~ing can be found at: http://evostc~state.ak.us/index.efm?FA=pubs.listkeyDocs 
• Memorandum of Agreement and Corise'nt Decree betWeen the United States &the state of Alaska· 

(Aug. 29, 1991) 
• Agreement and Consent Dec~~e be.tween the Unit~d States! the State.~of Alaska, and Exxon·. 

Corporation (Sep. 20, 1991) · 
• Governments' Memorandum in Support of Agreement and Co~sent Decree (Oct. 8, i991) 
• Exx'on Valdez Oil Spill Restorat'ion Plan (Nov. 1994) · · · · 

2CJ14 Status of Injured Resources & Services: 

http:/ /evostc.state.a k. us/i ndex.cfm ?FA=status. injured 

EVOSTC Policies and Procedures: 
http:/ /evostc.state:ak.us/index.cfm?FA=policies.home 

Integrated Herring Restoration Program (IHRP): 

http://evostc.state.ak.us/static/PDFs/IHRP%20DRAFT%20M%20July%202010.pdf 
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FY12-16 Herring Researchand Monitoring Program including Data Management: 
http://evostc:state.ak.us/index.efm?FA=projects.herringResearch · 

FY12-16 Long-Term Monitoring Program: 

http:/ I evostc.sta te .a k. us/i ndex.cfm ?FA=projects .g ulfWatch 

FY12-17 Gulf of Alaska Data Portal: 
http:/ /porta l.aoos .org/gulf-of ~a las ka .php 

VII. Non-Discrimination Statement' 
The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council administers its programs free from unlawful discrimination 
against any persons based on race, religion, color, national origin, age, sex, physical or mental 

disability, marital status, pregnancy, or parenthood. Each state and federal agency that implements 
programs funde9 by the Council also has legally mandated anti-discrimination policies that apply to any 

contracts entered .into as a result of this FY17:-2llnvitation. To obtain more information about the 

anti-discrimination policies of individual agencies, see the links provided below for that agency. 

USDA: http://www.usda.go~/wps/portal/usda/usdahome?na~id=NON_DISCRIMINATION 
NOAA: http://www.eeo.noaa.gov/ 

USDOI: http://www.doi.gov//pmb/eeo/index.cfm 
ADF&G: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=home.oeostatement 

ADOL: http://doa.alaska.gov/dop/eeo/ 
ADEC: http://doa.a.laska.gov/dop/eeo/ 

VIII. Appendices 
Electronic forms are available for download at http:/ fevostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm ?FA=pubs.IP 
Appendix A- Herring and Long-Term Monitoring Program Prqp~sal Form . 
Appendix B- Data Management Program Proposal Form ' 
Appendi~ C -Herring and Long-Term Monitoring Program P,roject Form. 

. ' l 

Appendix D- Crqss-Progra m Publication Group Propos a I Form 
Appendix E- Lingering Oil Project Proposal Form 
Appendix F- Herring, Long-Term Monitoring and Data Management Program Project Budget Form 
Appendix G- Cross-Program Publication Group and Lingering Oil Project Budget Form 
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FY16 EVOSTC Annual Budget 
ebruary 1, 2016- January 31 , 2017 

A of 11.03.15 

For the actual amounts authorized for funding during a particular fiscal year, please see the Annual Funding 
Overview (AFO). 

This budget provides a 12-month allocation of Trustee Council activities. The program components are: 

• Administration Management 
• Data Management 
• Science Program 
• Public Advisory Committee (PAC) 
• Habitat Protection Program 
• Trust Agency Project Management & Federal Funds Transfer 
• Trust Agency Funding 
• Alaska Resources Library & Information Services (ARLIS) 

The budget estimates detailed within program components are projected based upon prior-year actual 
expenditures and include estimated merit-step increases, as well as payroll benefits increases. The component 
items cover operational costs of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Office and administrative costs 
associated with developing, implementing, and overseeing current Trustee Council program objectives. 

DRAFT FY 16 EVOSTC Annual Budget 11.03. 15 
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BUDGET SUMMARY INFORMATION - $2,520,420 
The Council ' s FY16 Annual Budget is funded by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Investment Fund Research and Habitat sub­
accounts, which are 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 . 

Component FY15 Budget FY16 Budget 

Administration Management $729,754 $725,560 
Data Management $68, 125 $67,035 

Science Program $300,420 $502,621 
Public Advisory Committee (PAC) $20,6 11 $18,094 

Habitat Protection Program $668,758 $678,330 

Trust Agency Proj ect Management $339,395 $252,849 

Trust Agency Funding $2,180 $35 ,970 

Alaska Resources Library & Information Services (A RLIS) $ 189,782 '$239,96 1 

Total $2,319,025 $2,520,420 
($20 I ,395 more than FY 15) 

8-Year Annual Budget Comparison FY09 - FY 16 
Component FY09 FYIO FYI I FY12 FY13 FYI4 FYI5 

Administration $720.572 $804,663 $8 13,693 $708. 137 $726,893 $7 10.545 $729.754 

Data Management $210,902 $149,991 $152.080 $137,885 $57. 143 $63,874 $68,125 

Science Management $696,129 $468,539 $231 ,336 $287,471 $160,662 $286.877 $300,420 

~ ~-'"'ic Information & Outreach In Admin. In Admin. In Adm in. In Admin. In Admin. 
~ $183.665 $136,850 Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt 

Public Advisory Committee $20,611 (PAC) $48,505 $37,605 . $37,060 $16,132 $16.486 $19.047 

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

$339,395 Management $354,339 $367,033 $339,774 $297.5 10 $297.51 0 $326,312 
Trust Agency Funding $29,975 $29,975 $29,975 $1,199 $1 ,635 $1,962 $2,180 

Alaska Resource Library & $189,782 Information Services $177,565 $166,372 $137,11 9 $7 1,182 $75.406 $118,304 
Total $2,530,652 $2,270,028 $1,834,123 $1,711,790 $1,544,046 $1,769,555 $2,319,025 

8-Year Cost by Component Type Comparison FY09 - FY 16 

Cost Type FY09 FYIO FYI I FYI2 FYI3 FYI4 FY15 
Personnel $1 ,433 ,092 $1 ,312, 115 $1 , 11 2,766 $913,325 $959,996 $1 ,070,942 $1 , 180,246 
Travel $78,000 $69,000 $67,000 
Contractual $795,607 $632,480 $473 ,095 
Commodities $ 15 ,000 $34,000 $32,500 

Equipment $0 $35,000 $24,500 

Subtotal $2,321,699 $2,082,595 $1,682,681 

GA-9% $208,953 $187,433 $151 ,442 

Total $2,530,652 $2,270,028 $1,834,123 

DRAFT FY 16 EVOSTC Annual Budget 11.03.15 
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$45, 100 $23 ,000 $104,300 $8 1,995 
$554,775 $395 ,634 $407,040 $826,305 

$32,250 $28,70 I $26, 163 $32,000 

$25,000 $9,225 $ 15,000 $7,000 

$1,570,450 $1,416,556 $1 ,623,445 $2,127,546 
$ 141 ,340 $127,490 $146,110 $191 ,479 

$1,711,790 $1,544,046 $1,769,555 $2,319,025 
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Total FY16 Annual Budge_t from 
Habitat Sub-Account 

Habitat $678,330 

Total FY16 Annual Budget by·Agency from 
Habitat Sub-Account 

ADOL 
(through Total 

0 
Total $678,330 

ADF&G DO! Budget 
Cost Type ADF&G RSA) ADNR FWS DOIBLM 

Personnel $0 $34,521 $90,000 $25,000 $6,000 $155,521 
Travel $2,500 $0 $2,500 $0 $0 $5,000 
Contractual $85,000 $0 $71,000 $303,800 $2,000 $461,800 
Commodities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal $87,500 $34,521 $163,500 $328,800 $8,000 $622,321 
GA-9% $7,875 $3,107 $14,715 $29,572 $720 $56,009 

Total $95,375 $37,628 $178,215 $358,392 $8,720 $678,330 

Total FY 16 Annual Budget from Research Sub-Account 

Admin Management $725,560 

Data Management $67,035 

Science Program $502,621 

Public Advisoiy Committee $18,094 
Trust Agency Project 

Management $252,849 

Trust Agency Funding $35,970 

ARLIS $239,961 

Total $1,842,090 0 
Total FY16 Annual Budget by Agency from Research Sub-Account 

LO funding Total 
To be DO! DO! DO! DO! Budget 

Cost Type ADF&G Determined* ADEC NOAA USGS FWS SEC OEPC USFS 
Personnel $762,819 $0 $0 $75;000 $55,972 $12,000 $25,000 $7,100 $9;ooo $946,891 
Travel $57,500 $0 $0 $2,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $59,500 
Contractual $415,100 $150,000 $0 $ $90,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $655,100 
Commodities $20,500 $0 $0 $0 $4,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $24,500 
Equipment $4,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $4,000 

Subtotal $1,259,919 $150,000 $0 $77,000 $149,972 $12,000 $25,000 $7,100 $9,000 $1,689,991 
GA-9% $113,393 $13,500 $0 $6,930 $13,497 $1,080 $2,250 $639 $810 $152,099 

. Total $1,373,312 $163,500 $0 $83,930 $163,469 $13,080 $27,250 $7,739 $9,810 $1,842,090 

*The overall amount of the budget includes $163,500 for Lingering Oil in the Science Program component. 
Agency cost distribution to be determined. This table to be updated upon agency determination. 
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ADMINISTRATION MANAGEMENT - $725,560 

FYI5 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FY16 Total 

Comparison Budget 

Personnel $497,014 $446,576 

Travel $5,500 $5 ,500 

Contractual $145 ,485 $189,575 

Commodities $19,500 $22,000 

Eguil'_ment $2,000 $2,000 

Subtotal $669,499 $665 ,651 
GA-9% $60,255 $59,909 

Total $729,754 $725,560 
($4, 194 decrease: 20% ofLtbranan ' s time moved from Admin to ARLIS) 

PERSONNEL - $446,576 

Position 
Range 

Months 
Monthly 12-Month 

/Step Cost Cost 
Executive Director - Elise Hsieh 28/F 12 $15,271 $183 ,254 
Librarian III - Helen Woods 20/A 2.5 $9,067 $22,668 
Associate Coordinator - Cherri Womac 18/L 12 $10,426 $ 125,115 
Administrative Manager - Linda Kilbourne 19/E 12 $9,628 $1 15,539 

Personnel Total $446,576 
Cost mcludes benefits . Ltbranan 12-month allocatiOn split Admm (20%) & ARLIS (80%). 

TRAVEL - $5,500 

These funds are for travel support for meetings and trainings. 

CONTRACTUAL- $189,575 

• 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. 

• Administrative Support $38,000 
Administrative funds are budgeted to provide services and consultation (Lauri Adams) to the Executive Director with the 
administrative functions of the EVOSTC office. 

• 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 $22,150 
These funds support an Agreed-Upon Procedures (AUP) contract (currently Elgee, Rehfeld, Mertz) for the review of 
targeted financial transactions of the Trustee Office and agencies receiving EVOSTC funds. 
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• Investment Services Contract $8;000 0 
These funds support investment consultation services (currently Callan Associates) in association with the Investment 
Working Group. · · " 

• Telephone and Internet Service $7,650 
These funds are for recurring charges for telecommunications, increased bandwidth, teleconferencing meetings, and long 
distance phone services. Also includes annual cell phone flllowance each for ED and AM. 

• Public Notices $2,100 
These funds are for advertising Trustee Council public meetings and workshops in newspapers in the spill-affected areas. 

. . . 

• Postage & Courier Services $325 
These funds are for US Postal Service mailings, express mailings, and courier services beyond those provided under 
interagency supplies below. 

• Transcription $1,900 
These funds are for the transcription service contract to record and preserve Trustee Council meetings. 

• Recycling, Shredding and Water Service $3,200 
These funds are for recycling and shredding; and water service to provide coffee, tea; and water for meetings held at the 
EVOSTC office .. 

. . 

~ Interagency Contracted Services . $16,000 
These funds are for the Trustee Office's share of the Reimbursable Services Agreement costs relating to the EPR 
Telecommunications, Computer Services, ADA, Central Mail and AKSAS & AKP A Y charge-backs paid by all ADF &G 
divisions. These costs are based on the number of full time positions divided by the total cost. 

COMMODITIES - $22,000 

• Office Supplies 
These funds are for miscellaneous office supplies, paper, toner, meeting materials, etc. 
complete the official record._ 

• Trustee Council Meetings 

$6,500 
Also includes supplies needed to 

$3,500 
These funds are for materials and incidentals for one teleconferenced and one in-person TC meeting. 

• Admini.strative Operations . . . 
These funds are for unanticipated expenses due to the e-xtensive tailoring of the budget. 

$8,000 

• Interagency Supplies $4,000 
These funds are for the Trustee Office's share of USGS costs including office supplies, postage usage, office equipment 
usage, Glen Olds Hall receptionist. · · · · · 

EQUIPMENT - $2,000 

' These funds are to purchase equipment (i.e. fax, scanner, and /or printer) as needed to meet the needs ofthe.EVOSTC 
office as equipment ages out. · 
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AGENCY DISTRIBUTION: 

Admin Management 
Cost Category 

Personnel 
Travel 
Contractual 
Commodities 
Equipment 

Subtotal 
GA-9%-

Component Total 
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ADF&G USGS TOTAL 

$446,576 $0 $446,576 
$5,500 $0 $5,500 

$99,575 $90,000 $189,575 
$18,000 $4,000 $22,000 

$2,000 $0 $2,000 

$571,651 $94,000 $665,651 
$51,449 $8,460 $59,909 

$623,100 . $102,460 $725,560 
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DATA MANAGEMENT- $67,035 

FY15 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FY16 Total 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $0 $0 

Travel $0 $0 

Contractual $54,000 $58,500 

Commodities $3,500 $ 1,000 

Equipment $5,000 $2,000 

Subtotal $62,500 $61 ,500 

GA-9% $5,625 $8,535 

Total $68,125 $67,035 
. . 

($I ,090 decrease: no antiCipated equipment needs) 

PERSONNEL- $0 

TRAVEL-$0 

CONTRACTUAL- $58,500 

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

• IT Services RSA: Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game $58,000 
The funds are for supporting the IT needs of the Trustee Council office ($44,000 for Sport Fish IT group and $14,000 for 
DAS IT group). 

COMMODITIES - $1,000 

• Computer Software, Hardware & Upgrades $500 
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 - $2,000 

These funds are for replacement of existing equipment and/or new equipment purchases. 
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0 

0 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

Data Management 
Cost Category 

Personnel 
Travel 
Contractual 
Commodities 
Equipment 

Subtotal 
GA-9% 

Component Total 
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As of 11.03.15 

A,DF&G 
TOTAL 

$0 
$0 

$58,500 
$1,000 
$2,000 

$61,500 
$8,535 

$67,035 

' \ 
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As of 11.03.15 

SCIENCE PROGRAM- $502,621 

FY15 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FYI6 Total 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $0 $70,000 
Travel $58,995 $43 ,500 
Contractual $216,620 $347,620 
Commodities $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $275,615 $461 ' 120 
GA-9% $24,805 $41 ,501 

Component Total $300,420 $502,621 

($202,201 mcrease: support of ADF&G for science data personnel and Lingering Oil) 

PERSONNEL- $70,000 
These funds are for ADF&G in support of data requests by EVOS researchers, information requests of the Science Panel, 
and archiving of historical data and monitoring activities. 

TRAVEL - $43,500 

• 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 $3,000 
This provides travel support costs for the EVOSTC Science Coordinator to represent EVOSTC at Trustee Council, PAC, 
annual Long-Term Programs ' workshops and/or meetings, Science Panel, and other meetings as deemed necessary by the 
Executive Director. 

• Science Panel Meetings $34,000 
These funds support travel for the Science Panel, Science Coordinator, and Executive Director (approximately I 0-11 
participants for 2 days) . The Science Panel typically meets once a year, but due to FY16 reviews of the FY17-21 invitation 
and the FY16 Project/Proposal submissions, two (2) Science Panel meetings are required in FYI6 . Costs for the Science 
Panel's participation [contractual services] are paid out of authorized contracts. 

Spring 2016: Review ofFYI7 Invitation proposals. $17,000 

Fall 2016: Review of revised FY 17 Invitation proposals and FY 17 Work Plan $17,000 

CONTRACTUAL- $347,620 

• Science Coordinator Contract: Catherine Boerner of Natura Consulting $120,120 
This contract provides science management services including project management, proposal coordination, implementation 
and oversight, and Work Plan support. 
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0 

0 

0 

As of 11.03.15 

• Science Panel $75,00() 
The Science Panel provides advice, and feedback to the Executive Director and Council. Their work includes: providing 
funding recommendations on scientific proposals to the Executive Dll:ector, providing assistance on special projects at the 
Executive Director's or Trustee Council's request, and participating at one in-person meeting. 

The members are: Gary Cherr, Douglas Hay, Gordon Kruse, Steven Morgan, Roger Nisbet, Charles Peterson, and John 
Stachowicz. Each contract covers services provided for the period of February 1, 2016 through January 31, 2017, and 
payable by actual time invoiced. The contracts are set at $10,000 for current members. 

• Peer Review Contracts $2,500 
To ensure the scientific integrity of findings, and to assist with the review of the Council's programs, the Trustee Council 

· requires peer review by nationally-recognized experts within applica?le scientific and technica1 disciplines. 

• Lingering Oil (LO) Update and LO Remediation Alternatives Paper $150,000 
Funding for a 2016 Update to the 2010 Lingering Oil report and for a paper to provide information regarding EVOS LO 
remediation alternatives. Th~ papers are anticipated to be prepared for a review in late spring by the EVOSC ~ublic 
Advisory Committee, followed by a Council review and meeting. The papers will be drafted and contributed to by Trust 
agency staff, with ADOL, ADEC, USGS and NOAA leading the effort. Contributors and reviewers are still being 

· identified and lined up; the EVOSTC Executive Director will distribute. the funding when contributors are confirmed. 
. . 

COMMODITI~S...:. $0 

EQUIPMENT- $0 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION:--

Science Program 
Cost Category 

Personnel 
Travel 
Contractual 
Commodities 
Equipment 

Subtotal 
GA-9% 

Component Total 
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ADF&G· 
TOTAL 

. -

$70,000 
$41,500 

$197,620 
$0 
$0 

$309,120 
$27,821 

·$336,941 

::i' 

LO Update NOAA 
Agency to TOTAL 

TOTAL 
Be 

Determined 
$0 $0 $70,000 
$0 $2,000 $43,500 

$150,000 $0 $347,620 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$150,000 $2,000 1 $461,120 
$13,500 $180 $41,501 

$163,500 $2,180 $502,621 
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Asof11.03 .15 

PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PAC)- $18,094 

FY15 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FY16 Total 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $6,909 $7,100 
Travel $9,500 $6,500 
Contractual $1 ,500 $1 ,500 
Commodities $1 ,000 $1 ,500 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $18,909 $16,600 

GA- 9% $1 ,702 $1 ,494 

Component Total $20,611 $18,094 
($2,517 decrease: PAC travel decreased due location of members) 

PERSONNEL- $7,100 

Annual funds are provided for the designated federal officer (DFO - currently Philip Johnson) assigned to the PAC as 
required by the Federal Advisory Committee Act (F ACA). This individual coordinates with the EVOSTC Associate 
Coordinator in the scheduling of meetings and reviews the developed 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 - $6,500 

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 $650 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 . 

COMMODITIES - $1,500 

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

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

PAC Cost Category 
Personnel 
Travel 
Contractual 
Commodities 
Equipment 

Subtotal 
GA-9% 

Component Total 
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ADF&G 

$0 

$6,500 
$1 ,500 

$1 ,500 
$0 

$9,500 
$855 

$10,355 

DOI-OEPC Total 

$7,100 $7,100 
$0 $6,500 
$0 $1 ,500 
$0 $1 ,500 
$0 $0 

$7,100 $16,600 
$639 $1 ,494 

$7,739 $18,094 
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As of 11.03. 15 

HABITAT PROTECTION PROGRAM- $678,330 

FY15 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FY16 Total 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $219,739 $155 ,521 
Travel $5,000 $5 ,000 
Contractual $380,800 $461 ,800 
Commodities $8,000 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $613 ,539 $622,32 1 
GA-9% $55,219 $56,009 

Component Total $668,758 $678,330 
($6,778 decrease: ADOL reduced to one quarter-t1me FTE funded pos1tion) 

PERSONNEL- $155,521 

• ADOL $34,521 
Funds are provided for an RSA to cover salary costs for designated ADOL personnel (currently Jennifer Schorr) 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 provided 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) . ADNR also provides any needed determination regarding the State 's long-term 
management of restoration lands. 

• DOI-FWS/001-BLM 
Funds provided to assist with habitat acquisitions, easements, timber rights, etc. 

DOI-FWS 
DOI-BLM 
Total 

TRAVEL - $5,000 

Funds provided for necessary designated travel. 

CONTRACTUAL- $461,800 

$25,000 
$6 000 

$31 ,000 

$31,000 

• EVOSTC HABITAT SUPPORT $85,000 
Funds are provided for contracted habitat support personnel (Lauri Adams of Adams Strategic Consulting) to provide 
services regarding habitat acquisitions, easements, timber rights, etc ., and information to the public and Council regarding 
this program. 
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As of 11.03.15 

• TRUST AGENCY HABIT AT SUPPORT $30,000 
Funds are provided in support of agency efforts to bring viable proposals to the Council for consideration; expenses include 0 
the review of due diligence efforts (appraisal, appraisal review, environmental clearances, survey requirements, title 
reports, etc.) required by sponsoring agencies. The purchase of any interest in. land requires additional Trustee Council 
review and approval. 

ADNR 
DOI-BLM 
Total 

$28,000 
$2 000 

$30,000 

• HABITAT PROTECTION PROGRAM SUPPORT $303,800* 

1 (Includes $91,800 for appraisal costs and 
expenses related to title review, ~azmat review, survey review, and due diligence activities. 

Funds are provided in support.of Great Land Trust's efforts, through USFWS, to bring viable habitat proposals to the 
Council for consideration, as per the Proposal dated 09/01/15. The purchase of any interest in land requires Trustee Council 
review and approval. 

• ADNR- MAP UPDATE & INTERPRETIVE INFORMATION $43,000 
As the prima.rY trust agency for the EVOSTC Habitat Protection Program, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) is responsible for holding title for restoration lands and limited interests in lands, as funded by the Council. The 
DNR Land Administration Records (LAS) and the EVOSTC Habitat Protection and Acquisition Catalog require periodic 
review and updates of land status. The Catalog was last updated in 2006 and DNR, at the direction of the Council office, is 
currently working on an update. This task includes intensive title research and identifying LAS data that is incorrect with 
regard to EVOSTC-funded properties and includes researching what projects took place in the interim, researching each. 
project to determine the interests acquired and the associated costs, writing project narratives and creating associated GIS 
maps,. including resolution of land status discrepancies. Correcting this data will allow DNR reference maps to display 
accurate land status for such properties. Accurate record keeping and maintenance is vital to the overall management of 
EVOSTC lands and for the dissemination of information, including in responding to inquiries by the public, media and 
governmental agencies. These funds will be transferred to ADNR through an RSA (Reimbursable Service Agreement) 
when needed to perform the tasks. 

COMMODITIES- $,0 

EQUIPMENT- $0 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

Habitat 
ADF&G 

Cost Category 
Personnel $0 
Travel $2,500 
Contractual $85,000 
Commodities $0 
Equipment $0 

Subtotal $87,500 
GA-9% $7,875 

Component Total $95,375 
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ADOL 

$34,521 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$34,521 
$3,107 

$37,628 

ADNR 
DOl- DOl-

· Total 
FWS BLM 

$90,000 $25,000 $6,000 $155,521 
$2,500 $0 $0 $5,000 

$71,000 $303,800 $2,000 $461,800 
$0 $0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 $0 

$163,500 $328,800 $8,000 $622,321 
$14,715 $29,572 $720 $56,009 

$178,215 $358,392. $8,720 $678,330 

Pg. 14 of19 

0 

0 



Asofii.03.15 

TRUST AGENCY RESEARCH PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND FEDERAL FUNDS 
TRANSFER - $252,849 

FY15 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FYI6 Total 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $310,372 $230,972 

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

Subtotal $3 11 ,372 $23 1,972 

GA-9% $28,023 $20,877 

Component Total $339,395 $252,849 
. . 

($86,546 decrease: Shifting from upfront forecasted funds to attachmg funds to mdividual projects for support, such as 
NEPA analysis.) 

PERSONNEL - $230,972 

Project Management- USGS & NOAA- $130,972 

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 financial 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 - Pete Hagen 
NOAA - Shawn Carey 
NOAA - Bonita Nelson 
TOTAL 

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

$55,972 
$5,000 

$35,000 
$35 000 

$130,972 

This funding provides for partial support 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 

Trustee Council Investment Funds - Federal Account and Transfer - $25,000 

This funding provides for a Federal Budget Officer (currently Bruce Nesslage) to process Investment Fund transfers and 
account requests . 

TRAVEL - $1,000 

This funding provides travel support for the Herring Program Coordinator to attend the annual HRM PI meeting in 
Anchorage. 
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CONTRACTUAL- $0 

COMODITIES - $0 

EQUIPMENT - $0 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION: 

Agency 
Project 

Management ADEC ADF&G ADNR 
Cost 

Category 
Personnel $0 $75 ,000 $0 
Travel $0 $1 ,000 $0 
Contractual $0 $0 $0 
Commodities $0 $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal $0 $76,000 $0 
GA-9% $0 $6,840 $0 

Component 
$0 $82,840 $0 

Total 

DRAFT FY 16 EVOSTC Annual Budget 11.03 .15 
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DOl/USGS 

$55,972 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$55 ,972 
$5,037 

$61 ,009 
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As of 11.03. 15 

USFS NOAA FWS DOl/SEC Total 

$0 $75 ,000 $0 $25,000 $230,972 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $1 ,000 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$0 $75,000 $0 $25,000 $231 ,972 
$0 $6,750 $0 $2,250 $20,877 

$0 $81 ,750 $0 $27,250 $252,849 
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As of 11.03.15 

TRUST AGENCY FUNDING - $35,970 

FYl5 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FY16 Total 

Comparison Budget 

Personnel $0 $33 .000 

Travel $2,000 $0 

Contractual $0 $0 

Commodities $0 $0 

Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $2,000 $33 ,000 

GA-9% $ 180 $2,970 

Component Total $2,180 $35,970 

PERSONNEL - $33,000 

Trustee Council staff support funding at the request of the Trustee. 

ADF&G - David Rogers or other ADF&G staff 
USFS - Ron Britton or other USFS staff 
DOl /FWS - Veronica Varela or other FWS staff 
TOTAL 

TRAVEL- $0 

CONTRACTUAL- $0 

COMMODITIES- $0 

EQUIPMENT- $0 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

Trustee Agency 
ADF&G ADEC 

Cost Category 
Personnel $12,000 $0 
Travel $0 $0 
Contractual $0 $0 
Commodities $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $12,000 $0 

GA -9% $1,080 $0 

Component Total $13 ,080 $0 
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$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

NOAA FWS 

$0 $12,000 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$0 $12,000 
$0 $1,080 

$0 $13,080 

$ 12,000 
. $9,000 
$12 000 
$33,000 

USFS 

$9,000 
$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$9,000 
$810 

$9,810 

DOl-
SEC 

$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 
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$0 
$0 
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As of 11.03.15 

ALASKA RESOURCES LIBRARY & INFORMATION SERVICES- $239,961 
(ARLIS) 

FY15 Total 
Cost Category Budget for FY16 Total 

Comparison Budget 
Personnel $146,212 $159,243 
Travel $0 $3 ,000 

Contractual $27,900 $57,905 
Commodities $0 $0 
Equipment $0 $0 

Subtotal $174,112 $220,148 
GA-9% $15,670 $19,813 

Component Total $189,782 $239,961 
($50, 179 mcrease: 20% ofL1branan's time moved from Admm to ARLIS) 

PERSONNEL- $159,243 

Position 
Range 

Months 
Monthly 

Total Cost 
/Step Cost 

Librarian III - Helen Woods 20/A 9.5 $9,067 $86, 137 
ARLIS or UAA Staff 6 12,184 73,106 

Personnel Total $159,243 
Cost IS with benefits. L1branan 12-month allocatiOn split between ARLIS (80%) & Admm (20%) 

Funding provides two librarians (80% Librarian III salary, plus 50% ARLIS/UAA staff salary) to meet the ongoing 
information and research needs of the Trustee Council staff, Public Advisory Committee, researchers, and the general 
public. Staff manages the EVOS collection at ARLIS and represents the Trustee Council on the ARLIS Management 
Team. With the reorganization in 2009-20 11 , 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. Funding was increased in FY 15 to ensure staffing levels were 
appropriate to meet the EVOS information needs of government agencies, NGOs, researchers, the media, and the public. 

TRAVEL- $3,000 

Funding provided for training. 

CONTRACTUAL- $57,905 

ARL1S 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 digitized the Project Files (1989-present) and Chief Scientist files (1992-2002) and 
was completed in January 2015. Phase 3 digitized 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). Phase 4 will digitize the EVOSTC Official Record (1991-present), and project data and other EVOS 
documents housed at ARLIS. See proposal dated 09/02/2015. 
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As.of ll.Q3.15 

COMMODITIES- $0 

0------------------------

0 

0 

EQUIPMENT- $0 

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION: 

ARLIS 
Cost Category 

Personnel 
Travel 
Contractual 
Commodities 
Equipment 

Subtotal 
GA-9% 

Component Total 
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Total 
$159,243 

$3,000 
$57,905 

$0 
$0 

$220,148 

$19,813 

$239,961 
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THE STATE 

0 
01ALASKA· 
GOYER-NO!~ BILl, \>VAI.KER 

I 

Department of 
Fish and Game 

DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
Headquarters Office 

1255 West 8th Street 
P.O. B.ox 115526 

Juneau. Alaska 99811-5526 
Main: 907.465.4210 

Fax: 907.465.:2604 

l September4, 2015 

0· 

0 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
4210 University Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99508-4626 

Ex..r:on Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council members: 

I am writing to request $70,000 in FY16 to help ADF&G meet data requests by EVOS researchers, 
information requests from the Science Panel, and archiving of historical data and t;nonitoring ·activities 
so they are readily CJ,vailable for EVOS and ADF&G needs now and in the future. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Gamehas spent approximately $200,000 annually o~ Prince 
William Sound herring research and monitoring. This includes $30,000 of staff time to provide data and 
assistance for EVOS projects, but this amount of stafftime has not been sufficient to meet the needs of 
EVOS researchers .. As a result, there ~re outStat1di_ng requests fro111 ~VOS researchers and the Science 
Panel that have not been fulfilled. While ADF &G will continue to provid,e $30,000 of staff tjme to assist 
with EVOS projects in FY16, the department is not able to increase the funding for staff time due to 
recent budget cuts and the $30,000 alone will not be enough to provide EVOS researchers the time and 
support that they need. The $70,000 would provide salary for existing ADF&G database and biologist 
staff (if their time can be reallocated to this pr<;>ject) or for a long-term, non-permaJlent hire to assist· 
with: 

• . archiving of historical age-sex-length data into the ADF&G database, 
• disseminating age-sex-length data to EVOS·researchers for ip.clusion in the Herring Portal 

(EVOS database), and 
e constructing an ArcGIS ~hape file with historical records of s~rvey coverage and biomass 

estimates from ADF&G acoustics SUrVeys as requested by the EVOS Science panel. 

These funds would also enable ADF&O to respond ·more quickly to future J;:VOS data requests for age­
sex-length and acoustic-coverage data. The allocation of funds wouldbe: 



0 

I . '. 

0 

0 

-2-

--·-------------------
Data type 
Herring age-sex-length 

Acoustics cov~rage and 
biomass estimates 

9% General administration fee 
To_tal 

l)escription of work. 
Database configuration, data entry and proofing, 
dissemination to EVOS researchers 
Construct ArcCHS shape file with historical acoustics data 

Value 
$35,000 

$29,220 

$5,780 
$70,000 

·I believe these funds would facilitate providing EVOS researchers and the Science Panel information for 
which they have been waiting and would.benefit both EVOS and ADF&G. 

TliMic you for your consideration. 

;;;:_~ 
Sherri Dressel, Ph.D. 
Statewide Herring Fisheries Scientist 
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EVOSTC Great Land Trust Spill Area Ecosystem 
Habitat Conservation Project 

YEARS 4 (FY16) & 5 (FY17) 

Prepared for Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
September 1, 2015 

Project Summary 
Great Land Trust (GLT) requests funding from the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 
Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Habitat Acquisition Fund to continue work on 
multiple 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 carries 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 
ofthe spill area in 2014, the second year ofthe 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 year three, GL T completed 
outreach to all key landowners within the spill area and initiated several 
new projects. During years four and five , GL Twill continue to do 
outreach with key landowners and initiate new projects and complete 
existing projects throughout the entire spill area. 

GLT works closely with EVOSTC, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and the Alaska Departments of Natural Resources and 
Law in order to complete these projects . GL T actively seeks 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 three and four. 

Project Narrative 

Statement of Need 
This project seeks to contribute to the objectives of the EYOSTC to aid in 
the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and viability ofthe 
resources injured by the EYOS. 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 four (FY 16) of a multi-year 
project. 

Conserving lands and waterways essential to the quality of life ond economic health ofSoutlrcentral Alaska. 
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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 ofNatural Resources and State Parks, USFWS, Army Corps of Engineers, 
NOAA, Alaska Native Corporations, Ducks Unlimited, Pacific Coast Joint Venture and 
numerous private businesses and landowners. GLT has experience raising and managing 
significant public and private funding, having completed nearly $15 million in conservation 
projects over the last 48 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 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. GL T 
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 Yz 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 mo11itor and address the conservation needs 
of the property annually. 

Knik Islands Conservation Project: 
The Knik Islands Conservation Project was completed in the fall of2011 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 wildlif~ 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 rnade possible through resources set aside to offset habitat losses 
associated with the expansion of the Port of Anchorage. 

Update on Year 1- 3 Project Accomplishments 

This FY20 16 proposal will fund year four of a multi-year project. During year one, 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. GL T staff also met with the Kodiak 
Borough Mayot, Manager and staff from Mental Health Trust Land Office. In addition, GLT · 
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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 Se11. 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 g~thering 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. Potential pr~jects that have emerged from the meetings and 
site visits' include parcels on northern Afognak Island as well as parcels on Kodiak Island itself. 
GLT has obtained confirmation of landowner interest and ordered appraisals for a number of 
these parcels. Great Land Tru'st has also applied for and received $1,000,000 matching funding . 
from USFWS for one of the potential Afognak Island projects and is working on acquiring other 
matching funds for one or more of the projects on Kodiak Island. · 

. During year two, GLT staff traveled to Kodiak several times to meet with agency staff and key 
landowners to continue work on due diligence activities. and negotiations for a number of 
parcels. GLT continued working on the Northern Afognak Island and the Triplet Islands project 
- which was approved by the EVOS Trustee Council, the AK State Legislature, and the 
Governor- and also started more work on Kodiak projects. For the Northern Afognak and 
Triplets project, due diligence is nearly complete and a draft purchase and sale agreement has 

· been completed. During this period GL T continued meetings with EVOS staff, federal agency 
realty officials including USFWS, NPS, and USPS, 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 subsurfac·e 
ownership for the entire spill area. Maps of the prioritization and land status are attached. 

In year three, 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 a number of 
parcels. GLT reached conceptual agreement with landowners on several projects and continues 
to negotiate those projects. The Northern Afognak Islands and Triplets project is moving forward 

' with a draft purchase and sale agreement in review by the landowner and a subsurface valuation 
completed by the appraiser. A second Phase 1 was recently completed and a property survey of a 
portion of the .property was completed during year three, It is anticipated that this project will. 
close' by the end of2015. · 

GLT also met with a landowner who has holdings in the Kachemak Bay State Park area to 
develop potential projects. GLT presented to this landowner and the landowner is now reviewing 
several priority parcels for consideration. GLT has been working with State Parks and DNR 
officials to determine if they are willing to sponsor the project.· 
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GLT also met with a landowner regarding a potential project on Northern Afognak Island, just 
east of the project already approved by the EVOSTC. This project was previously attempted with 
EVOS funds but .failed due to valuation differences. GLT will order an appraisal for this project 
soon. GLT has been working with State Parks and DNR officials to determine if they are willing 
to sponsor the project. GLT has also been working with another landowner, pursuing the 
purchase of a 2,000-acre parcel on the western side of Northern Afognak Island. We anticipate 
ord~ring the appraisal in the next several months. GLT also met with landowners within Prince 
William Sound and the Kenai Fjords area. GL T has developed maps of subsurface and surface 
ownership throughout this area, which guide the selection process. And lastly, during year three, 
GLT met with NPS and a landowner with inholdings within Kenai Fjords National Park. The 
EVOS Trustee Council voted to support appraisals for eight parcels owned by this landowner. 
NPS has been working to secure an appraisal for all eight parcels this summer. 

The Final Draft Prioritization was completed in June 2014. GLT will continue to work with 
agency staff and landowners to improve the data quality and prioritization results. 

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. GLT will continue to 
implement a multi-year project within the entire spill area. GLT 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 projeds 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 
GLT intends to adhere to the following conditions regarding project methodology.that have been 
previously approved by the council in prior years of the contract. The following conditions are 
from the original fundingEVOSTC Resolution 13-03 and thereafter have been adopted by 
reference into the Proposal: 

a. The funds are to be used by GLT, as described in the Proposal, to facilitate the 
acquisition oflands and interests in lands (e.g., fee title, conservation easements, 
mineral rights, timber rights) important to the conservation a,nd 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; 
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c. GLT 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 of Natural Resources (ADNR), and 
the Alaska Department of Law (ADOL); 

d. GLT shall ensure that any' entity that 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 sitevisits; 

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 shall 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 reasona_ble and adequate public notice· about the proposed 
acquisition and an opportunity for public comment. 

Great Land Trust proposes to carry out the project objectives in the. EVOS area through a 
multi-step process: · 

1. Project Identification 
GLT will ~se a recently completed conservation prioritization for the entire spill area to 
identify habitat with the highest conservation value (see Prioritization maps). 
These prioritizations incorporate the latest information on land ownership 
including all projects previously completed with EVOS funding. All unprotected private 
lands, in addition to State lands owned qy 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. 

2. Landowner Contact 

3. 

CGLT 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 will meet frequently with agency and EVOSTC staff during this phas~ of the project 
to get feedback on the projects that seem to have the most promise. 

Appraisal 
GL T 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 appni.isal will be completed only if the initial range of values 
is acceptable to both the buyer and the seller. 
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4. Matching Funds Partner 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. Final Project Completion 
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 Milestones: 

February 1, 2015- January 31, 2016 
Complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spi ll 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 and help 
facilitate or execute habitat protection transactions in collaboration with state and/or 
federal project sponsors 

February 1, 2017 -January 31, 2018 
Co-complete due diligence on 2-3 additional spill area projects. 
Submit additional spill area project packages to EVOSTC for full funding and help 
facilitate or execute habitat protection transactions in collaboration with state and/or 
federal project sponsors 

Year4 YearS 
Budget: (FY16) (FY17) 

Feb I, 20I6 -
Feb I, 2017 -

Jan 3I , 20I7 
Jan 3 I, 20I8 

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. 
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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 ~.---s_ 
~. $:3 03 ,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. ln 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 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 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 of the 
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. 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 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 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 33 land conservation projects totaling 
over 11 ,000 acres in south central Alaska, including over 45 miles of salmon streams. GL T has 
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professional staff skilled at carrying out complex land transactions. GL T has been nationall y 
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 Award by the Region 7 Director of USFWS for 2011. 
fn addition, GLT recently became the first land trust in Alaska and one of only 300 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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EVOSTC Document Digitizing Project 

Phase 4: 

EVOSTC Official Record (1991-Present) 

September 2; 2015 

PROPOSAL SUMMARY 

In 1:;'ebruary 2013, the EVOS Trustee Council began a multi-phase project to digitize select 
EVOSTC files for ease and Speed 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 ofthe Restoration Planning Work Group (RPWG) and Restoration PlanFinal 
Environmental Impact Statements (FEIS) and was completed in December 2013. 

Phase 2: Completed: Funded for FY14, this phase addressed a need identified by the National 
Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) to digitally consolidate project 
information which could not be completely-accommodated in the EVOSTC project database. , 
This included correspondence documenting the administration of projects, letters of support, and 
publicity as well as project information predating the project database. TheEVOSTC Project 
Files 1991-2009 and the Chief Scientist Files 1992-2002 have been digitized as the first step in 
consolidating the project information into one location. Additional EVOSTC database work is 
needed to complete the consolidation. 

Phase 3: in progress: This phase was funded in FY15 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) 
• Community Involvement (1996-2000) 

The project is on schedule to be completed by January 31; 2016. 

Phase 4 Proposal: This phase proposes to digitize the EVOSTC Official Record (1991-present), 
design ARLIS catalog retrieval structure, and create catalog records and finding aids for the file 
collections that comprise the EVOSTC Official Record.· 
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PROPOSAL DETAILS 

Need: Digitization of EVOSTC Official Record files for ease and speed of retrieval , to facilitate 
web access where appropriate, save future storage/office space and expense, and ensure long­
term preservation of information . 

Background: Alaska Resources Library and Information Services (ARLIS, www.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, ARLJS 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, L].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. ARUS is open to the public and also 

serves the university community, non-profit organizations and the private sector. ARLIS is 

directed by the ARLIS Management Team, which is responsible to the ARUS Founders Board. 

The Board consists of directors from the above founding agencies. 

ARLIS serves as the EYOSTC repository for EYOS-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) . 

Scope: Phase 4 of the project will digitize the EVOSTC Official Record (1991-present). The 

final deliverables will be a collection of searchable full-text digital versions ofthe documents 

contained in these files, inclusion in the ARLIS catalog, and finding aids indexing the file 

collections within the EVOSTC Official Record . The digitized documents wi II be provided to 

the EVOSTC office to be added to the intranet by EYOSTC staff or associated lT staff. The 

digitized documents and finding aids will support EYOSTC staff in responding to questions 
pertaining to the Official Record ; electronic files will reduce response time and ensure a 

complete response. The documents will be indexed in the ARLlS catalog, and will be ready to 

link to the ARLIS website and catalog for public availability. The linking of selected file 

collections via the ARLIS website and catalog is planned for Phase 5 of the EYOSTC Document 

Digitizing Project. 

EVOSTC Official Record (1991-present) : Volume - 107 boxes; 1600 inches; 320,000 pages. 

The EVOSTC Official Record Files document the Trustee Council decision-making process. 

Comprised of 26 discrete categories of record types, and housed in twelve four-drawer file 

cabinets and several boxes, this file collection is largely letter- sized papers in folders or binders, 

with some documents contained with staples, clips, or rubber bands. Some items have comb or 
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0 glue bindings. The collection ·contains some handwritten items and notes, oversize documents, 
postcards and newspaper pages. 
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Process: Scanning will be performed froni originals to ensure image quality and collection 
completeness. Non-print items, such as audio or videp tapes, CDs or DVDs, and documents 

I 

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 input as specified for handwritten documents. Boxes 

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

EVOSTC staffwill: 

• Provide ARLIS with instructions as needed, including guidance on file names. 

• 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. 

• Identify items protected by copyright that will not be scanned, and provide citations for 
these. items, to be included in the digital collection. 

• Box the files, label the boxes, and route them to ARLIS in batches via the UAA courier; . 

• 
• 

Unbox andre-file the documents after scanning . 

After delivery of the digital documents, work with EVOSTC IT staff to add the files to 
the EVOSTC intranet. 

ARLIS staff will:. 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

' . 

Design cataloging structure appropriate to the EVOSTC Official Record; create.catalog 
records for each file collection 

Create finding aids for ease of use in locating needed records . 

Prepare the document.s for scanning, including removing staples, other fasteners, and/or 

bindings. 

Scan each file into a separate electronic file, including alr file folder contents, post-it 
notes, and the folder itself, if there are notes written on it or fastened to it. 

Apply Optical Character Recognition (OCR) software to each file for searchability . 

Provide each file with an appropriate file name via a specified naming convention that 

identifies the file collection and provides for ease of retrieval. 

Create metadata for handwritten documents, as needed . 

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

Re-fasten each document to pre-scanning condition and return to ~he original folder or 
binder. 

Return the folders and binders to the appropriate box and return the boxes to the 

EVOSTC office via the UAA courier. 
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• Deliver the digital documents to the EVOSTC office. 

Final Deliverables: The final deliverables of Phase 4 ofthe EVOSTC Document Digitizing 

· Project will be a collection of searchable full-text digital versions of the documents contained in 

the EVOSTC Official Record. The digitized documents will be provided to the EVOSTC office 

for addition to the intranet and website by EVOSTC staff or associated IT staff. Digitized 

documents will be indexed in the ARLIS catalog as 26 discrete file collection series, and will be 

held on the document servers as part of the ARLIS collection for public availability. 

Timeline: This project will begin February 1, 2016 and be completed by January 31, 2017. 

Future phases will include scanning of continuing Official Record documents to maintain 

currency ofthe collection, and web linkage of document~ for public access. 

Budget: 

Staffing Tasks Cost Funding 
Project labor EVOSTC Official Record-1 07 boxes- $325 per box $34,775 

Prep, scan, return documents to pre- (includes 
scanning condition, QA, create metadata as support services 
needed, and collection tnmsfers and supplies) . 

Librarians Technical Services-Project $75/hour $16,050 
Supervision/Catalo~ing oversight-214 
hours 

Cataloger- Index/Create catalog records~ 
120 hours $59/hour $7,080 

Total $57,905 

4 



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 

DRAFT Work Plan for 
Fiscal Year 2016 

Issued September 29, 2015 
Revised November4, 2015 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
4210 University Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99508-4650 
Tel: 907-278-8012 Fax: 907-276-7178 

-ww.evostc.state.ak. us 



EVOSTC Work Plans 

Prepared by: 

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 

SAM COTTEN 

Commissioner 
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game 

LARRY HARTIG 

Commissioner 
Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation 

TERRI MARCERON 
Forest Supervisor 

Chugach National Forest 

US Department of Agriculture 

Draft 11-4-15 

CRAIG W. RICHARDS 

Attorney General 
Alaska Department of Law 

JIM BALSIGER 

Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 

MICHAEL JOHNSON 
Special Assistant to the Secretary for Alaska 

Office ofthe Secretary 

US Department of the Interior 

0 

0 

0 



0 

0 

0 

The. Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees Council administers its programs free from unlawful 
discriminationagainst any persons based on race, religion, color, national origin, age, sex, 
physical or mental disability, marital status, pregnancy, or parenthood. Each state and federal· 
agency that implements programs funped by the Trustees Council also has legally mandated 
anti-discrimination pol_icies that apply to any contracts entered into as a result of this FY2016 
Work Plan. To obtain more information about the anti-discrimination policies of individual 
agencies, click on the link provided below for that agency. 

USDA: http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usda/usdahome?navid=NON_DISCRIMINATION 

NOAA: http:/ /www.eeo. noaa .gov I 

USDOI: http://www.doi.gov//pmb/eeo/index.cfm 
. . 

ADF&G: http://www.adfg·.a.laska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=home.oeostatement 

ADOL: http://doa.alaska.gov/do.p/eeo/ 

ADEC: http://doa.alaska.gov/dop/eeo/ 

Draft 11-4-15 



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 11-4-15 

4210 University Drive 

Anchorage, AK 99508-4650 
Attn: Draft Fiscal Year 2016 Work Plan 

907-279-8012 

1-800-4 78-77 45 
Collect calls will be accepted from fishers and boaters who call 

through the marine operator. 

907-276-7178 

elise.hsieh@alaska .gov 
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FY16 Proposal Funding Recommendations 
The funding described in this document is approximate; for funding amounts authorized by the Council, please see the Annual Funding Overview (AFO)for the 

· appropriate fiscal year. The AFO is posted on the EVOSTC website after the fall Council meeting. 

· FY16 Funding Amount Recommended 

Project Principal FY16 Science Science Executive 
Trustee 

Page Project Title PAC Council 
Number Investigator Requested· Panel Coordinator Director 

Approved 

6 16120100 EVOSAdr:nin EVOSAdministration $2,520,420 
Not Not 

Fund Fund 
Reviewed· Reviewed 

7 16100853 Irons 
Pigeon Guillemot 

$162,735 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Restoration Program 

EVOSTC Long-Term 
Fund Fund . Fund Fund 

14 16120114 McCammon $2,530,400 Reduced Reduced Reducea Reduced 
Monitoring Program 

$2,448,500* $2,448,500* $2,448,500* $2,448,500* 

85 16120111 Pegau· PWS Herring Program $1,702,821 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

141 16120112 Jennings 
NOAA Harbor Protection-

$8,448 Fund Fund . Fund: Fund 
Project Management .. . , •.. 

145 16120112-A Patton 
NOAA Harbor Protection-

"$77,355 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Cordova Clean Harbor 

-
TOTAL REQUESTED, RECOMMENDED & APPROVED $7,002,179 $6,920,279 $6,920,279 $6,920,279 $6,920,279 

*Indicates this review group recommends a Do Not Fund for Project #16120114-1, Hoi/men 
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EVOSTC Long-Term Monitoring Program Projects (Gulf Watch Alaska) 

The funding described in this documen.t is opproximate;forfunding amounts authorized by the Co unci~ please see the Annual Funding Overview (AFO} for 
the appropriate fiscal yell'· The AFO is posted on-the EVOSTC website after the fall Council meeting. 

*The total for these projects can be found above under 16120114-McCammon . 

Page 
Project Principal 

Project Title 
FY16 FY16 Science Science 

PAC 
Executive Trustee 

Number Investigator Requested . Approved Panel Coordinator Director Council -

24 16120114A Batten 
LTM Program- Continuous 

$73,"100 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Plankton Recorders 

27 16120114B Hoffman 
LTM Program- Coo-rdination 

$288,100 Fund. Fund Fund Fund 
and Logistics 

LTM Program- Seabird 
30 16120114C Bishop Abundance in Fall and $86,300 Fund Fund · Fund Fund 

Winter 

33 16120114D Bochenek 
LTM Program- Data 

$162,600 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Management 

LTM Program- .. - -
38 16120114E Campbell Oceanographic Conditions in $209,300 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

' 
PWS ' : 

... 

. LTM Program·-
41 1G120114G Doroff OceanographifMonitori ng $108,800 ·Fund Fund 

J 

FunCJ "Fund 
in. Cook fnlet/Kachemak Bay I 

,. , .. -

44 16120114H Holderied 
LTM Program~ Science 

$151;600 Fu.nd Fund Fund Fund 
Coordination a~d _Synthe'sis .. 

47 161201141 Hollmen· 
LTM Program- Conceptual 

·$81,900 
Do Not 

Do Not Fund. 
Do Not Do Not 

Ecological Modeling : 'Fund Fund 'Fund 

,LTM Program- Seward Line J 

51 16120114J Hopcroft 
Monitoring 

$107,700 .Fund Fund Fund Fund 

LTM Program- PWS Marine 
... 

54 16120114K Kuletz ' $215,700 Fund Fund Fund Fund . ' Bird ~urveys .. . ., 

LTM Program- Ei:ologica·l -
57 16120114L Kon<:Jr Communities in Kachemak ,$47,400 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Bay -

LTM Program -Long-term 
.. .. 

16120114M Matkin' ·. 
., 

$132,300 Fund Fund Fund Fuhd . 60 
killerwhale monitoring_. 
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Project Principal. 
Project Title 

FY16 FY16 Science Science 
PAC 

Executive Trustee 
Page 

Number Investigator Requested Approved Panel Coordinator Director Council - •, 

63 16120114N Moran 
LTM Program- Humpback 

$54,400 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Whale Predation on Herring ~ 

". LTM Program- Forage Fish 
66 161201140 Piatt Distribution, Abundance, $150,300 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

and Body Condition 
: 

69 16120114P ·Weingartner 
LTM Program~ GAK1 

$122,500 Fund Fund Fund Fund. 
Monitoring 

LTM Program- Nearshore 
J ,· 

72 16120114R Ballachey benthic systems in the Gulf $331,900 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
ofAK 

) ' 

l 

',LTM Program~ Oil Level and 
~ 

75 16120114S Carls 
Weathering Tracking 

;$6,500 F.und Fund' Fund Fund 

LTM Program_. 
78 16150114-T Boche·nek • Supplemental Data · $126;000 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Management Support 

80 16120120 Jones 
LTM Program- Data 

$73,900 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Management ahd Synthesis 

\. 

; .:. 

Draft 11-4-15 
3 

0 0 0 



0 0 0 
EVOSTC Long-Term Herring Monitoring and Research Program Projects 

The funding described in this document is approximate; for funding amounts authorized by the Councn please see the Annual Funding Overview (AFO) for 
the appropriate fiscal year._ The AFO is posted on the EVOSTC website after thefa/1 Coun'cil meeting. · 

' , *The total for these projects can be found above under 16120111-Pegau 
Page Project Principal 

ProjecfTitle 
FY16 FY16 Science Science 

PAC 
Executive Trustee 

Number Investigator Requested Approved Panel Coord. Director Council 
PWS Herring Program-

98 16120111A Bishop Validation of Acoustic $145,297 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
~ 

Surveys 

102 16120111C Bochene~ 
PWS Herring Program- Data 

$23,980 Fund Fund Fund Fund. 
Management Support 

: PWS Herring Program-
$84,366 109 16120111E · Rand 

Expanded Herring Surveys 
Fund Fund .Fund Fund 

) -
PWS Herring Program-

113 16120111F Rand Juvenile Herring Abundance $82,949 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Index 

117. 16120111H ·Hoover 
PWS Herring Program-

$38,259 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Outreach & Education 

"121 16120111K Hershberger 
PWS Herring Program-

$298,006 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Herring Disease Program 

PWS Herring Program-
124 16120111L Heintz Herring Condition $253,861 Fund Fund· Fund Fund 

Monitoring 

128 161201110 Pegau 
PWS Herring Program-

$338,583 Fund Fund Fulld Fund 
'- Coordination and Logistics 

PWS Herring Program-
131 16120111Q Branch Population Dynamics $104,920 · Fund Fun.d Fund ' Fund 

Modeling 
'" - -· . PWS Herring Program-

136 161601115 Bishop $272,600 \fund Fund Fund Fund 0 

Herring Movement Study . 

PWS HerringProgram-ASL. 
. . 

139 16160111T Moffitt 
Study&Aerial MiltSurveys 

$60,000 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Project Number: 16120100 

Project Title: EVOSTC Annual Budget 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Elise Hsieh, EVOSTC Executive Director 

Linda Kilbourne, EVOSTC Administrative Manager 

PI Affiliation: EVOSTC Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Funding Requested: 

I FY16 

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 Agency Project Management & Federal Funds Transfer 

• Trustee Agency Funding 
• 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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Not Reviewed Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Draft 11-4-15 

6 



Project Number: 16100853 

Project Title: Pigeon Guillemot Restoration Research in Prince William Sound 

Primary lnvestigator(s): David Irons 

PI Affiliation: USFWS Project Manager: USFWS 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $1,718,562 

FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FYll FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$317,000 $284,300 $48,400 $0 $281,000 $0 $0 $396,656 $391,206 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $427,411 

FY16 FY17 FY18 

$162,735 $139,968 $124,708 

Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $2,145,973 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$391,280 $ 371,280 $317,580 $313,580 $312,580 $ 1,707,300 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/27/15. 

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 of 2014. Seventy-six mink were killed. During the 2015 trapping season 23 mink were killed 

in localized areas. The last three weeks only three females were trapped, none were pregnant 

although it was breeding season. That is an indication that there are so few mink left in the nesting 
areas that was difficult to find a mate. We expect it will take 3 t rapping seasons to remove all mink 

from the nesting areas. After that will be conduct monitoring trapping to ensure the mink are gone 
from the nesting areas. This summer we counted over 90 pigeon guillemots, up from 741astyear, 

control islands did not have a similar increase. We did not expect to see this large of increase in birds 
this year. The warm water in the Gulf of Alaska may have contributed as other species were moving 

from the Gulf to PWS. We surveyed active nests and found about 30 confirmed nests and about 20 
suspected nests, last year we found 11. Colonies are starting to form again with up to 6 nests in one 
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area. Productivity during the chick stage was high, around 80%, indicating that the adults could find 
enough food for their chicks . This winter and spring we will trap again. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund 

Trapping of mink to promote restoration of pigeon guillemots is already a remarkable success story, 
well ahead of expected time frames for recovery. The project is well along to remove all mink from 
PIGU nesting sites, and a positive PIGU population response has already been observed. 
Documentation of population trends of predator and prey over the full 5-year course of this project 
will make for an excellent case study. However, over the long term, the question is whether this 
success will be temporary or sustained, given that mink remain on other parts of the islands . The Pis 
have made estimates of PIGU population doubling times as a result of mink eradication from nesting 
sites. Additionally, it would be informative to estimate mink population trends in the absence of an 
ongoing trapping program after the conclusion of this project. Ultimately, lacking a program to fully 

eradicate mink from these islands, redistribution of a rebounding mink population would be expected 
to once again cause a PIGU population decline over the long term. Population projections of both 
predator and prey may be useful to evaluate the merits and timeliness of future management agency 
decisions about predator controls . 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 --------------------------------------------------, 
I concur with the Science Panel's comments . 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 ----
Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
--------~------~----------------------------------------~~ Date:September2014 

The Panel notes that the proposal is strong and well written and provides a level of detail that allows 
for constructive review. We do note the high cost of the mink trapping effort in relation to the 
number culled in FY14. We are concerned about the effectiveness of the project and its ability to 
achieve its goals in the long term given that eradication of mink will not be allowed. 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: September and October 2014 
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We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Contingent Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date: September 2013 ----------------------------~--------------------~ 

The panel recommends funding of this proposal. The panel notes that the proposal is strong and well­
written and provides a level of detail that allows for constructive review. The panel does 
acknowledge that culling could be a temporary or on-going solution and a "money sink," if continued 
into future years and that it is a substantial commitment to fund and monitor over time. However, it 
is active restoration, which is rare among submitted proposals, and it is an interesting scientific 
experiment. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY14 

Date: September 2013 
I concur with the science panel regarding the scientific merit of the proposal. I also echo the concerns 
of the Panel this is likely a temporary solution and a full cull would be needed to increase the 
population by the numbers cited in the proposal. Dr. Irons stated in his final report for Phase 1 of this 
project (Page 12): 
" ... because even a single mink can devastate a guillemot colony {U.S. Fish and Wildlife, unpubl. data), 

culling is unlikely to significantly reduce the level of guillemot nest predation or facilitate population 
recovery." 

Has something changed since the report was accepted that a limited cull would now be considered 
useful? 

I also have several questions regarding the design of the project including: If the number of birds 
increases, are there any plans to determine if the increase was from the predator removal or other 
factors? The plan includes monitoring the population on Smith Island as a control which is currently 
mink-free. However, there is no monitoring plan discussed in the proposal. Will Smith Island be 
surveyed at the same time and frequency as Naked Island? The proposal states that ADFG is only 
willing to consider a limited cull at this time. If a complete removal is found to be necessary, would a 
permit to complete this work be possible or denied due to the mixed genetic stock of the mink on the 
Island? 

At this time, I feel that the Council should postpone a funding decision until a final Environmental 
Assessment is provided by the PI and the question above regarding the limited cull is answered. 

Public Advisory Committee- 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. 
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Executive Director Comments- FY14 
Date:Septernber2013 
I concur with the Science Panel and support the concerns of the Science Coordinator. Due to the 
prospect of matching funds if this proposal is funded at this time and the opportunity for active 

restoration, I recommend funding, conditioned upon completion of the EA to the satisfaction of 
EVOSTC Executive Director and the coordinating agencies (USFWS, APHIS, ADFG, USFS). 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
June/July 2011 Fund No consensus No comments No consensus 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date:June2011 ----~------~~----------------------~~--------------~ 
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 intact natural genome. That question has now been answered with DNA analysis revealing a 

mixed genome, not reflecting a pure native stock. This answer would appear to satisfy the question of 
whether these mink are natural (no) and to allow the extermination 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 PIGUs are the 
only bird species still listed as Not Recovering 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 in PWS prior to the spill despite representing only 2% of the PWS shoreline. Third, the 

inference that mink represent the impediment to PIGU recovery on Naked is strong, based especially 
on comparison Smith Island where mink are absent and PIGU survival is good. Fourth, the contention 

that strong recovery of PIGUs on Naked would lead to spread and re-colonization of other suitable 
sites in PWS is a reasonable expectation, so restoration on Naked pays a wider dividend of recovery 
elsewhere in PWS. Fifth, we know that the introduced foxes are now gone from Naked so that isn't 
the problem. Sixth, the alternatives analysis is compelling in showing that no other restoration option 
would work and that eradication is the only solution. For example, providing more of the now 
reduced lipid-rich prey would be useless, resulting in feeding mink better not in enhancing PIGU 
survival and abundance. Culling would be a half-step and require costly intervention forever, and thus 

can be rejected as a viable restoration option. Seventh, elimination of 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 ongoing restoration failure of importance. 
The only questions involve the costs and the potential use of dogs, if trapping fails to get every last 

mink in the eradication process. The costs are 2.4 Million or 1.3 Million if a National Wildlife 
Foundation match is obtained. We concur that these cost estimates are reasonable because a 3-5 
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year time frame is needed to complete the removal. So while high, the expenditures are likely 
justified. The use of dogs in the removal of mink seems to poss ibly conflict with animal rights as an 
unacceptably cruel practice. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY12 ------
Date: June 2011 

This proposal is scientifically compelling and builds on four years of work focused on this topic. While 
the idea of a direct restoration project is appealing, I am concerned that the total project cost is very 
high in relation to the total number of nests that they project will be added to the island complex. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY12 
Date: July 2011 
No project specific comments. 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 

Date: July 2011 

--------------------------------------~ 

I do not have a recommendation for this project. The project is very compelling because it potentially 
provides active restoration for an injured species . However, the high cost and speculation regarding 
the long-term outcome needs to be weighed carefully by the Council. · 

FY07 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund reduced Not reviewed Not reviewed Fund reduced 

Science Panel Comments- FY07 
Date: Fall2006 -~~-----------------~-...., 

This proposal investigates the efficacy of direct restoration techniques for the pigeon guillemot 
population in PWS. They will genetically sample mink that reside on Naked Island Archipelago to 
determine if the population was introduced or native and make recommendations for a recovery plan 
for pigeon guillemots based on the findings. Pigeon guillemots are one of two non-recovered species 
and this project represents one of the few restoration based proposals that have been submitted. The 
genetic sampling of mink and studies examining the relative contribution of mink vs. other predators 
to pigeon guillemot survival and reproduction are important in evaluating mink removals as a 
potential restoration activity. However, there is some concern that removal of mink may not be an 
appropriate restoration activity if the mink are in fact native. Also, food limitation studies may be 
difficult to interpret with respect to restoration and are perhaps premature. Mink removal may still 
prove an effective restoration tool even if food quality is poor. Furthermore, given the likely annual 
variation in food supply, a lack of food in one year may not be a reasonable predictor of future food 

limitation. We recommend funding the initial year of this proposal and suggest that efforts be made 
to provide genetic evidence on mink at the end of that year so that reasoned decisions can be made 
regarding future funding . 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY07 
Date: Fall2006 
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The Science Director is on a long-term detail from the FWS and must therefore, recuse herself from 
making recommendations on FWS proposals. The PI on this proposal is employed by the FWS. 

Public Advisory Committee- FY07 

Date: Fall2006 
Not Reviewed. 

Executive Director Comments- FY07 

I Date: April 2006 
Salaries and logistics are the major expenses of this proposal. Assuming mink predation on pigeon 
guillemots, any direct restoration will likely involve controlling the mink population on Naked Island. 
Before this can be undertaken a determination must be made whether the mink population is 
indigenous or introduced. Therefore, I only recommend funding the minimum mink capture and 
genetic testing program necessary to determine where the population is indigenous or introduced. 
further recommend local trappers and logistics be utilized in this effort to reduce expense. 

Draft 11-4-15 

12 



Draft 11-4-15 

EVOSTC Long-Term Monitoring 

Program Projects 

13 

0 

0 

0 



Project Number: 16120114 

Project Title: EVOSTC Long-Term Monitoring Program {Gulf Watch Alaska) 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Molly McCammon 

PI Affiliation: AOOS Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $11,377,860 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$2,904,600 $2,675,800 $ 2,994,400 $2,803,060 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $2,530,400 

I $2, :~~400 I 
Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested):$ 14,028,100 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$1,886,000 $1,738,000 $1,823,000 $1,902,000 $1,636,000 $8,985,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
The goal of the Long-term Monitoring {LTM) program, 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 ass ist 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 {HRM) 

programs. 

6. Leverage partnerships with outside agencies and groups to integrate data from broader efforts . 
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Some highlights from our progress in year 4 of the program include: 
• Completed all project sampl ing and program annual reports through year 3 

• Updated and added information .to the program website (www.gulfwatchalaska.org) and data 

portal 

• Completed and submitted program synthesis report and response to comments 

• Held successful annual meeting and synthesis workshop, presented and participated in the joint 

programs science meeting in February 

• Collaborated with the HRM program in joint synthesis reports , program meetings, and program 
reports 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY16 
----------------------~--~----~--~~--~~~----~------~ Date: September 2015 

The Science Panel was pleased to see that the two programs are closely integrating. It is expected 

that cross program publications and further integration, both on a practical and on a scientific level, 
will occur in the next 5 year plan, as noted in the Panel's comments from September 2014. 

The administrative program management component for the program is very high cost with no detail 
on the need for these expenditures . 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
I concur with the Science Panel's comments. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 

Date:September2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC 

Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

Date:September2014 

Executive Director I Trustee Council 
Fund I Fund 

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-
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docs being integrated into the programs. 

Next year, the Panel would still like to see improvements in: 
Inclusion of fundamental information 
The Panel would like to see the inclusion of fundamental information regarding the 1) 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 . 

Caardinatian & 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- FYlS ----------------Date:Septernber2014 
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. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: October 2014 
I concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 
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FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date: September 2013 ----------------------------------------------------~ 

The science panel appreciates the general approach of the LTM program but feels that more basic 
information was needed to fully evaluate the potential success of the program. Our comments below, 
and for several individual projects, highlight examples that would have benefitted from the inclusion 
of additional information for developing more informative proposals and progress reports. The panel 
looks for more informative proposals and progress reports in the future. Our goal is to provide 
feedback that may strengthen the program while it is still in its formative stage of implementation. 

*Proposals by Matkin on killer whales, Moran on humpback whales, and Carls & Lindeberg on 
benthic monitorinq were all praised by the Science Panel for their importance, inclusion of detail, 
and significant progress. 

Proposals were lacking in detail, hindering their evaluation 
There was not enough information provided for the Science Panel to evaluate the proposals and offer 
substantive suggestions . In order to evaluate proposal merits, the Science Panel wanted to see more 
detail, including: 

• Sampling design, locations and methods, including QA/QC of data collection 

• Approach to data analysis including statistical methods and/or relevant contrasts 
• Explicit statement of how analyses will answerthe major questions 

• A discussion of results to date and any adjustments in project design in view of results 
• Explicit statement of how individual project results relate to or will be integrated into the broader 

program 

• The proposals should be reviewed as a whole by someone from the group before submission. 

The panel, EVOSTC and agency staff will be looking at options for providing brief guidance and/or a 
form for the programs in advance of proposal drafting and submission to clarify expectations . When 
EVOSTC staff has a draft form or guidance, we will circulate it to the Team Leads for their feedback. 
There was also initial discussion regarding reporting which we will also circulate if it is further 
developed. 

An overall review by an outside expert in physical oceanography and climate would be useful. 
In the current round of proposals, the need to describe physical oceanographic forcing was rarely 

described. Several proposals generally provided vague language, in some cases they cut and pasted 
text from the overarching and original2012 proposal. 

There is uneven treatment and an apparent lack of collaboration among the four oceanography 
projects in LTM. The Weingartner (GAKl) and Hopcroft (Seward Line) proposals are well thought out 
and collaborative. However, Campbell and Doroff proposals should be more collaborative and 
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thorough, including physical meast,~rements; they are also unclear on instrument calibration and data 
QA/QC. There is no evidence of collaboration with.trained. physical oceanograp~ers or reference to 
the PWS sampling stations in the Hopcroft proposal. An overall revie_w of the physical oceanography 
and clir:nate aspects of LTM (~nd, to a l~sserextent, herring) would-be useful. 

Outside expert for oceanography review- some suggestions for trained oceanographers who ~ork 
with biologists include: John Largier,UC Davis/Bodega Marine Laboratory, Steven Bogard, SWfSC­
NMFS, and Jack Barth, OSU. 

Publications 
The Science Panel encourages investigators to publish their results in peer-reviewed journals t~' make 
their hard-won results available to.wider scientific audienq~. Tbis encouragement especially applies to 
young investigators who are establishing their careers. They may quickly .become unable to compete 
for other.iobs. We anticipate the FY17 lnvitati~n w[ll include an ~xp~ctation to pub.lish. . " 

Data Mana~em~nt 
The Science Panel is concerned about progress ori data management. The data management 
proposal drew heavily on their old proposal without including sufficient updated evidence of 
interacti.ons between the prograllls' Pis and t~e data manag~ment team. In addition, there does not 

• I • • ' 

appear to be a data management policy.or.QA/QC policy created as th_e programs· approach Year 
Three. In addition, no milestones were reporte~ inthe. newly submitte.d proposals, so it was difficult 
to gal1ge how much progress had been made in the last two years. IV!oreover, it was not clear how . 
data would be available for synthesis. Th.e panel recommends that the Council condition funding ... 
upon the creation of a c'redible and detailed data management policy and a QA/QC pqlicy·anp il"!clude 
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 QA/QC be maintained. The Science P~nel 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 011 to. new positions. For example, EPA and NSF 
require detailed qat~ management and QA/(1.~ plans as part of all pr<;>posals. Lar~e monitoring . 
programs, such as NSF's LTER and oceanographic: prowams, devote co11siderable time and effort tc;> 
addressingthese critical needs. 

Example: A~ a specific example, the Ocean Tr~cking Network (drN) has four nearly full-time people .. · 
creating meta data 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 ir:Jitial funding of the EVOSTC programs, skilled data management 

resulting in data that can be relie_d upon by the scientific communiW and resource agencies will 
ultimately determine the long-t~rm success and influenc~ of the programs. Th~ contact at OTN is Bob 
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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 ortransitioning· 

. out of the programs, .but the need for their expertise remains. To address these changes, the panel 
suggests thatthe 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 LTM and Herring projects. As experienced personnel leave the program either.through 
retirement or departure, the salary savings could fund this kind of actiyity. . 

Potentia/R.esource- 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 ti.me 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 th~ models revised accordingly. . Q 
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 ·ofherring movements· and 
disease. 

Inter-project cooperation and communication 
The Science-Panel acknowledges and salutes the efforts made to coordinate logistics of field projects, 
especially following a l~ng period when Pis worked' relatively independently on most projects. 
However we are not convinced that some of the individual projects are as well connected as they 
should be, in terms of communication among PI's. This comment is based on an apparent lack of 

connectivity among some of the proposals. 

ProgramScience Panel and Upcoming ·2015 Synthesis 
*See also Synthesis in Advance of February 2015 Workshop, above. · 

Proposal Objective 2. Assist with SCientific Review Panel . 
"Setup of the panel has been delayed in order·to make the most effective use of panel members' time 
in advance of the synthesis workshop. Planning of the synthesis workshop begins in the final two 
quarters of year 2; the panel will be established by the end of year two (approximately one year in 
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advance of the synthesis workshop)." 

This is a major problem. Bringing an outside science review into projects makes changes difficult 
(because of already established long-term monitoring protocols). Some of these aspects should have 
been established in Year 1 rather than just before a major synthesis workshop in Year 3. The Science 
Panel suggests they establish a group that reviews the developed monitoring and integration plans 
and how they support synthesis. 

Regarding the Program's Science Panel: 

What is its status? Their influence and guidance is not apparent; guidance, integration is needed. The 
LTM Program's internal Science Panel should be already composed, constituted and advising by now. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY14 

Date:Septernber2013 
In concur with overall comments of the Science Panel. I agree with the Panel's comments regarding 
the overall poor quality of the proposals. Most proposals made no effort to even change the dates of 

their tasks and deliverables making it almost impossible to determine where the project was in 
meeting its objectives. I am also particularly concerned by the lack of a functioning science advisory 

committee this far into 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 be withheld until a plan is in place for a 
program science advisory body. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 

l 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. 

Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
I concur with the Science Panel and their extensive comments noted above and support the concerns 
of the Science Coordinator. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term Programs in Project numbers 
14120111 and 14120114 work with EVOSTC staff to 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 

Dafe Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 
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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 
I 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 
April 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 

I Date: July 2011-lndividual 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 a single consultant-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 
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committee and concur that he has the experience and wisdom to provide rational advice and 
guidance. Nevertheless, the bottom line 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 appears to argue 
that the scientists that participate in the Monitoring Program are indeed satisfied. So that helps me 
side with continuing the relationship with Axiom. Nevertheless, this document implies a willingness to 
interact with NCEAS and to discuss their recommendations for improvements in all aspects of Axiom's 
data management services and I think that facilitating that set of interactions in a meaningful way 
(meaning to sufficient depth and not just superficial) is important for piece-of-mind given delays in 
delivery of reports from Axiom on past EVOS Trustee contracts. I am also curious to know of the 
outstanding final reports have indeed been completed successfully at this time. 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. 

Date: April2011 
This proposal is well presented and provides a thorough long-term monitoring program for the spill 
area. The team is experienced 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 community members in understanding the 
results of the integrated monitoring program. The potential future development of a citizen 
monitoring program would provide another effective strategy. The Science Panel was especially 
impressed with the section called 'cross-cutting' that showed the linkages with the Herring Program. 
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 meta data from a broad array of 
disciplines can be assembled in one database. The panel viewed this as this as an informatics problem 
that, if not resolved at the onset, will jeopardize the long-term program. There is a very clear need to 
overcome critical technological impediments to accomplishing synthetic, integrative environmental 
science, while at the same time promoting more open access to information and data sharing. It is 
critical 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 
plan from the outset as to how to incorporate 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 
Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) for peer review and technical assistance to the 
data management team. With regard to the separate lingering oil monitoring proposal included 
within the Program proposal, the Panel has no objection to the funding of this additional project. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY12 

Date: April 2011 

I agree with the Science Panel and Executive Director. I also have serious concerns regarding the 
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data program and would encourage the Council to assist the team by providing funding 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 performance with meeting deadlines and 
producing deliverables. I also believe that the final product would greatly benefit if Axiom was given 
assistance from a group that has experience working with large heterogeneous data sets. 

The PI's that are included in this program proposal have extensive experience gathering data in PWS 
and have contributed to several long-term data sets that will be the foundation of this program. The 
team's quick response to our data set questions demonstrates their ability to work together and to 
openly share information with their fellow researchers. 

Public Advisory Committee- FY12 

' Date: April 2011 
The PAC supports funding the LTM 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 
del ivera bles. 

It was moved by French, second by Studebaker, that the PAC supports the Science Panel 
recommendation for additional funding for the LTM project to consider the effects of lingering oil. 
Passed unanimously. 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 

I Date: April 2011 
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: 16120114-A 

Project Title: LTM Program - Conti.nuous Plankton Recorders 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Sonia Batten 

PI Affiliation: SAHFOS Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $1,190,600 

FY02-FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$984,300 $0 $66,800 $68,800 $70,700 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $73,100 

I $7~~~0 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,263,700 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $94,700 $148,000 $180,800 $169,000 $592,500 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
Many important species forage outside of Prince William Sound for at least some of their life history 
{herring, 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 are continuing to sampling this transect spring through fall each 
year with monthly resolution . 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. 
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FY16 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date:September2015 --------------------------------, 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: Se tember 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 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 
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 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
September 2012 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:September2012 ------~------------------------~ 

We concur with the Science Panel. 
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Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 ----Date:Septernber2012 
Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at the ir meeting. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 
April 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: 16120114-B 

Project Title: LTM Program - Admini~tration, Science Review Panel and PI Meeting 

Logistics, and Outreach and Community Involvement 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Katrina Hoffman 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $1,130,000 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$263,300 $274,700 $298,600 $293,400 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $288,100 

I FY16 

Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,418,100 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY16 

Date:September2015 
The high cost of the program administration is of concern to the Panel. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FYlG 
Date:September2015 
I concur with the Science Panel's comment. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FYlG 
Date:September2015 
There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
Date: September 2014 

PAC 

Fund 
Executive Director 

Fund 
Trustee Council 

Fund 

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- FYlS 

Date: September 2014 --------------~--------~~----~----------~~ 

I 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- FYlS 
Date: October 2014 -----~~~~-----

We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 
Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date:September2013 

PAC 
Not Reviewed 

Executive Director 
Fund 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

This proposal demonstrates a good range of activities, is well written and explained. Very good 

elaboration on the level of partnering 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. 
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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 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date:Septernber2012 
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 . 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:Septernber2012 ----------------------------------------~ 

. 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 
April 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: 16120114-C 

Project Title: LTM Program - Seabird Abundance in Fall and Winter 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Mary Anne Bishop 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date:$ 294,600 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$51,700 $78,600 $80,900 $83,400 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $86,300 

I s:,~~o I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $380,900 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$10,500 $45,500 $63,500 $63,500 $63,500 $246,500 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
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 will 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 platforms the vessels associated with the LTM 
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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 . 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director ·Comments- FY16 

Date:Septernber2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: Se~tember and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date:Septernber2013 

PAC Executive Director 

Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

The proposed objectives are to characterize the spatial and temporal distribution of seabirds in PWS 
during late fall and winter and relate the presence of seabirds with prey distributions from hydro­
acoustic surveys for identifying winter habitat of seabirds and improving estimates of herring 
consumption in winter. The panel feels that improved resolution of sampling during summer, when 
seabirds are nesting and most accurately censused, may be more fruitful than conducting expansive 
surveys during the winter. Given the overlap of investigators on the summer and winter surveys, we 
encourage them to consider conducting annual rather than biannual surveys in summer by scaling 
back winter surveys. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
I concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 
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FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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. 

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 

April 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: 16120114-D 

Project Title: LTM Program- Data Management 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Rob Bochenek 

PI Affiliation: Axiom Consulting Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date:$ 682,200 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$190,800 $163,400 $164,000 $164,000 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $162,600 

I $1~~:00 I 

I 
I 

Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $844,700 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$683,000 . $640,000 $620,000 $500,000 $500,000 $2,943,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
This project supplies the EVOS Long Term Monitoring (LTM} 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 term monitoring program. In the first two years, 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. 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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY15 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
Trustee Council 

Fund 

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:September2014 
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 des ired. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15 

Date: October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator comments, 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Conditional Fund Conditional 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date:September2013 

PAC Executive Director 

Not Reviewed 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 data sets . 

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 
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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 of 

QA/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 . 

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: September and October 2013 ------------------------------~ 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 

The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term Programs in Project numbers 

14120111 and 14120114 work with EVOSTC staff to 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. 
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FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 

Date:Septernber2012 --------------------------------------------------------, 
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:Septernber2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:Septernber2012 
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 Modify Modify Modify 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date: June 2011 --------------------------------------------------------~ 

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 a 
single consultant-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 rational advice and guidance. Does Axiom deliver the data 

products that are acceptable to the scientists it is serving. This response document appears to argue 
that the scientists that participate in the Monitoring Program are indeed satisfied. So that helps me 
side with continuing the relationship with Axiom. Nevertheless, this document implies a willingness to 
interact with NCEAS and to discuss their recommendations for improvements in all aspects of Axiom's 

data management services and I think that facilitating that set of interactions in a meaningful way 
(meaning to sufficient depth and not just superficial) is important for piece-of-mind given delays in 
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 
Date: June 2011 
I agree with the Science Panel and Executive Director. I also have serious concerns regarding the data 
program and would encourage the Council to assist the team by providing funding for a collaborator 
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to assist the data team in their development of the data program. My concerns regarding the 
proposed contractor are based on a poor past performance with meeting deadlines and producing 
deliverables. I also believe that the final product would greatly benefit if Axiom was given assistance 
from a group that has experience working with large heterogeneous data sets 

Public Advisory Committee- FY12 

Date: July 2011 
Issues raised by the Science Panel, Trustee Council staff, and the PAC called for additional work and 
collaboration to assist with establishment of a data management system that includes 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 Eilo summed the PAC interest in the Trustee Council 
implementing a solid data management, synthesis, and public access system. 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 
Date: July 2011 ------------------------------------------------------~ 

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: 16120114-E 

Project Title: LTM Program -Monitoring of oceanographic conditions in PWS 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Robert Campbell 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date:$ 832,300 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$238,100 $193,200 $197,300 $203,700 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $209,300 

I $2~~:00 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,041,600 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$23,300 $23,300 $23,300 $145,000 $135,000 $349,900 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
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 ofthe 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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date:Septernber2015 
There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

Date: Se ternber and October 2014 --------------------------------~ 

There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date:Septernber2013 
The physical measurements are very important in a project of this kind. There is little evidence that 
the nuances of the physical oceanography- from instrument calibration, data QA, interpretation of 
results, and relationships to other similar programs -are in place. There is no reference to or 
integration with the UA {University of Alaska) physical oceanographers from the GulfWatch (GAKl) 
program or to the physical measurements being made in PWS in the Seward Line program, or the 
historical physical oceanography conducted by the PWSSC that describes water mass movements 
from the shelf into Hitchinbrook Entrance and through PWS. 

For the moored instrument, calibration is a concern. The proposal states that instruments will be 
calibrated annually. Typically they should be calibrated before and after each deployment, and the 
data corrected for drift of the instruments. Has a physical oceanographer been consulted on this? 
The concern is that the physical 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 information 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 of this in the Collaboration and 
Cooperation section of the proposal. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
[Date: September and October 2013 ---------~-----------. 

We concur with the Science Panel. 
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Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 
I 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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 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:September2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 
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 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
Date: July 2011 
There are no project specific comments . 

Draft 11-4-15 

40 



Project Number: 16120114-G 

Project Title: LTM Program- Long-term monitoring of oceanographic conditions 
in Cook lnlet/Kachemak Bay 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Angela Doroff and Kris Holderied 

PI Affiliation: ADFG, NOAA Project Manager: ADFG, NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $669,500 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$191,900 $177,400 $166,500 $133,700 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $108,800 

I $1~~:oo I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $778,300 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$282,000 $180,000 $180,000 $255,000 $255,000 $1,152,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured 
Resources and Services. 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}. It is important to know if 
oceanic conditions and changes in the Gulf of Alaska are synchronous with near-shore trends, and 
monitoring at multiple sites will help discern such relationships. Mapping currents and water mass 
movements of a region contributes to our understanding of patterns in the abundance and diversity of 
marine plankton, invertebrates, fish, birds, and mammals in coastal Alaska. We are mapping the 
waters in lower Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay to understand the intrusions of the Alaska Coastal 
Current and to identify spatial and temporal changes in this region and relate these observations to 
injured resources . Developing an understanding of the structure of the physical oceanography will 
help us understand the connectivity of water movement and potential plankton transport between 
lower Cook Inlet and Kachemak Bay. By determining the local species of phytoplankton and 
zooplankton and understanding their seasonal distribution we will begin to understand the biological 
patterns associated with upper trophic levels ofthe nearshore marine system. Information from this 
project will also be useful to local mariculture operations, subsistence harvesters of hard shell clams 
and other invertebrates, NOAA Regional Ocean Circulation Model applications, and monitoring 
programs for harmful algal blooms. 
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FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date:Septen1ber201s ----------------------~~~ 

There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: SeP-ten1ber and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date: Septen1ber 2013 

------------------~~~ 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

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 of long-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 Y4 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 re-evaluated 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? 
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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 

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 
Date Science Panel I Science Coordinator I PAC I Executive Director I 

September 2012 Fund I Fund I Not Reviewed I Fund I 

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 Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 
I concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 ----------------~--~--------------------~ 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 

Executive Director Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 
I concur with the Science Panel. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
June/July 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: 16120114-H 

Project Title: LTM Program- Science Coordination and Synthesis 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Kris Holderied 

PI Affiliation: NOM Project Manager: NOM 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $556,900 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$123,500 $139,000 $148,300 $146,100 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $151,600 

I $1~~:00 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $708,500 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$13,000 $13,000 $13,000 $13,000 $13,000 $65,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 

This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured 
Resources and Services submitted by McCammon et al (2011}. This project explicitly provides for 
science coordination and syntheses of data from our long-term monitoring program (Gulf Watch 
AlaskaL as well as incorporating an interdisciplinary framework into program development and 
implementation. The science coordination and synthesis component of our integrated program 
improves linkages between monitoring in different regions (Prince William Sound, Gulf of Alaska shelf, 
lower Cook Inlet} as well as between disciplines in 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 help integrate information across the entire program 
and are closely coordinated with the conceptual ecological modeling and data management teams in 
our integrated program. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 --------------------~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund . Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: Se tember and October 2014 ------------------------------~ 

~----------------------------------------------~ There are no project specific comments. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 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 

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 
Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 --------------------------------------------------------, 
Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 
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FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 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: 16120114-1 

Project Title: LTM Program- Conceptual Ecological Modeling 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Tuula Hollmen 

PI Affiliation: ASLC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $349,200 

FY12 FY13 I FY14 FY15 

$83,100 $91,900 I $95,600 $78,600 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $81,900 

I $:;,~~0 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $431,000 

Funding From Non~EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
This project is a component of the integrated Gulf Watch Alaska Long-term Monitoring of Marine 
Conditions and Injured Resources and Services program. 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. We will summarize system 
components, processes, and influences into a synthetic framework and develop submodels to support 
programmatic integration across its components. Conceptual models will assist in identification of data 
needs and development of long term monitoring priorities . Through refinement of models, they will 
also demonstrate progress in understanding of ecosystem structure and function through the Gulf 
Watch Alaska program. The conceptual models will provide a framework 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 tools to support outreach efforts of the 
Gulf Watch Alaska program. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Do Not Fund Do Not Fund Do Not Fund Do Not Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY16 
Date:September2015 
The Science Panel feels that insufficient progress has been made and we note that previous 
comments have not been adequately addressed. The Panel recognizes the importance and key 
integrative role that this proposal should play; however, we have received essentially the same 
minimal information in consecutive annual reports from the Pis indicating limited progress. The 
Conceptual Model presented at the February meeting was a disappointment. Upon request, the 
Panel received the "in press" paper, but the modest example of the zooplankton-herring-whale sub­
model does not provide adequate evidence that stated overall goals and milestones are being 
addressed. The Panel had expected that the model would have been fully articulated earlier in the 
fi ve-year cycle, tested and refined, and then modified, as indicated as an "iterative" process in the 
initial proposal. It's clearatthis point that the only product is a diagram depicting hypothesized I 
expected links among entities in the ecosystem that is descriptive and does not draw on legacy data 
or recent Program data. Given that these issues have been raised annually, it is not clear how 
completing the objectives in this year (producing sub-models) will further our understanding of the 
system. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 
I concur with the Science Panel's comments . 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 ----------------------------------------------, 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

Date:Se~tember2014 ------~----------------~--------------------~--~--. 

The Panel appreciated that the conceptual model could provide significant integration, however the 
Panel remained concerned about the lack of detail on the conceptual models . It is important for the 
Panel to better understand what exactly the conceptual modeling approaches, how they are 
implemented, and specificallyhowthey make use, and will in the future make use, ofthe data 
collected by other projects . The details of the organizing model (and sub-models described in the 
conference call) and its value for guiding future work must be demonstrated at the upcoming 
synthesis meeting; otherwise the Panel is unlikely to recommend continued funding for this work 
beyond FYlS. 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: September and October 2014 ----------~--~~--~--~------~ 

We concur with the concerns of the Science Panel. 
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FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Conditional Fund Conditional Not Reviewed Fund Conditional Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date:Septernber2013 
From the CV, there is no evidence that the PI has experience as a synthetic 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 duplication? Also, it appears that there are no plans to achieve the 
objectives until the very end of the 5-yr program. This is not acceptable, as it leaves inadequate time 

for iterative model evaluation and refinement. 

This modeling 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 tied to ongoing costs for this project. The proposals include an integration component but 
the submissions were boilerplate. More explicit information that sets out a road map is needed, not 

necessarily a longer submission. The programs are focused on monitoring but the programs should 
still have forward-thinking research. There should also be an adaptive process that allows the 

programs to set out a conceptual model, 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 Modeling Group, 
drawn from the programs' existing Pis who are already involved in the programs and known for their 

synthetic vision: Piatt, Pegau, Weingartner, Hopcroft and Jeep Rice. Examples of synthesis can be 
found on the Internet, including Chesapeake Bay, George's Bank and Steve Brandt's spatially explicit 

modeling of habitat quality and fish growth. Daniel Pauly and Tom Okey have been involved in an 
ECOPATH-ECOISM modeling of the PWS food web. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 -------------------------------------------------, Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 --------------------------------------------------~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY13 
--------------------------~~-----------------------------, Date:Septen1ber2012 

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: Septen1ber 2012 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:Septen1ber2012 
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 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date: June 2011 -Individual Panel Men1ber 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, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
Date: June 2011 
There are no project specific comments . 
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Project Number: 16120114-J 

Project Title: LTM Program- Seward Line Monitoring 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Russ Hopcroft 

PI Affiliation: UAF Project M anager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $362,300 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$98,100 $59,900 $100,500 $104,000 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $107,700 

I $1r;~~oo I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $470,200 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $0 $0 $300,000 $300,000 $600,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted fram the PI's Proposal_ dated 9/1/15. 

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 18 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 
2012-2017. 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 studied 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. 

Draft 11-4-15 

51 



FY16 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 ----------------------~~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: Se~tember and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Trustee Council 

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 

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 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director I 
September 2012 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
I 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:September2012 ------------------------------------~ 

We 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. 

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. 

Draft 11-4-15 

53 



Project Number: 16120114-K 

Project Title: . LTM Program- Continuing the Legacy: Prince William Sound Marine 
Bird Population Trends 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Kathy Kuletz and Robb Kaler 

PI Affiliation: USFWS Project Manager: USFWS 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $465,800 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$20~500 $2~200 $21L100 $24,200 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $215,700 

I $2~~~00 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $681,700 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$56,000 $22,000 $56,000 $22,000 $56,000 $212,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured 

Resources and Services submitted by McCammon et al. and spans 1989-2014, and includes 13 years of 
boat-based surveys aimed at monitoring population trends of marine birds and mammals in Prince 

William Sound after the Exxon Valdez oil spill. Data collected will be used to examine trends from 

summer to determine whether populations in the oiled zone are increasing, decreasing, or stable, as 
well as to examine overall population trends for the Sound. Data collected from 1989 to 2012 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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Date: Se()tember and October 201~4.;..._--~------------------....... 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date: September 2013 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
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:September2013 
In concur with the Science Panel but I do not agree that more frequent sampling may be necessary. 

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. 

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. 
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Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 
September 2012 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 

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:September2012 
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. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 

Date: June 2011-lndividual 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 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director ,Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
Date: June 2011 
There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 16120114-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 Funding Authorized To Date: $192,500 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$48,100 $48,200 $48,100 $48,100 
Funding includes 9% GA 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $47,400 

I $4~~~0 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $239,900 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
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 . 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: Se~tember and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Trustee Council 
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 

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 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 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 the ir proposed work. 

Science Coordinator. Executive Director Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 
Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received. 
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FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 ---...., 
Date: June 2011 
There are no project spec if ic comments . 
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Project Number: 16120114-M 

Project Title: LTM Program- Long-term killer whale monitoring 

Primary lnvestigator{s): Craig Matkin 

PI Affiliation: North Gulf Oceanic Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $405,100 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$7,200 $132,300 $132,300 $132,300 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $132,300 

I Sl~~:oo I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding {Authorized and Requested): $536,100 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$23,500 $23,500 $23,500 $23,500 $23,500 $117,500 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 

The proposed project is a continuation of the annual monitoring of AB pod and the ATl 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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: Se tember and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Trustee Council 
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 --------------~----------------------------~ 

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 
Date Science Panel 

September 2012 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 

Science Coordinator PAC I Executive Director 

Fund Not Reviewed I 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:September2012 --~--------------------------~ 

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. No individual comments were received. 
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FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 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: 16120114-N 

Project Title: LTM Program- Long-term monitoring of humpback whale predation 
on Pacific herring in Prince William Sound 

Primary lnvestigator(s): John Moran 

PI Affiliation: NOAA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $537,400 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 
$127,400 $128,800 $139,600 $141,600 

Additionai .EVOSTC Funding Requested: $54,400 

I $5~~~0 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested}: $591,800 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$83,500 $74,700 $75,000 $78,500 . $25,000 $336,700 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
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 of 2007/08 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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 11-4-15 

63 



Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15 
Date: September and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date:September2013 

PAC Executive Director 
Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

This proposal was praised by the Science Panel for their importance, inclusion of detail, and significant 
progress . 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 
[Dafe: October2013 --------~--~------

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: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date I Science Panel 

September 2012 I Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 

Date: September 2012 

I Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

I 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. 
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Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY13 

Date:Septernber2012 
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. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 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: 16120114-0 

Project Title: LTM Program- Monitoring long-term changes in forage fish 
distribution, abundance, and body condition in PWS 

Primary lnvestigator(s): John Piatt 

PI Affiliation: USGS Project Manager: USGS 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $817,400 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$209,900 $202,500 $202,500 $202,500 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $150,300 

I $1~~:00 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $967,600 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$297,200 $297,200 $297,200 $297,200 $72,200 $1,261,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured 
Resources and Services submitted by McCammon et. al. 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 proposed 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 offorage fish 
condition. In this last year of the project, we will not conduct field work. We will complete analysis of 
all data collected in FY12-15 and produce a final report on methods for long-term monitoring of forage 
fish distribution, abundance and condition in Prince William Sound. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 ------------------~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
Date: September 2014 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

The Panel commends the PI's on the high degree of collaboration with projects in both Programs. 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: September and October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 
Trustee Council 

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 
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 
Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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: Se tember 2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 
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Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date:Septernber2012 
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 

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: 16120114-P 

Project Title: LTM Program- GAK1 Monitoring 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Tom Weingartner 

PI Affiliation: UAF Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $456,700 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$109,500 $112,500 $115,700 $119,000 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $122,500 

I $1~~:00 I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $579,200 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
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 45-year time series of temperature and salinity measurements at 
hydrographic station GAK 1. The data set, which began in 1970, now cons ists of monthly CTDs and a 
mooring with 6 tempe.rature/conductivity recorders throughout the water column. The project 
monitors two important Alaska Coastal Current ecosystem parameters that will quantify and help 
understand interannual and longer period variability in : a) Temperature and salinity throughout the 
250m deep water column, and b) Near surface stratification. 

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 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY16 

[Date:September2015 
The Panel appreciated the PI providing really good documentation of how the data collected was 
used in publications and management activities. To date they report 36 papers that have used or 
cited these data, 2/3 of which address fisheries issues . 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date:September2015 

I concur with the Science Panel's comments. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 
Date:September2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 
· Fund Fund 

PAC 
Fund 

Executive Director 
Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: September and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Trustee Council 
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 ------~--~~-~----~~----. 

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 
Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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 
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. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
June/July 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: 16120114-R 

Project Title: LTM Program- Long-Term Monitoring : Nearshore Benthic 
Ecosystems in the Gulf of Alaska 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Brenda Ballachey 

PI Affiliation: USGS Project Manager: USGS 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $1,228,000 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$282,400 $304,100 $331,900 $309,600 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $331,900 

I $3~~:oo I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,559,860 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$274,000 $274,000 $274,000 $274,000 $274,000 $1,370,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
This project is a component of Gulf Watch Alaska : Integrated Long-Term Monitoring of Marine 

Conditions and Injured Resources and Services. For the Nearshore 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 {1) continue sampli ng Katmai NPP, Kenai Fjords NP, and Western 

PWS in 2016 {all 3 areas previously sampled in multiple years starting in 2006), and {2) sample 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 GWA long-term monitoring program. 
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FY16 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council . 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
--------~--------~ 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: Se~tember and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Trustee Council 

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 
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 

Date Science Panel 
September 2012 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYU 
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. 
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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. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 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 . 

Draft 11-4-15 

74 



Project Number: 16120114-S 

Project Title: LTM Program- Lingering Oil - Extending the Tracking of oil levels 

and weathering (PAH composition) in PWS through time 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Mark Carls 

PI Affiliation: NOAA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $210,600 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 
$19,600 $13,100 $8,700 $169,200 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $6,500 

I s~:~o I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $217,100 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $250,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
This project is a component of the integrated Long-term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured 

Resources and Services submitted by McCammon et al. The goal was 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-term monitoring program that will resample the same sites 

every five years over the next 20 years . The field work for the first sampling was completed earlier this 
year and laboratory analyses are underway. Beach sampling was similar to surveys conducted by Auke 
Bay Laboratories during 2001 to 2005. Sediment samples were collected to estimate amounts of 
remaining oil and passive samplers were deployed to provide information about biologically available 
oil. Objectives are to complete the laboratory analysis and 1} fingerprint oil, 2) determine oil sources, 
3} report oil persistence and weathering over decades, 4} determine biological availability, 5} produce 

a synthesis report, and 6} archive hydrocarbon data in the Trustee-sponsored hydrocarbon database. 
These data, together with the recently completed retrospective analysis of biomarkers (which are 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 . 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FV16 

Date: September 2015 

There are no project specific comments . 

FVlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel S.cience Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FVlS 
Date: September and October 2014 
There are no project specific comments . 

FV14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FV14 

Date:September2013 

PAC Executive Director 

Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

This is one of the few projects presenting data, and it was "refreshing." The hydrocarbon database is 
important to assess environmental damage in the event of another oil spill, and it may be still relevant 
to biological assessments of long-term oil impacts and perhaps to re-opener disputes . The PI's 
indicate that there are not enough funds for complete updating and QA/QC of the database with 1-
person/yr effort. If so, arrangements should be made to correct this oversight. If the solution is to 

request additional funds, then a detailed supplemental proposal should fully justify this request. In 
general, the Science Panel requests that fundamental information on the numbers and locations of 
sampling be included in future project proposals and reports . 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FV14 
Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FV14 

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. 

FV13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FV13 

Date:September2012 

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 
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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. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 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: 16150114-T 

Project Title: LTM Program- Supplemental Data Management 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Rob Bochenek 

PI Affiliation: Axiom Consulting Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $121,800 

I ~~2 
I ~~3 

I ~~4 I 
FY15 

$121,800 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $126,000 

I $1~~~00 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $247,800 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
The EVOSTC Long Term Monitoring (LTM) 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 14120110 and 1412011C). This project proposes to increase the data management 
support for both LTM and PWS Herring programs by establishing a data coordinator position to 
improve metadata quality and best practices. Furthermore, this project will develop mechanisms to 
transfer and integrate LTM and PWS Herring program data products into DataONE. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Draft 11-4-15 

78 



Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Reduced Fund Reduced 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
Date: Se~tember 2014 

----------------~ 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Reduced Fund Reduced Fund Reduced 

The possibility of AOOS joining the DataOne system was discussed at the March 2014 Data Meeting as 
a way to ensure that the data collected as part of the Programs would be available to the widest 
audience possible. After reviewing the submitted proposal and the budget clarification provided, we 

would support the funding of the Data Coordinator position and the tasks associated with becoming a 
DataOne node. The Data Coordinator position should only be funded for the task of preparing the 

resource maps for data collected as part of the Council funded Programs. We would recommend 
that the funding of the NODC and OBIS Submission and associated staff time be considered at a later 
date. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FYlS 
Date:September2014 
I concur with the Science Panel and recommend funding for Tasks 1 and 2 for FY15. The total I 
recommend for funding is $121,802 for FY15 which includes 9% GA. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 

Draft 11-4-15 

79 



Project Number: 16120120 

Project Title: LTM Program -Collaborative Data Management and Holistic 

Synthesis of Impacts and Recovery Status Associated with EVOS 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Matthew Jones 

PI Affiliation: NCEAS Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $1,632,800 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$416,800 $464,700 $372,100 $379,200 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $73,900 

I s;;,~~o I 
Requests include 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,706,700 

Funding From Non-EVOSTCSources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 
The AOOS-Ied Long-Term Monitoring (LTM) and the PWSSC-Ied 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 LTM 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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
Date: September 2014 

PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

The Panel strongly encourages the two NCEAS worki .ng group leads attend the February 2015 Program 

synthesis meeting. 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments:... FYlS 
Date: September and October 2014 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Fund Not Reviewed 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator Comments- FY14 

Date: September 2 and October 013 
There are no project specific comments . 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 

Fund 

Trustee Council 

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. 

Executive Director Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
NCEAS appears to be working quickly to process the inherently difficult historical data recovery in 
preparation for their future synthesis efforts, and in spite of what appears to be a more limited 
involvement regarding collaborating on methods for processing current data. There remains 

unanimous Panel concern regarding the Programs' data management, as captured in the FY12 Panel 
comments below. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
! Date: October 2013 
The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term Programs in Project numbers 

14120111 and 14120114 work with EVOSTC staff to 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. 
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FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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:September2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee C9mments- 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 

June/July 2011 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date: April2011 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund 

These comments are from the two Science Panel members that have been tasked by the panel to 

with work with the EVOSTC staff on the data management and synthesis topic. The Panel does not 
believe that Axiom currently has the capacity to conduct the most effective management of the data. 

The biological investigations produced by the suite of projects included in this proposal package 

generate data that are challenging to code in ways that facilitate their combination with other data 
such as physical or chemical variables . The discipline that handles these challenges is known as 

informatics. The Science Panel views the inexperience of Axiom personnel as a critical problem. This 
concern does not imply inadequate capability of the key staff of Axiom. It is a reflection of their 
limited experience. Consequently, establishing a partnership between Axiom and NCEAS makes sense 
because Matt Jones and NCEAS are willing to share their cutting-edge expertise. NCEAS is the 
"National" Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis and the principals of the NCEAS proposal are 
leaders in this field. Pairing NCEAS with Axiom, would promote information sharing of NCEAS' 
expertise, such emerging data standards as DateOne and on a suite of data manipulation and 
synthesis tools, such as meta-analysis methods. This information transfer represents critical capacity 

building within Alaska that would greatly benefit EVOSTC, AOOS, NPRB, and other important research 
and monitoring enterprises. The willingness of NCEAS to collaborate with Axiom is evident from their 

proposals and discussions with Rob Bochenek, Elise, Molly, and others. Nevertheless, the most 
creative and appealing aspect of the proposal provided by NCEAS, and which builds on technical 

meta data processing that NCEAS excels in, relates to the second phase of work- the synthesis 

activities. Some syntheses have indeed been supported by the EVOS Trustee Council over the years . 
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These include very important outputs of the program -a synthesis of novel oil toxicity mechanisms in 
pink 

salmon by Rice et al. 2003; a book edited by Spies that placed the oil and natural resources of coastal 
Alaska in a context of changing climate; reviews of the delayed and indirect mechanisms by which 

EVOS oil caused ecolog ical injuries 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 Herring and especially the Long-term Monitoring 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 creating an enduring depos itory for EVOS-Trustee funded data is a long-standing problem. At least 
10 year ago, the EVOS Trustee Council and staff endorsed the responsible and ethically necessary 
principle that each study funded by the Council must deliver all resulting data in electronic form to 
the council staff as part of their final reporting obligations . Despite this mandate, there exists now no 
data base of the historically-funded projects . This issue has great capacity to embarrass the Council 

and the memory of the past failures mot ivates the Panel to recommend finally solving this problem by 
engaging the undeniable expertise and preeminence of NCEAS to collaborate in this venture. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY12 

Date: April 2011 

I concur with the Science Panel and strongly recommend that this proposal be funded. Data may be 
the single largest legacy of these programs and it is critical that the work starts on the strongest 
foundation possible. 

Public Advisory Committee- FY12 

Date: July 2011 

Issues raised by the Science Panel, Trustee Council staff, and the PAC called for additional work and 
collaboration to assist with establishment of a data management system that includes 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 Eilo summed the PAC interest in the Trustee Council 
implementing a solid data management, synthesis, and public access system. 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 
Date: July 2011 

I also strongly concur with the Science Panel and science coordinator. The PAC was also strongly in 

favor of this very important collaboration, historical data recovery and the synthesis work. 
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Project Number: 16120111 

Project Title: PWS Herring and Monitoring Program 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Scott Pegau 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized to Date: $5,087,050 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$1,027,390 $1,264,759 $1,429,195 $1,365,678 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $1,241,321 

I $1.~~~321 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $6,328,343 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $0 $0 $154,731 $0 $154,731 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/21/15. 

The goal of the 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, 
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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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY16 ----Date: September 2015 
The Science Panel was pleased with the progress of the individual projects and the overall Program. 
The Panel is gratified to see several new and younger scientists with fine and promising records of 

past preparation and accompl ishments . For example, the progress made already by Dr. Rand to work 
through the backlog of samples left after the departure of Tom Kline is impressive. Dr. Pegau's active 

leadership is critical to the study's success and especially to achieving important syntheses among 
separate projects . 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date:Septernber2015 
I concur with the Science Panel's comments. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

Date:Septernber2014 

Fund Fund Fund 

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 proposals by Bishop and Pegau (aerial survey). The 
revised reporting forms also prompted greater inclusion of benchmark results, publications and 
changes to work plans. 

Next year, the Panel would like to see improvements in: 
Inclusion of fundamental information 

The Panel would like to see the inclusion in proposals of information regarding the 1) 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 
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.- -

descriptions included·inthe next set of proposals. We are not requesting that detaileddescriptions.,be ' 

provided to the degree 'exhibited in original proposals or publications; Pis should.use their expertise : 0 
to identify and include essential, fundamental information that should be included to-facilitate 
review. Good· examples of the level expected detail include the GulfWatch proposals by Carls, Jones, 
and Piatt and the Marine Debris Removal proposal by Pallister(available on the EVOSTC website). 

The Science Panel would also appreciate having more detail about how the herring programs 

contribute to the ~){i~ting and propos.ed herring assessment process and model.- In particular it would . 
be useful to have a shortpa·ragraph 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 indicated. in prior years that they did not want the entire original 

proposal text included every year. However, the minimal, essential information reques_ted 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· and:. 
models, in part so changes to the design can be placed in proper context. We appreciate your efforts 
in refining your multi-year proposal submissions. 

Planning Succession Necessitated by Attrition of Experienced Personnel 

This continues to be an area of concern for the Panel. The departure of Michele Buckhorn, who 
serves as the lead PI for three of the twelve submitted projects,· could have a large impact on the 

overall success of the Program. We understand ·from our discussion with Scott. that they are working 
to address the issue but feel that this highlights the issue of a need for junior scientists to be trained 0 
within the projects so smooth transitions in scientific personnel. . 

,• ., 

The Panel continues to support efforts to increase future capacity with regard to Pis turnover and 
continues to encourage that post-docs be integrated into the programs. 

Improved data submission by Herring Program Pis· 
We understand that many Pis in the Herring program are behind in providing meta data and data to 
the central data repository. With the new forms that have been developed, and the availability of 
assistance from Axiom staff, it is important for each PI to comply with the data submission. -

requirements set forth as a condition of their funding. 

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 herring populations in PWS. However progre'ss in these areas will n~ed to be 

more explicit and fully developed. Details provided to the Panel were toodimited to be able to truly 
evaluate progress in this area. Discussion on the conference call with the PI was encouraging in that 
details of the stock models will be provided to the panel in advance of the February synthesis 
meeting. We look forward to seeing synthesis both within and across projects at the February 
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synthesis meeting and view this as a critical checkpoint to assess progress of the program toward a 
synthetic understanding. 

Future Consideration 
(1} Early life history. There appears to be no effort made to examine distribution of herring 
larvae. Larval surveys, especially when spread over time and space can be revealing about species 
composition and in some instances could provide auxiliary indices of abundance (such as CALCOFI}. A 
foeus of the predecessor SEA Program at PWSSC involved how physical transport of herring larvae 
may play important roles in transporting them to rearing and nursery areas, thereby influencing 
survival and abundance patterns. Some linkage back to those concepts may be fruitful, especially 
given the extent of physical oceanographic information now available. 

(2}. Age at maturity. It would be a relatively simple matter to examine the maturity of herring 
captured in the late winter. By this time any herring that is set to mature will have developing gonads 
that can be examined macroscopically- and even histologically, using oocyte diameter as a criterion 
of maturation. Have such simple and inexpensive approaches been considered? 

(3}. Spawn Assessments. The questions that arise from spawn assessments are (1} the completeness 
in time and space; (2} the continuity of the survey effort over time, especially with changes in 
available resources; (3} the use of mile-'days' instead of cumulative distance, which is the measure 
used in most other parts of the coast, in the US and Canada. For acoustic surveys, similar questions 
arise, especially about the continuity over time, etc. The issue of stock assessment of herring, 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 existing 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}. Climate change. Climate change may affect various biological attributes of fish populations 
including growth and susceptibility of disease, etc. 

(5}. Anthropogenic changes. The impacts of anthropogenic changes related to fisheries, either 
extractive fishing or fish culture, could be useful. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FYlS 
[Date: September 2014 

I concur with the Panel's overall comments. I commend the Program for their high-level of 
coordination and collaboration both within the Program and with the local community. I would also 
be interested in more detail regarding the incorporation of the projects data into the existing and 
proposed ASA model. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 
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FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 
Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date: September 2013 

PAC 

Not Reviewed 

Proposals were lacking in detail, hindering their evaluation 

Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund 

There was not enough information provided for the Science Panel to evaluate the proposals and offer 
substantive suggestions. In order to evaluate proposal merits, the Science Panel wanted to see more 
detail, including: 

• Sampling design, locations and methods, including QA/QC of data collection 
• Approach to data analysis including statistical methods and/or relevant contrasts 

• Explicit statement of how analyses will answer the major questions 
• A discussion of results to date and any adjustments in project design in view of results 

• Explicit statement of how individual project results relate to or will be integrated into the broader 
program 

• The proposals should be reviewed as a whole by someone from the group before submission. 
The panel, EVOSTC and agency staff will be looking at options for providing brief guidance and/or a 
form for the programs in advance of proposal drafting and submission to clarify expectations. When 
EVOSTC staff has a draft form or guidance, we will circulate it to the Team Leads for their feedback. 
There was also initial discussion regarding reporting which we will also circulate if it is further 
developed. 

Publications 
The Science Panel encourages investigators to publish their results in peer-reviewed journals to make 
their hard-won results available to wider scientific audience. This encouragement especially applies to 
young investigators who are establishing their careers. They may quickly become unable to compete 
for ot~er jobs. We anticipate the FY17 Invitation will include an expectation to publish. 

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 propos a I. 

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 QA/QC be maintained. The Science Panel is concerned that adequate 
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attention is not being devoted to this fundamental aspeCt of data management. It is particulady 
important to ass~mble complete metadata to ens_ure that long-term data sets can be verified and _ 
understood once ~he 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. 

- . 
Example: As a specific example, the Ocean Tracking Ne~work (OTN) has four nearly full-time people-
creating metadata forms that a(e 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.w-ill 
ultimately determine the long-term success and influence of the ,programs. The contact at OTN is ~ob 
Branton (bob.branton@gmail.com) or (bob.branton@dal.ca). ___ , 

:· '' 

Attrition of Experienced Personnel _ 
The panel notes that it may be_a ch;:JIIenge to replace experienced personnel re~iring or transitioning 

out of the programs, but the need for their expertise remains. To address these changes, the pan~ I, 
suggests that the programs partner their junipr Pis with newly recruited, experienced scientists. , 
Where difficult_jes exist in filling key positions, the panel also suggests strategically tapping outside 
experts to review projects and provide consultation anq setting up a Post-Doctraining program for 
the LTM and Herring projects.- Asexperienced perso~n~lleaveihe program either through retirement 
or departure, the sal,arysavingscouldfund this kind of a,~tivfty.-

•• .,1•. 

Potential Resource- The pane~ encourages the _programs to consider options fc;>r 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 ~-CJndidates who 
may be helpful to the programs. Intergovernmental Perspnnel Assignments and perhaps NRC 
Res-earch Associate post-docs. may also be .. a sou(ce for additional experti~e and post~doc -wo~k. 

Synthesis in Advance of f.ebrua~y 2015 Workshop _ _ _ 
There is concern from our review of the proposals1that the programs are postponing work on 

' ' ' . ' ·,·. . ... '· 

synthesis until just before the Workshop. The programs should think through and create a step-by-
step rou!e 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 en~ourage actual synthetic analyses and 

\ . 
presentation in con~rast to single PI presentations on isolated projects· or t<;>pics. Examples for 
pairings include: disease and physiology, and modeling of herring mov~ments and disease. 

0 Draft 11-4-15 

90 



Herring Program Advisory Group, academic position suggestion 
Some additional expertise that could assist with this group are Tim'Essington (UW) and Alec McCall, 0 
SWFSC wouid 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 defens.ible· 
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 so'me in the GulfWatch program, are dependent on the 
confidence levels associated with the herring assessments. Such assessment is essential ev'en 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 usuaily 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 ~ge-structured stock 
assessment (ASA) model tailored for PWS herring, perhaps to be done cooperatively with ADF~. 

From the proposals thi~ 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 of the 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 tun~ the 
model). For'PWS herring there riiay be only'two options: a time series of (i) spawn data or (ii) acoustic Q 
data. The problem is ~omplex, because the tfme series of these two data sets are of differing length. 
Perhaps there'are other data options, but the modelers need to ensure that they understand the 
strengths arid limitations of all'the data they use iri the model. This is a task that requires experience. 

It is important tcfnote that, while acoustic' estimates 'of abundance of herring are commonly used · 
around the world, they seldom are used as stand-qlone independent measures of biomass. Instead; 
they usually contribute time-series data to rnore 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 musfbe considered- and presumably 
this could involve acoustic approaches, or even simple models based mainly on spawn abundance 
data. Therefore a firm recomm~ndation of the Science Panel is that the directi~n and requirements 
of the· stock ·assessment process, through ASA models, should be clarified and evaluated as soon as 
p'ossible. ' · 

We wish to further elaborate about why all the other herring projects are secondary in importance to· 
stock abundance estimation. It is because much of the biology and life history of herring is impacted 

by density-dependent processes and this, in t~rn, can affect growth, maturation, migration; condition, 
disease and recruitment -all subjects of the proposals in the herring program. Herring abundance 
also affects other fauna, especially seabirds and ma·rine mammals. Therefore, the Science. Panel 
recommendation is that the assessment of herring abundance should g-et top priority, and proceed as 

·vigorously and rapidly .as possible. This is not to say that the other projects are unworthy or should 
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stop- on the contrary. The "assessment project, while vital, is among the most scientifically routine of 
the lot, because- it involves the. implementation 9f exiting protocols and methodologies. That does 
not mean itis simple or easy to do; but it-is nota 'hypothesis testing' enterprise in the usual sense._ 
Nevertheless, the products of assessments will provid~ a basis for better science for almost all of the 
other projects. The common element on all the other projects, with the p<;>ssible exception of some 
acoustics projects, is that they aim to determine why and how herring populations change­
phy~iologically or ecologically.· In a sense ~heir value is dependent on the rigor of the herring 
abundance assess~J~~nts. 

- -. 
What are the-implications of this rec;ommendation?-

(1) The project on ASA modeling work should be acknowledged. as a priority (ev:en a pre-requisite) 
among the other herrin'g projects. It needs to be implemented rapidly because its req·uiremerits 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 
proceeding much more rapidly than indicated in the progress repprt. If this tas~ cannot be 
implemented in a timely manner, than the herring program should consider other ways of getting. this 
work done. 
(3) A longer-term implication is that some of the: .closely related proj~cts that might provide input data 
to the ASA, especially some of the ac;oustic proj~cts, could require modification or reconsideration. If 
the age-structured mo9el cannot jncorporate the acoustic data, as it is pres,ently_acquired, then the._ 
design of the acoustic program_s ~hould be adj_~Jsted and re-li!valuated. However, .this. cannot be 
determin·ed until the ASA ~ode!· is .functional and evaluated. . · · 
(4) Once the ASA model is functional, then it should be formally reviewed by 1-2 independent 
(outside) experts to evaluate its formulation,_ application and efficacy. Such a review is _a common 
practice and should culminate in a_report that documents the reviewfindings. This report would then 
provide direction about th_e data requirements for a-.reliabie ASA model.of PWS herring. (Note: this 
was a recommendation in the 2011 Science Panel. report): . . . . . 
(5) If the fully-developed ASA model cannot provide acceptable results because of the limitations of 

the input data,. then other approaches to herring biomass assessments must be considered. These 
could include simpler models that rely more directly on acousti_cs or ~pawn deposi_tion. 

Inter-project cooperation and. communication 
' . 

The Science Panel acknowledges and salutes the efforts made to coordinate logistics offieldprojec~s,_, 
especially following a long period when Pis worked relatively independently on most projects. · 
However we are not convinced 'that some of the individual projects are as well connected as they 

· should be, in terms of communication among PI's. This comment is baseq on an appar~nt lack of 
connectivity among some of the proposals. 

Project gap: microchemistry . 

The panel noted that the PWS herring population could have important spatial_ structure that might 

go undetected by gerietic analysis of microsatellites. This could occur if PWS herring consist of a meta­
population with spatially separate sub:-populations that, nevertheless, have sufficient genetic 
exchange to. preclude genetic :detectable differentiation: Therefore it is itl)portant to re-examine. this · 

issue because the previous genetic work, conducted more than a decade ago, had a short• duration 
and a limited number of probes. Based on the pre,vious genetic study in Prince William Sound, a~d 
Draft 11-4-15 

92 



similar but more recent genetic analyses of either herring populations in the eastern Pacific, the panel :O 
does not anticipate that the current genetic studies will demonstrate new evidence of genetic. 
variation within PWS. Instead these studies will·probably provide important confirmatory evidence of 
a lack of genetic differentiation det~ctable within different parts of the Sound. Such evidence, 
however, would not necessarily mean that PWS herring lack any spatial variation. 

It is possible that PWS herring constitute a meta-population consisting of several sub-populations that 
may have spatially distinct life histories for parts of their lives. If so, these populations c.ould have 

different growth rates, and population parameters. Knowledge of such possible spatial structure is 
integral to understanding factors affecting the abundance of PWS herring: The absence of such 
understanding represents an ongoing gap in the program. Such a gap could be addressed by-analyses 
of microchemistry of otoliths. Time spent by herring in different bays within PWS and the surrounding· 
region, could be reflected in the chemical cor:nposition of otoliths that can be detected by analyses of 
microchemistry. This approach would have linkages to several other projects. Thus, the 
microchemistry approach would provide helpful new insights to ongoing projects while improving 
linkages among them. 

The panel is aware of difficulties associated with previous attempts to examine microchemistry of 
herring. We acknowledge that microchemistry must be usedcarefully as a research tool,· but point out 
that it can be a powerful and informative approach when done prope·rly. For this reason we suggest 
that the herring program could·consider the .incorporation of this'approach. For technical reasons·, 
explained below, we further suggest that the optimal approach would be the examination of otolitns. 

Regarding scales vs. otoliths.: Herring scales may not be a good tissue for microchemistry, but otoliths 0 
may be useful. The main problem with scales is that herring resorb calcium and other minerals from · 

their ·scales as they mature sexuaUy. The·effect does not interfere with annulus formation on scales 
but it could confound comparisons of putative population groups.· This is not a con~;ern for otoliths· · 

where, in theory, tli"e chemical signatures are retained unchanged with age/time . .The main concern 
with otolith collections is that they need to be collected and stored carefully prior to analysis. As they 
dry, otoliths tend to develop hairline cracks that can accumulate extraneous material- which aga'in 
can confound results. Potential Resource- The current director of the UAF Alaska Stable Isotope 
Facility is Matt Woller. He is well respected and is an excellent collaborator. See: 
http://ine.uaf.edu/werc/asif/ 

Forage· Fish . 
The Science Panel supports the enhanced atte-ntion to estimating population abundances of 

important forage fish in the Long-term Monitoring/Gulf Watch Project, while noting that'the Herring 
Program will also be sampling forage fishes acoustically and during net tows, such as those planned to 
ground-truth acoustic signals. Exceptforherring itself, the early studies of EVOS impaats on the Pws· 
ecosystem unfortunately failed to establish population assessment on any of the forage fishes of 

known significance to supporting higher-order predators: sand lance, ·cape lin, and eulachon in 
parti'cular. The Piatt project in LTM/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 of forage fis~es. 
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Science Coordinator Comments- FY14 

Date:Septernber2013 
I concur with the Science Panel . I commend this program for its dedication to using local community 
resources when appropriate and its efforts to work together as a team. I concur with the Panel's 

comments regarding the overall poor quality of the proposals. Most proposals made no effort to even 
change the dates of their tasks and deliverables making it almost impossible to determine where the 

project was in meeting its objectives. 

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. 

Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
I concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term Programs in Project numbers 

14120111 and 14120114 work with EVOSTC staff to 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 Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

September 2012 Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
----------~~~--~--~~~~~~~~------~--~--------, Date: September 2 ... 0_12 __ _ 

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. No individual comments were received. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

I Date I Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director I 
Draft 11-4-15 

94 



June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

April 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date: June 2011-lndividual Panel Member Comments 
Individual Comment 1: 

Linkages among the projects are done in a thoughtful and detailed fashion. I see huge progress in how 
well the leaders of the herring program are viewing this Program as a whole and integrating its pieces. 

I commend the Pis. Specifically, the logistic coordination is compelling and achieves cost efficiencies 
as well as intellectual linkages. The temporal staging of various 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 during sampling targeting juveniles and this is addressed. 

Date: April 2011 
This program seeks to add to the existing body of knowledge that began under the PWS Herring 
Survey program in FYlO. The proposed projects will provide both new and continuing information 

regarding the current status of herring in PWS. The data collected under this program will be made 
available to researchers and the public and will provide critical information for resource managers. 

The continuation of current outreach and education strategies from the PWS Herring Survey projects 
and the additional strategies in the proposal have the potential to provide effective means to 

disseminate information and engage the fishing community and other community members in 
understanding the results of the integrated monitoring program. 

The Panel recommends funding most components of this proposal , but reiterates the same serious 
concern about the data management components. Again the Science Panel strongly recommends that 

the Council provide assistance from an organization 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 . Herring assessments in PWS, and everywhere else in the eastern 
Pacific, use spawn surveys as an essential part of the assessment. The approach currently used in PWS 
differs from all others in the use of miledays, whereas all other jurisdictions use a static measure of 
spawn, once spawning is completed. Also, the completeness of the spawn surveys has been 
questioned. (Note : these comments should not be construed as criticism of ADFG or their staff 
because the panel recognizes the effort and dedication made by such staff. On the contrary, the 
comments and recommendations related to spawn surveys should be seen as an initiative to provide 

assistance to field staff associated with herring assessment. The benefits of such ass istance will accrue 

both to the science and management of PWS herring) . Nearly all of the proposals are predicated on 
the availability of reliable herring spawning biomass assessments that are, in turn, dependent 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 in 

other jurisdictions . To provide credible management advice future estimation of spawn must be made 
with a level of accuracy that is required to support the assessments. There are concerns that 
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substantial 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 valid but there is no way to determine this without additional 
work. Therefore to evaluate whether the accuracy and reliability of present and past estimation of 

herring spawn in PWS is accurate, we recommend developing diver-assisted surveys . The Science 
Panel noted that diver surveys, yielded different results in the past {details provided in 

Recommendations to Team Leader). This would also include an assessment model and biological 
sampling review. Herring Stock Assessment Modeling : A Science Panel Recommendation for Review 

Success of the herring program will depend on the reliability of ADF&G herring spawn surveys. Nearly 
all of the proposals are predicated on the availability of reliable herring spawning biomass 

assessments that are, in turn, dependent on accurate herring assessments . 

Herring assessments in PWS, like everywhere else in the eastern Pacific, use spawn surveys as an 
essential part of the assessment. The approach used in PWS, however, differs from all others in that 

PWS uses mile-days, whereas all other jurisdictions use a static measure of spawn, once spawning is 
completed. Herring assessments also rely on accurate bio-sampling for estimates of size and age of 

herring. Recently, the completeness of the 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-working . 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY12 
Date: April2011 

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 funding for a comprehensive review of the data 

program. I also concur with the Science Panel that the fundamental data that will be utilized by the 
program should be rigorously 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. 

Public Advisory Committee- FY12 
Date: July 2011 
The Science Panel said the response to their concerns and further coordination was good. The Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game will partially fund a herring liaison position. Improved modeling 

techniques will be included as a separate project {PI is Branch). Torie Baker stated that this type of 
effort is what is needed to help resource managers in their decision-making. It was moved by French, 

second by Anderson Faulkner that the PAC concurs with the Science Panel recommendation to fund 
the Branch modeling project. There were no objections. 

Date: April 2011 

The PAC supports funding the herring 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 
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program, and (amendment moved by Baker, second by Andersen Faulkner) further, the PAC supports 
additional discussions with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on the use of the recommended 
dive surveys. The motion passed, with dissent by Brune and Bauer, based on Axiom's current past 
due deliverables . 

The group discussed the herring proposal and the added value of the NCEAS data management 
addition. Catherine Boerner stated that the data was the "gold mine" of many of these projects, and 
needed to be made available over the long term-and the NCEAS team will assist in making this 
happen. Baker raised a question about the use of "outside" consultants versus Alaskans, and how the 
two would work together. Hsieh said that NCEAS is experienced in working with diverse groups and it 
was her impression, thus far, that Axiom would also be amenable to working with NCEAS. 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 if there were other organizations that Axiom did work for. Hsieh mentioned 
several State and Federal agencies th~t are Axiom clients . 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 
Date: July 2011 
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 ~everal 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 . 

In addition, the program and ADF&G have discussed what actions would enhance the program's value 
to the management of herring. Both entities recommend the Council fund 70% of an ADF&G 
biometrician Ill or a fisheries scientist I to coordinate with the herring program and to also focus on a 
modeling effort. This is included in our draft administrative budget and has the strong support of 
individual Science Panel members. We have continued to decrease our admin budget, but are also 
positioning our staff and agency staff to support the long-term programs. 
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Project Number: 16120111-A 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program -Validation of Acoustic Surveys for Pacific 
Herring Using Direct Capture 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Mary Anne Bishop 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $447,746 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

S68,016 S90,579 S148,022 S141,046 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $145,297 

I s17s~~97 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $592,960 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

so so so so so so 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 
Acoustic surveys provide a relatively low-cost, remote sensing tool to estimate species-specificfish 
biomass and abundance. Interpreting acoustic data requires accurate ground truthing of acoustic 
backscatter to confirm species and length frequency of insonified targets. 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 j'uvenile herring. Our pelagic trawl surveys will take 
place in conjunction with and onboard the same vessel as two studies in the PWS Herring Research 
and Monitoring program: Juvenile Herring Abundance Index (years 2-5) and Acoustic Consistency: 
Intensive Surveys of Juvenile Herring (year 3). In addition, this project will validate acoustic surveys 
associated with the PWS Herring Research and Monitoring Program: Expanded Adult Surveys (years 2-
5) . For the adult herring surveys, Alaska Dept. Fish and Game has required gillnets and jigging for 
validation in lieu of trawls. Our project will provide data on species composition and length frequency 
to aid in the interpretation of current and historical acoustic surveys . Juvenile herring samples 
collected during our pelagic trawl surveys will be distributed to six projects within the integrated 
herring program: condition index, energetics, growth, disease, juvenile herring abundance index, 
juvenile herring intensive surveys. Adult herring are being collected in spring to validate the expanded 
adult herring acoustic surveys as well as for two additional studies in the herring research program: 
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age at first spawn and herring genetics . Adult herring samples will also be provided to Alaska Dept. 
Fish and Game for the adult herring age-structure-analyses model. Our trawls will also provide fishery­
independent surveys for non-herring species, thus increasing our knowledge of pelagic fishes in Prince 
William Sound. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

Date: September 2014 

PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund 

Trustee Council 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

There is evidence of substantial, well-executed field work, and excellent support and integration with 
other projects. 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: September and October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date: September 2013 

Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

It seems that Dr. Bishop is performing a 'service' to the other PI's, but an essential one, especially in 
the collection of herring samples. For this service 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 contributes to the cumulative cost of acoustic work in Prince William Sound- so between 
the three proposals by PI Buckhorn, and this, the total annual effort and cost of acoustic work is 

significant. This may be appropriate if acoustics has a central role by providing key data for annual 
abundance estimates.The rationale for this proposal is to validate an acoustic target using a single 
beam sounder. This is valid in the context of the present program but there may be a more 
fundamental question that has not been addressed- although it is not directed specifically at this 
project. Is the acoustic equipment being used the best for the job? If acoustic estimates were used as 
the ASA tuning index, how would any change(s) in the acoustic surveys (survey protocols, or 
equipment) affect the temporal integrity of the index? Similar questions were posed in the 2011 
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Science Panel report. 

A different question: There is an interesting excerpt from the proposal : "We recognize that a major 
deficit in the existing PWS Herring Survey program is the lack of an effective means of validating the 
acoustic signal. Fortunately, if we can establish through direct capture of insonified fish that certain 
patterns in echograms can be interpreted as different year classes of herring, then we may be able to 
reanalyze historical acoustic measurements to better understand changes in juvenile herring 
populations." The suggestion is that acoustic strength estimates, obtained by field measurements in 
from this project, could be used to adj ust results f rom past herring surveys. It is not clear who would 
do this retrospective analysis . Regardless, such a contribution would be welcome -with the caveat 
that the rationale and methodology must be documented and accessible, preferably in a published 
report. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 

1 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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 

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. 

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. 
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FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 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: 16120111-C 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Data Management Support 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Rob Bochenek 

PI Affiliation: Axiom Consulting Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $307,162 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$130,800 $130,800 $22,345 $23,217 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $23,980 

I $2~~~0 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $331,142 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $0 $0 $21,200 $0 $21,200 

FY15 Non-EVOSTC funding from FY15 proposal. 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/10/15. 
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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 ~----------------------------------------------~ 

The Science Panel appreciates that there was progress in data assimilation and posting . We look 
forward to continued progress and request clarification on the current status and major bottlenecks 
of the process . The graph showing the number of files was descriptive; however the Panel would like 
some context to understand the potential scale of the vertical axis on that figure. What is the total 
number of expected files? The Panel also wanted to have a better descriptor of the nature of data 
uploaded that goes beyond files including the type of files, number of datasets, and the percentage of 
data from the current herring program has been submitted to the workspace by individual project Pis. 
What fraction of what has been submitted is non-compliant {lacking metadata, QA/QC, etc.)? What 
fraction has been submitted and is awaiting uploading? It fee ls like the overall project should have a 
grid of dataset by year with a key showing the status of each dataset. This would allow easy 
visualization of both the scope and status of the project. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
We concur with the Science Panel 's comments. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 

There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
Date: September 2014 

----------~------------------------~ 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund 

It was encouraging 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 ava ilable to investigators. However, it was discouraging to learn that not all 
investigators were compliant on submission of both metadata and data in a timely manner {within 
one year of collection) as agreed upon when accepting funding f rom EVOSTC. In the future we see 
submission of required data and metadata as a condition of funding renewal. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FYlS ---------------------------------------------, Date: September 2014 

I concur with the Science Panel and would be will ing to assist with data compliance if desired. 

PAC, Executive Directqr Comments- FYlS 

Date: October 2014 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

Draft I I -4-I 5 

I03 



FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Conditional Fund Conditional 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date: September 2013 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Not Reviewed Fund Conditional Fund 

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 YearThree. 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 QA/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 . 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. bra nton@da l.ca ). 
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Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 

The October 2013 PAC meeting was cancelled due to the fede ral government shutdown. Abstracts 
were submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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 da te 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 . No individual comments were received. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
The Council requests the Team Leads and Pis within the Long-Term Programs in Project numbers 
14120111 and 14120114 work with EVOSTC staff to 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. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

June/July 2011 Fund 

April 2011 Modify 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
Date: April2011 

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 suffic ient expertise or scientific guidance to deliver a useable data 
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0 

0 

0 

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 b~ organized so that relevant data and meta data from a broad array of 
dis.ciplines can b.e assembled in one database. The panel viewed this as this as an informatics problem 
that, .if not resolved at the onset, will jeopardize 'the long-term program. There is a very clear need to 

overcome critical technological impediments to accotnplishing synthetic, integrative environmenta_l 
science, while at the same time promoting more open access to information· and data sharing. It is 

critical that this database be open source and be compliant with the K'nowledge Network for 
Biocomplexity meta data compliant with Ecological Meta data Language. In .addition,-there should be a 

plan from the ·outset as to how to incorporate 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 Ce[!ter for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) for· p~er re':'iew and t~chnical 

assistance to the data nianagernent team.' With regard to the separate lingering oil monitoring 
proposal included within the Program proposal, the Panel has no objection to the funding of this 

additional. project. The Panel does (lOt believe that Axiom currently h.as the capacity to conduct the 
most effective management of the data. The biological investigations produced by the suite of 
projects included .in this proposal·p.ackage generate data that are challenging to code ill ways that 

·facilitate their combim~tio~ with other data such as physical or chemicai ,variables. The·disdpline that 

handles t~ese cha"enges is known as informatics. The Science Panel views the inexperience of Axiom 
personnel as a critical problem. This concern does not imply inadequate capability of the key staff of 

Axiom. It is a reflection of their limited experience. Consequently, establishing a partnership between 
Axiom and NCEAS makes sense because Matt Jones and NCEAS are willing to share their cutting-edge. 

expertise. NCEAS is the "National" Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis and the principals of 
the NCEAS proposal are leaders in this field. Pairing NCEAS with Axiom, would promote information 

sharing of NCEAS' expertise, such emerging data standards as DateOne and on a suite qfdata 
manipulation and synthesis tools,. such as meta-analysis methqds. This infor~ation transfer 

represents critical capacity building "Vithin Alaska that would greatly benefit EVOSTC; AOOS, NPRB, 
and other important research and mo'nitoring enterprises. The willingness of,NCEAS to col.labo~ate. 
with Axiom is evident from their proposals a'nd discussions with Rob Bochenek; Elise, Molly, and 

others. Nevertheless, the most creative and appealing aspect of the proposal provided by NCEAS; ~nd . 
which builds on technical meta data processing that NCEAS excels in, relates to the second phase of · 
work- the synthesi.s activities. Some synthe.ses have indeed bee.n supported by the EVOSTrustee · 
Council over the years. Th_ese include very i'mportant outputs of the program- a synthesis of novel oil 
toxicity mechanisms in pink,salmon by Rice et al. 2003; a book' e.pited by.Spies that placed the oil ;;~rid 
natural resources of coastal Alaska in a context of changing climate; reviews of the de.layed and 

· indirect mechanisms by which EVOS oil caused ecological injuries by Peterson et al. (2003); and . 
reviews of multi-year EVOS oil persistence on Alaskan beaches by Short and colleagues .. Despite these 

valuable legacies, more synthesis is needed into the future, including on herring, where numerous 
potential explanations for its lack of recover{ exist and a growing body of diverse data requires . 

synthesis ~o extract now cryptic insights. ' · 

Phase II of the NCEAS proposal promises facilitation of just such synthesis outputs. This activity is 

extremely ·important for both the Herring and especially the Long-term Mqnitoring programs. The 
Panel recommends funding of this Ph.ase II, under conditions that reflect engagement of the Pis from 
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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 creating an enduring depository for EVOS-Trustee funded data is a long-standing problem. At least 
10 year ago, the EVOS Trustee Council and staff endorsed the responsible and ethically necessary 
principle that each study funded by the Council must deliver all resulting data in electronic form to 
the council staff as part of their final reporting obligations. Despite this mandate, there exists now no 
data base of the historically-funded projects. This issue has great capacity to embarrass the Council 
and the memory of the past failures motivates the Panel to recommend finally solving this problem by 
engaging the undeniable expertise and preeminence of NCEAS to collaborate in this venture. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY12 

Date: April2011 
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 funding for a comprehensive review of the data 
program. I also concur with the Science Panel that the fundamental data that will be utilized by the 
program should be rigorously 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. 

Public Advisory Committee- FY12 

Date: July 2011 
Issues raised by the Science Panel, Trustee Council staff, and the PAC called for additional work and 
collaboration to assist with establishment of a data management system that includes accessible 
scient ific 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 Hole-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 
management, synthesis, and public access system 

Date: April2011 
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 if there were other organizations that Axiom did work for. Hsieh mentioned 
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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 
Date: July 2011 

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: 16120111-E 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Expanded Adult Herring Surveys 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Peter Rand 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $249,579 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$6,540 $84,366 $68,125 $90,579 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $84,366 

I $8:,~~6 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $333,976 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 

Prince William Sound herring stock biomass estimates from hydroacoustic surveys provide a direct 
measure of the stock abundance for use in the age-structured assessment (ASA) model that is the 

forecasting tool used for management. Prior to 2001, 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 of Fish 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 insufficientfor 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 of this 

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 FY2013 
and continuing until 2016, hydroacoustic surveys will be conducted in late spring (April-May) to assess 
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adult spawning biomass. ADF&G will continue to conduct direct sampling for age/length/weight. 
Additional direct capture will be conducted at adult spawning sites (See Bishop proposal). 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date:September2015 ------------~~~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FY15 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY15 

Date: September 2014 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund 

An extract from the Executive Summary states is as follows : "With the level of effort available over 
the past several years, PWSSC has achieved herring biomass estimates with a precision of about ±30%. 
This level of precision is insufficient for management purposes . There is concern that some 
concentrations of fish are not located and surveyed under current levels, in which case the estimate is 
biased, a factor not incorporated into variance calculations for precision." 

What level of precision would be acceptable for ADF&G? If, as indicated in the report, that the 
biomass estimates (based on incomplete acoustic data) may be unduly conservative, then it follows 
there should be some estimate of the time required to attain a degree of completeness that would be 
acceptable. Such clarification would be useful. 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY15 
Date: September and October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

I Date: September 2013 

Not Reviewed Fund 
Trustee Council 

Fund 

If acoustic information is to be used for annual herring assessments (by ADFG or anyone else) then it 
would seem reasonable that there were some meaningful communication between the people doing 
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 'historically surveyed'? If so, what or where is 

it? Will it be made available to the data synthesis projects? Has there been any effort made to report 
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on these data? Because of PI departures, a very junior, although promising scientist without any 
peer-reviewed publications, is left alone to execute this project. The Science Panel urges engagement 
of a more senior experienced partner to help guide 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. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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 Comments- FY13 

Date:September2012 
I 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. 

Executive Director Comments- FY13 
Date: September 2012 

I concur with the Science Panel. 
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FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 

Date: April 2011 
There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 16120111-F 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Juvenile Abundance Index 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Peter Rand 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $321,223 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$90,143 $80,115 $66,054 $84,911 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $82,949 

I $8~~~9 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $404,172 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 
Management of the Pacific herring stock in Prince William Sound is based primarily on an age­
structured-assessment (ASA} model. The current model, developed in 2005, incorporates both 

hydroacoustic estimates of the adult herring biomass and an index of the 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 
of the first year. Consequently, estimates of relative abundance of age 1 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} of 8 bays; four of which will be the Sound Ecosystem Assessment 
bays . This will maintain a continual database from these locations . The other 4 bays will be selected 

based upon the survey results of the 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 wi ll be directed to size and species 
composition. A midwater trawl will be used to sample randomized transects within each strata. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY16 

I Date: September 2015 
----~------------------------------------~------~ 

The proposal is basically sound but some of the text of this proposal may generate more confusion 
than clarity. While it is correct to state that the ASA model (which 'hindcasts' or provides 'after-the­
fact' estimates of spawning biomass}, cannot account for future recruitment, it is important to 
understand that this is a limitation that applies to most ASA models, on herring or other species. 
Usually assessment biologists attempt to use some form of a 'stock-recruitment' function to provide 
an estimate of new recruits, usually considered to be the numbers of sexually maturing fish that join 
the adult population for the first time, probably mainly at age three (~36 months) when they mature 
sexually. A different approach to estimating recruitment may involve an empirical estimate- or 
relative index- of the numbers of juvenile fish in the population. Such empirical estimates of 
juveniles could be based on fishing surveys (CPUE) or acoustic surveys. 

If juvenile abundance could be estimated a year or two before recruitment, perhaps at age 1 (or 
between ~6-17 months) or age two (~17-30 months) then this also could be used in anticipation of 
the spawning at age 3. There are now several instances of regular juvenile surveys that are used for 
such empirical estimation in various herring populations. In the Strait of Georgia an estimate of age 
0+ juveniles from synoptic surveys made in September can provide a useful index of relative 
recruitment strength nearly 2.5 years before recruitment occurs. There are other examples of this 
approach in European herring populations. 

Based on the comments above, I suggest that the clarity of the proposal might be improved if it were 
to provide some of this context. 

Another general consideration about this proposal is that while valid, desirable and useful, juvenile 
surveys are not necessarily vital for annual assessments. There are alternative approaches to 
estimate annual recruitment based on stock-recruitment models. Such approaches are commonly 
used but usually because there are no alternatives . Also, for relatively sort-lived fish such as herring, 
the size of the recruiting cohort can constitute a large component. So, while it is better to have 
empirical estimates of recruitment, they are not always available. Further, it may take some time to 
establish such a relationship. For example, the time required to develop a comparison of age 0+ 
juveniles (say in late winter at age 6 months) and subsequent recruits (at age 36 months), with five 
data points in a regression, will be about 8 years: 7.5 years between the first juvenile survey (of 
cohort n) and the year of recruitment of age three fish (of cohort n+S)- and perhaps another six 
months to gather all of the data to make the ASA assessment in Year n+S. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
I Date: September 2015 

I concur with the Science Panel's comments and suggestions. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 
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FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

Date: September 2014 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund 

The two projects, Juvenile Herring Abundance & Juvenile Intensive Surveys, have been in place for 
several years but the 2015 proposals did not provide any information on past results. Why is that? 

Science Coordinator Comments- FYlS 
Date: September 2014 
This project has provided status updates in its 2012 and 2013 Annual Reports . The proposal 
requirements did not request a discussion of past results . 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: October 2014 

No project specific comment. Science Coordinator's comments are noted. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 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 

----------------~ 

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 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

I September 2012 Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 

Due to the change in the funding cycle, the program only began the ir work four months prior. We 
have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continu ing their 

proposed work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY13 
, Date: September 2012 

We 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. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
@ ate: April2011 
There are no project specific comments. 
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Project Number: 16120111-H 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Outreach & Education 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Haley Hoover 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOM 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $115,649 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$16,459 $30,520 $32,700 $35,970 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $38,259 

I $:;~~9 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $153,908 

Funding From Non-EVOSTCSources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$50,000 $50,000 $65,000 $65,000 $65,000 $295,000 

FY12- FY15 Non-EVOSTC funding from FY15 proposal; FY16 amount from proposal section VI-C. 

Abstract: 

* This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 

The Outreach & Education project is des igned 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 of the 
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 

Draft 11-4-15 

11 7 



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 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date:September2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
I Date: September 2014 

PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund 

Trustee Council 

Trustee Council 

Fund 

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 investigators work with the outreach program to craft presentations that could be 
delivered at various venues (e.g., schools, Science Pubs) . There was a comment in the proposal that 
there has been some difficulty getting PI's to commit to outreach efforts due to logistics. The location 
of the PI's should have little impact on their ability to participate in outreach efforts. Involvement of 
Pis in outreach activities can extend the reach of the program and improve the public's appreciation 
of what is being accomplished. We also encourage the outreach team to call and interview PI's to get 
information that would be beneficial to the outreach efforts . 

Investigators responses to previous comments made by the science Panel suggested that fu'nding is 
insufficient to expand outreach. The Panel feels that two people are being supported to complete this 
work, which is ample provided that the program prioritizes updating the website and working with Pis 
on presentations over local outreach. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FYlS 

Date: September 2014 
I concur with the Science Panel. The website is listed as an outreach tool yet there is very little 
information about this Program. I struggled to find the Program specific webpage on the PWSSC site 
and there was almost no information for researchers or the public. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: October 2014 

No project specific comment. Science Coordinator's comments are noted. 
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FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date: September 2013 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Not Reviewed Fund Fund · 

Was there any attempt to coordinate output with Gulf monitoring group? As noted above, the 
Science Panel notes that there may be opportunities and requirements for increased communication 
among PI's within the herring project. A key point is how the different projects relate to each other, 
especially their connections or inter-dependences. This aspect was not well developed in this (2013) 
set of proposals. Perhaps this outreach project can assist in this regard? 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments. 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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 

I 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. 
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FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 

I Date: April 2011 
There are no project spec ific comments . 
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Project Number: 16120111-K 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Herring Disease Program (HDP) 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Paul Hershberger 

PI Affiliation: USGS Project Manager: USGS 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $573,776 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$0 $0 $281,874 $291,902 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $298,006 

I $2:~~06 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $871,782 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $0 $0 $42,100 $42,100 $84,2007 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 

The Herring Disease Program (HDP) 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 HOP 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 2016 
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 orfour 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 lchthyophonus. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY16 
Date:September2015 
I would like to commend the project team on their outstanding publication record. This project is 
pioneering techniques for disease detection and management and it is gratifying to see that they are 
sharing their knowledge during each stage of the research with the scientific community both in 
Alaska and worldwide. 

PAC Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date: September 2015 
I concur with the Science Coordinator's comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund 

Date: September 2014 --------------------------~~----------------------. 

The Panel commends this project team for their outstanding record of scientific publication. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FYlS 
Date: September 2014 
I also commend the team for their efforts to publish their work in peer-reviewed literature. 

PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel and Science Coordinator. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator I PAC I Executive Director I Trustee Council 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date:September2013 

I Not Reviewed I Fund I Fund 

The Science. Panel feels that this is probably one of the most important high-payoff programs within 

EVOSTC. Funding needs to continue and the incorporation of disease ecology needs to be somehow 
incorporated into models. 
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Science Coordinator, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 
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Project Number: 16120111-L 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Herring Condition Monitoring 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Ron Heintz 

PI Affiliation: PWSCC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $720,793 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$0 $229,990 $238,601 $251,572 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $253,861 

I $2~~:61 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $974,024 

Funding From Non-EVOSTCSources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $0 $0 $42,431 $46,683 $ 89,114 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/12/15. 
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 continuing the development of an overwinter herring mortality model that began 
with an ongoing monitoring project initiated in 2007, and incorporates results from Prince William 
Sound herring research dating as far back as the 1990's. Accordingly, herring are sampled in November 
and the following March {Objectives 1 and 2). The model runs by applying herring condition 
observations made before and after winter {Objective 3). 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. 

Additionally, this project will be furthering the development of an overwinter herring mortality model 
with additional data types including proximate composition, RNA/DNA, and diet (Objective 6), as well 
energy levels per se. The goal is to 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 that began in 2007. 
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We wi ll no longer be assessing competitive effects of other juvenile fishes on condition of age-0 

herring using stable isotope analys is as noted in previous proposals (Objective 4). Our experience with 
the sampling program is that we were unable to target the sample sizes need for other species to 

make this a realistic goal. This aspect of the project was not conducted in 2015 and will not be 
conducted in 2016. 

In 2015, we examined the relationship between age-0 herring length and scale growth (Objective 5) 

using existing data collected as part of this program, in order to better interpret long-term scale data 
held by Alaska Department of Fish and Game within the context of energetics. This project will not 

continue in 2016 as the analysis was completed successfully. 

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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 
Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 --------------------~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 
Date: September 2014 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund 

Parts of this expensive proposal/project are vague. In particula r the 'new' work looking at juvenile 
sea les is not clear. (1) Is the pian to take sea les from juvenile fish? If so, this could be difficult bee a use, 
depending on the time of year and fish size, scales may be incompletely developed and very fragile . 
(2) Have the investigators done any 'preliminary work' to examine 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- FYlS 

Date: September and October 2014 

We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY14 

Date:September2013 
Considerable concern was expressed about the departure of Dr. Kline and the panel endorses Pegau's 
expressed urgency in 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 model. 
These proposals also present well and respond to much of what the panel recommended in 2011. 

Over-wintering mortality among herring juveniles has been invoked as an explanation for many 
things : recruitment variation, spatial variation in herring survival and susceptibility to disease within 
Prince William Sound, and perhaps more. It is an important topic and there is a rich legacy of work on 
this by productive researchers in Prince William Sound. It is important that this work receive the 
continued attention it deserves, including 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 overwintering 
periods. If Pis are truly interested in determining whether the "constraints" are relaxed, then all 
constraints, including climate/ocean factors must be considered. As much as possible these projects 
must be integrated with oceanographic and biological data from LTM, 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 in experiments with disease challenges including 
transmission mechanisms. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 
Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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 
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. No individual comments were received. 
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Project Number: 16120111-0 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Coordination and Logistics 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Scott Pegau 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $1,601,530 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$364,126 $510,261 $388,136 $339,007 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $338,583 

I $3~~:83 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $1,940,113 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$20,000 $21,000 $22,000 $24,000 $24,700 $111,700 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 

This project is for the coordination and logistics aspects of the proposed program titled, "Herring 
Research and Monitoring". The long-term goal of the program is to improve predictive models of 
herring stocks through observations and research. The objectives of the program are 1) Provide 
information to improve input to the age-structure-analysis (ASA) model, or test assumptions within the 
ASA model, 2) Inform the required synthesis effort, 3) Address assumptions in the current 
measurements, and 4) Develop new approaches to monitoring . The Coordination and Logistics 
project 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 
ensuring 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-Term monitoring program, and ADF&G herring sampling. Logistics is primarily in 
providing vessel time. A synthesis was provided to EVOSTC in early 2015. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 ------------------~ 

There are no project specific comments . 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: September and October 2014 

There are no project specific comments . 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Not Reviewed Fund 

Trustee Council 
Fund 

Trustee Council 
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 
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 
Date Science Panel 

September 2012 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY13 
Date:September2012 

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. 

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. 
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FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director, Trustee Council Comments- FY12 

Date: April 2011 
There are no project specific comments . 
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Project Number: 16120111-Q 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Modeling the population dynamics of PWS 
herring 

Primary lnvestigator(s}: Trevor Branch 

PI Affiliation: University of WA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $322,163 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$36,907 $87,013 $97,836 $100,407 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $104,920 

I $1:~:20 I 

Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested}: $427,083 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 
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. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel Comments- FY16 

Date:September2015 

The role of Trever Branch in devoting explicit models not only ASA models for herring but also 
potentially other process-oriented models are very evident in reviewing the most recent proposals. His 
explicit models can serve well to synthesize data from several different herring projects, especially 
articulating which factors contribute to herring fitness and recovery. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

[ Date: September 2015 

I concur with the Science Panel's comments . 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 

I Date: September 2015 

There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

Date: September 2014 

PAC 

Fund 
Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund 

The Panel acknowledges the detailed and well-rounded proposal for this project. The Panel also 
strongly supports the recognition in the proposal that the ASA model will have a key role in synthesis. 
For this reason, it is essential that all participants in the upcoming synthesis meeting have a clear 
description of the model as currently coded. Such a description does not exist in the published 
literature or previous reports to EVOSTC. The description should include (i) equations; (ii) 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 description so that attendees have ample time to take account of the 
model details in preparation for the synthesis meeting. A further, more technical, comment is that 
there was no reason given for moving 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 described 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 
in fishery models: incorporating hydroacoustic data into the Prince William Sound Pacific herring 
assessment model. -ICES Journal of Marine Science, 65: 25-43.) 

Objective 3 (Gathering data on clupeids of the world) is a formidable task, especially for a graduate 
student. More regional comparisons however may be useful if the analyses were confined to a 

smaller number, especially those in the eastern pacific. 
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Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date:September2014 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date: September 2013 

Not Reviewed Fund 
Trustee Council 

Fund 

While this effort may be in the correct direction, the estimation of herring biomass is an integral and 
very important part of the herring 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 issue. There is no indication from the proposa l 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 indices, can be used, as a component of the 
annual assessments . Similar questions exist about the spawn data. It seems probable that some form 
of fisheries-independent index would be required to tune the age-structure (ASA) model. If not, then 
something else might be used, such as a spawn index and if so, that might require a reallocation of 
resources . Therefore a better understanding of the data requirements for practical development of 
the ASA model is required. To this end the modelers need to examine and evaluate the strengths and 
weaknesses of the available data, preferably in collaboration with other PI's in the herring program. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 

Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
There are no project specific comments . 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

September 2012 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 
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have reviewed the work completed to date and are comfortable with the program continuing their 
proposed work. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY13 

Date:Septernber2012 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
----~~~~~--~~--~------~--~----~ Date:Septernber2012 

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at their meeting. No individual comments were received .. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

April- Aug.2011 Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 
I Date: April 2011 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Fund Fund 

The Herring Program team clearly gave careful thought to how modeling should be done and who 
should do it. Their choice and recruitment of Trevor Branch at UW is superb. This is a young rising star 
in fisheries dynamics modeling, who has many experienced colleagues with whom to interact. His 
proposal represents a good guideline for the modeling work he will begin, identifying some key 
processes of high value to the herring 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 like 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 disease. These are clearly embedded in the life 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 
Date: August 2011 
The proponent is a great choice for this work, and having this as a doctoral project is a cost-effective 
way to get some very good work done. The project description is light on details, and that is 
acceptable to a limited extent, given that the work includes an investigation of what has been done 
and the available data (via the management strategy evaluation), and that it is important to be 
flexible in 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 in relation to the management 
strategy evaluation, but there is no clear description of how the proposed holistic life-stage model 
relates to or builds 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 "holistic" model will be used to aid in identifying the limiting 
factors in herring recruitment and recovery. That could be an important aspect of the overall herring 

program. The disclaimer in the second paragraph of the "Statement of the Problem" is disconcerting 
given the intellectual effort that the proposal aims to expend on model development: "While we do 
not anticipate that there will be a major change in our modeling ability in the next five years, we 
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expect that the combination of monitoring and focused process studies will provide incremental 
changes over the next twenty years and result in a much better understanding of herring populations 
by the end of the program." Perhaps the proponent could offer a more detailed, though conditional 
description of what the expected benefits might be. 

The order of the three tasks is a bit confusing . The tasks given in Methods (p. 3-4) are :1. Management 
strategy evaluation to identify most informative datasets -2. Predict future levels of recruitment- a 
meta-analysis oftime series for other herring and clupeid stocks. 3. Holistic model of herring 
dynamics -life stage model (age based), tasks conducted by UW students and faculty with access to 
Hilborn, Punt, and Essington. 

The expected order of completion of these tasks as given under Milestones (p.7) is 1. model (by 
9/14),2. MSE (by 9/15), and 3. predict recruitment (by 9/16) 

It is not clear why a model will be developed first, and then a different model (ASA) used in the 
management strategy evaluation. Also, the work to predict future recruitment, as described, appears 
correlational and doesn't appear to involve the "holistic" model or a mechanistic understanding of 
herring dynamics, yet the timeline has this work occurring after initial model development. How 
would this work be related to the "holistic" model? 
The budget includes research assistant-ship and tuition for a Ph.D. student- essentially a half time 
position dedicated to this research. This is a cost efficient use of funds . 

Science Coordinator Comments....: FY12 

Date: April2011 
I concur with the Science Panel's comments. The PI's identified are skilled and well-respected in their 
field and will bring valuable experience to this complex project. 

Public Advisory Committee- FY12 
Date: April 2011 
The PAC concurs with the Science Panel recommendation to fund the Branch modeling project. There 
were no objections . 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 

Date: April 2011 
There are no project specific comments . 
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Project Number: 16160111-S 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- Herring Movement Study 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Mary Anne Bishop 

PI Affiliation: PWSSC Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $0 

FY15 

$0 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $272,600 

I $2~~:00 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $272,600 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $415,000 $415,000 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal_ dated 8/31/15. 

One of the important knowledge gaps for the Pacific herring (Ciupea pallasii) population in Prince 
William Sound (PWS) is understanding adult herring annual migration movements between spawning, 
summer feeding, and overwintering areas. In 2013 we documented post-spawn migration of herring 
from Port Gravina to the PWS entrances by acoustic tagging adult herring and collecting data from the 
Ocean Tracking Network acoustic arrays. The 2013 study, however, could not verify if herring were 
migrating out into the Gulf of Alaska and then returning to PWS because of the layout of the Ocean 
Tracking Network arrays. 

The goal of this herring study is to clarify the annual migration cycle of PWS adult herring. The 
objectives of this FY16 proposed project are to 1) purchase and deploy additional acoustic receivers at 
the Ocean Tracking Network arrays so that the direction of herring movements (into or out of PWS) 
can be determined; and 2) purchase acoustic tags . Achieving these objectives in FY16 will then allow 
us in FY17 to begin to address objectives aimed at 1) documenting adult herring migration movements 
out from and into PWS; and 2) understanding factors that influence migration patterns including age, 
condition, spawning location, and residency in PWS. 

Because it takes several months from the start of funding to get tags and equipment purchased, 

prepared, and deployed, completing these activities during FY16 will allow us to initiate acoustic 
tracking studies in 2017 when herring are aggregated on their spring spawning grounds. With the 
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batteries of the Hinchinbrook Entrance and Montague Strait acoustic arrays expiring around March 
2020, a tagging program starting in 2017 provides a larger time window (three seasons, FY17, 18, 19} 
for collecting high quality data and increases the feasibility of monitoring herring aggregations in the 
three major spawning areas: Port Fidalgo, Port Gravina, and Montague Island. In addition, by using 
acoustic tag programmed at low power only, battery life on acoustic tags would be increased to of 
~400 days. This would allow us to monitor acoustic-tagged herring from one spawning season to the 
next. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund 

The proposed project uses stationary transducers (fixed to bottom} to detect fish tagged with small, 
battery-energized internal tags that have been surgically inserted into previously live herring and then 
released. This is relatively new technology or relatively new application to herring that, when 
employed in PWS, will attempt to discern important information about herring movements, especially 
the extent of movement into, or out of, PWS. 

Much of the Panel discussion of this topic was related to the efficacy of the technology or equipment, 
the types of questions or hypotheses that might be addressed, and the utility of such information 
relative to the stated goals and objectives of the herring program. Probably most of the questions 
and recommendations that. we discussed have already been considered by the proposers who list 
three general objectives and four general hypotheses (two have several sub-hypotheses}. Nearly all 
of the Panel comments and suggestions about herring biology have been covered by these 
hypotheses except for one : the contribution that this project would make to the key goal of providing 
information to support the stock assessment model. 

This aspect is not clearly presented in the proposal (2016 and beyond}, but its apparent omission is 
likely an oversight. There are several ways that acoustic array information is relevant. One important 
contribution is an examination of a widely held view, within the scientific and lay communities in the 
PWS area, that herring spend all of their lives within the sound. For instance such an assumption has 
implications for acoustic survey design (timing and location} and herring sampling- which relate to 
integral assumptions in the assessment model. Further, the potential results from the use of acoustic 
arrays could drastically affect input used for mass-balance ecological models (such as Ecopath} that 
are applied to PWS. The acoustic array proposal might be clarified ifthe PI elaborated on these later 

points. 

The other issue about this proposal concerned the appropriateness of funding a proposal prior to the 
next general invitation, which will not be released until next year. The views of the Panel members 
were split on this but all recognized the trade-offs. By starting now there will be much better 
opportunity to access the existing array of acoustic receivers. The down-side is that this proposal will 
appear to be getting special attention and indeed it would be. On the other hand it also is clear that 
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the proposal is sound and that the proponents are we ll-established and very productive scientists. 

It is clear based on the life span of existing acoustic arrays that this project needs to be funded in FY16 
as the existing array will not be functional beyond 2017. As such, a delay in funding will make the 
project of low or no value. A finding that significant herring movement occurs out (and in) of PWS 
would be an important finding conceptually, even if the data are more qualitative. Linking possible 
movements with oceanographic data from year to year would be very important. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date:Septernber2015 
I concur with the Science Panel 's comments. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY16 
Date:Septernber2015 
There are no project specific comments . 
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Project Number: 16160111-T 

Project Title: PWS Herring Program- ASL Study and Aerial Milt Survey 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Steve Moffitt 

PI Affiliation: ADFG Project Manager: ADFG 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $0 

I ~~2 I ~~3 I ~~4 FY15 

$0 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $60,000 

I $6~~~0 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $60,000 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $53,237 $53,237 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/14/15. 
This project will conduct spring aerial surveys to document Pacific herring Clupea pallasii spawn 
distribution and biomass as well as the distribution and abundance data on sea lions, other marine 

mammals, and birds associated with herring schools or spawn. Additionally, this project will process 

age, sex, and size samples of Pacific herring collected by acoustics surveys, spawning surveys, PWS 
Herring Program disease sampling and genetics collections . Aerial survey and age, sex, and size data 
have collected since the early 1970s and are an essential part of the age structured model used by the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game to estimate the historical and future biomass for fisheries 

management. This project will also provide support to other Prince William Sound herring program 
and Gulf Watch Alaska projects by sharing information about herring or marine mammal locations or 
processing samples collected by the other projects. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date:Septernber2015 ------------------------~------~ 

There are no project specific comments . 
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Project Number: 16120112 

Project Title: NOAA Harbor Protection Projects- Project Management 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Laurel Jennings 

PI Affiliation: NOAA Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $32,527 

FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

$19,883 $0 $6,540 $6,104 

EVOSTC Funding Requested: $8,448 

I s~::8 I 
Request includes 9% GA 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $40,975 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

$0 $38,304 $0 $0 $0 $38,304 

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 9/1/15. 

In this project, NOAA Restoration Center is providing oversight, management and technical assistance 
for two projects; one focused on harbor protection and harbor clean-up as well as another focused on 

snow management/water quality improvement, 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. In 
addition, habitat for herring populations will also benefit from the implementation of these projects . 
As of this reporting period (September 1, 2015}, the Copper River Watershed Project Snow 
Management Project will be in the final reporting period for EVOS. NOAA RC will continue to offer 
oversight and post-project closeout and report review. NOAA RC technical support and management 
of the Native Village of Eyak's Harbor Protection and Harbor Clean-up Project will continue until 2017. 

FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 
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Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 
Date: September 2015 
There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 
Fund Reduced Fund Reduced Fund Reduced Fund Reduced 

Science Panel Comments- FYlS 

Trustee Council 
Fund Reduced 

Date: Se tember 2014 
-----------------------------------------------------, 

We recommend funding for this this effort with the removal of the travel expenses for the staff 
member located in Washington, DC. 

Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 
Date: September and October 2014 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 
Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Fund Conditional Fund Conditional Not Reviewed Fund Conditional 
Trustee Council 

Fund 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date: Se~tember 2013 

----------------~--------------------------------------~ 
Not reviewed. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY14 
Date:Se~tember2013 

This proposal's funding is dependent on the Council's decision on proposals from the Copper River 
Watershed and the Native Village of Eyak. 

Public Advisory Committee- 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. 

Executive Director Comments- FY14 
Date:September2013 
This proposal's funding is dependent on the Council's decision on proposals from the Copper River 
Watershed and the Native Village of Eyak. 

FY12 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Date Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

June/July 2011 Not reviewed Do not fund Do not fund Fund 
April 2011 Do not fund Do not fund Do not fund Do not fund 

Draft 11-4-15 

142 



Science Panel Comments- FY12 

Date: June 2011 
Not reviewed. 

Science Panel Comments- FY12 

Date: AP-ril 2011 
In response, the Proposer has reduced their 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 re_quested will be spent in administrative and travel costs for 
the Seattle, WA and Anchorage, AK based team. Second, the narrative does not provide enough 
information to determine the potential effectiveness of the program. Finally, there is no established 
plan for outreach and education that would be critical for this type of effort. There are only general 
descriptions of types of activities that might be included in 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 overlap in scoping and assessment phases with an already 
existing Alaska Clean Harbor project funded for $282,615 by ClAP grant (see ClAP approved state plan, 
http://dnr.alaska.gov/coastai/CIAP/ciap_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 high, especially in the implementation phases that do not involve public outreach. 
Most of the staff is coming from Seattle which increases the cost, but there is not much justification in 
the proposal other than relationship building with communities. The listed project managers do not. 
seem to have much experience with harbor operations, so technical assistance may be limited. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY12 

Date: June 2011 
The team has reduced their budget as requested by the Council. I continue to be concerned that the 
first projects will not even be selected until June 2013 leaving 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 opportunity to review the projects prior to their selection and 
implementation. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY12 

Date: July 2011 __ 
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 coordinate this with the U.S. 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 merits to the cleanup of harbors, the Trustee Council 
should proceed with caution, as there are few details at this time explaining what this project will 
accomplish. 

Executive Director Comments- FY12 
Date: July 2011 
The proposer has responded to SP and TC concerns and submitted a reduced-budget proposal that 
mitigates issues identified prior. However, the PAC has identified concerns with funding an largely 
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administrative 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" recommendation is fairly soft. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
Date: October 2011 
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 wi II determine at that time if future funding is warranted 

Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
Date: September 2011 __ ------~------------------------------------------~ 

The Council did not vote to fund this entire request. However, it did request a revised proposal and 
budget that would be limited to the scoping and RFP phase, concluding with presentation to the 
Council of the proposals received in response to the RFP and with 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: limit travel time and number of 

travelers to only those necessary. 
2. Consult EVOSTC office staff members, such as Cherri Womac, who have experience locating free 

or low-cost meeting rooms in these communities . 
3. Work with DEC staff to ensure that the scoping/RFP phase seeks proposals for work which is not 

already legally required by state or federal law. 
4. The currently-proposed timeframe for scheduling meetings in the communities is an extremely 

busy time for harbor personnel. It is recommended that you determine when other meetings with 
harbor personnel are occurring and/or adjust your schedule to dates that are outside of the 
commercial fishing season. 

5. The scoping/RFP phase should emphasize to proposers and interested parties that the Council's 
current intent is to consider funding proposals with a total not to exceed the remaining amount of 
the original 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. 

Trustee Council Comments- FY12 
Date: June 2011 --------------------------------------------------~ 

The Council requests the proposer review the Science Panel comments and strengthen its proposal 
and adjust the budget to $1 million dollars. 
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Project Number: 16120112 -A 

Project Title: NOAA Harbor Protection Program -Cordova Clean Harbor 

Primary lnvestigator(s): Ivy Patton 

PI Affiliation: Native Village Eyak Project Manager: NOAA 

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $266,718 

I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 FY15 

$0 $0 $193,722 $72,996 

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $77,355 

I $~~3655 I 
Requests include 9% GA. 

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $344,073 

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources: 

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 Total Non-EVOSTC Funding 

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

Abstract: 

*This abstract is excerpted from the PI's Proposal, dated 8/25/15. 

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 cleanup effort by tracking changes in use 
patterns and PAH levels in mussels. 
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FY16 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FY16 

Date:September2015 ------------------------~ 

There are no project specific comments. 

FYlS Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund 

Science Panel, Science Coordinator, PAC, Executive Director Comments- FYlS 

Date: September and October 2014 

There are no project specific comments. 

FY14 Funding Recommendations: 

Science Panel Science Coordinator 

Fund Conditional Fund Conditional 

Science Panel Comments- FY14 
Date:September2013 

------~~----~ 

PAC Executive Director Trustee Council 

Not Reviewed Fund Conditional Fund 

The science panel appreciates the interest of the local community in cleaning up Cordova Harbor. We 
also appreciate the improvements to the proposal in 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 implementing each of them. If the real objective of this part of the proposal is to 
implement the three approaches on a trial basis to determine which of them is likely to be most 
effective, then this should have been stated together with 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 initiatives and 
reasons for the success orfailures of each initiative. We also recommend that knowledge gained from 
the project be communicated to other communities and a plan for doing so should be developed. 

Science Coordinator, Executive Director Comments- FY14 
Date: September and October 2013 
We concur with the Science Panel. 

Public Advisory Committee- 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. 
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Trustee Council Comments- FY14 

Date: October 2013 
The Council requests the Pis work with EVOSTC staff to refine their budget in response to Science 
Panel and EVOSTC staff comments . 

FY13 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Date Science Panel 

January 2013 No consensus 

Individual Science Panel Comments- FY13 

Date: December 2012/January 2013 
Reviewer 1: 

Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director 

Modify Not reviewed Modify 

This proposal describes several projects, each of which could make important contributions to 
preventing water pollution in the Cordova harbor and Orca Inlet and one of which can provide proof 
of concept for responding 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 recycling possibilities . It will address the lead 
pollution of improper disposal of batteries with a battery storage shed. It will hold a conference and 
then conduct pilot studies of containment and removal of small oil spills, including purchase of boom. 
It will conduct a variety of outreach efforts including educationa l possibilities through the high school 
ocean science bowls. All of this seems well conceived. The question is whether this fits the profile of 
EVOS Trustee funding policies. First, the EVOS Trustee Council has not previously invested in pollution 
prevention or in research or implementation of response actions. That is clearly what this proposal is 
all about. Second, the cost of this project is very high- 417 Kin EVOS Trustee Council funds . Third, I 
cannot find evidence that the responsible Pis have a track record of demonstrating experience and 
success in handling this level of funding in a previous similar project. Fourth, I question the value of 
the PAH sampling in mussels, given that the response activities for small oil spills represent merely a 
pilot project not a sustained set of responses that could be sufficient to allow detection of reduced 
pollution in the mussels. Fifth, the sampling design for collecting mussels (From where? How many? 
Why the proposed frequency?) is 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, including 1) proper disposal of antifreeze, 
batteries and trash, 2) small oil spill response, 3) workshops, public education and outreach, and 4) 
monitoring of water quality. A substantial component of this proposal is exploratory (e.g., workshops, 
contest), but I favor a more cost-effective approach of implementing best available practices. There 
are a great many harbors that are addressing these same issues, and it should be straightforward to 
adopt existing practices. I am also not convinced that the monitoring PAHs in mussels is the best use 
of funds for tracking success of this multi -pronged approach to cleaning up the harbor. Furthermore, 
mussels will be collected from only one location in the harbor. How will this provide meaningful data 
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on small spills that are patchy in 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 
improving water quality while concomitantly reducing associated administrative costs 

Reviewer 3: 
This proposal is presented by a group of concerned citizens including the NVE and others such as PWS 
keeper, 
Cordova fishermen, etc. Their goals are to bring a presence to Cordova Harbor to promote clean 
boating practices, engage local harbor staff, businesses, etc. in supporting services and to assist with 
improving user clean practices. Previously NVE and CCH has addressed antifreeze disposal, dealing 
with small spills in the harbor and developing cleanup approaches, extending outreach activity for 
education of harbor users, and evaluation of changes through PAH monitoring of mussel tissues. 
While the other tasks are worthy, the last item on PAH levels in mussels is too ambitious and the 
design is probably not such that useful data can be obtained. It is suggested this last task be 
eliminated. This is an expensive proposal and cost savings could be realized in a number of areas, 
particularly in administration. 

Science Coordinator Comments- FY13 
Date: January 2013 
Overall, the proposal is clear and maximizes the local, state, and federal resources available. The costs 
are clearly detailed and the objectives are reasonable in both time frame and cost. The amount of 
cooperation and coordination that has already been achieved is remarkable and I appreciate that 
much of the planning and design has already occurred prior to this funding request. 

My primary concern is with 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 
industry, they may not be able to receive funding through the EVOS Trustee Council who is usually not 
able to fund any activities in oil spill prevention and response. I would recommend that these projects 
be removed from the proposa l and the budget be reduced accordingly. I also suggest that some 
clarification is needed about the antifreeze demonstration project to ensure that this 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 regarding the PAH monitoring in mussels, the sampling and 
monitoring proposed is part of the existing NOAA Mussel Watch Program. This information would add 
to the long-term data set that already exists through this program. 

Public Advisory Committee Comments- FY13 
Date: January 2013 
Abstracts were submitted to individual members of the PAC for comment. No comments were 
received. 

Executive Director Comments- FY13 

Date: February 2013 
I support the recommendations and observations of the Science Coordinator, though I also note the 
remaining concerns of the Council's legal advisers. 

Draft 11-4-15 
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Executive Director Comments- FY13 
Date: January 2013 
This project was solicited by NOAA under EVOSTC project 12120112, Phase I of which was funded in 
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 originating from harbors and marinas . 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 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 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 monies that would augment, probably unlawfully, the 
appropriations of local governments and one or more State agencies . 

Draft I 1-4-15 
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Prooertv Name: 
Owner: 

Agency Sponsor: 

Aooraised Value: 
Funding Request 

Overview 

Long Island Parcel 
KAP3004 

Long Island 
Leisnoi Inc. 
State of Alaska or Kodiak Island Borough 

To be determined 
To be determined 

The Great Land Trust seeks up to$ To be determined, but in no case above fair market 
value as determined by an appraisal currently being completed, to fund a conservation 
easement on approximately 1,334 acres of Long lsland .This island is owned by Leisnoi, Inc. 
and is located off on the northeastern end of Kodiak Island, and situated in the Gulf of Alaska. 

MacSwain and Associates is in the process of complet ing an appraisal report on this 
property. The report is expected to be completed by November 1, 2015. The appraisal will 
be completed consistent with EVOSTC, USPAP, and UASFLA appraisal standards. The timber 
appraisal was completed by Forest & Land Management, Inc. The appraisal will be reviewed 
by Johnson Appraisal Company. The fair market value of the conservation easement will 
depend on the final terms of the conservation easement. If the appraisal is completed by the 
November 12,' 2015 Council meeting, Great Land Trust will seek funding of an amount not 
above fair market value, to fund the purchase of a conservation easement on approximately 
1,334 acres on Long Island . Long Island is in the Gulf of Alaska, located approximately 6 air 
miles from the northeastern coast of Kodiak Island. It is contained within the Kodiak Island 
Borough. 

As described in the Proposed Manageme~t section, the conservation easement on Long 
Island would be held by either by the State of Alaska or the Kodiak Island Borough with 
additional enforcement rights held by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The 
conservation easement would allow public access in either scenario . As the fee owner, 
Leisnoi, Inc. would retain certain rights on the entire 1,334 acres, such as the ability to 
install appropriate signage, maintain certain rights to archaeological sites and artifacts, 
engage in subsistence activities, and maintain ownership of any potential carbon credit 
value. Additionally on approximately 141 acres on the northwestern point of Long Island, 
Leisnoi, Inc. will retain add itional rights such as the ability to build structures and limit 
public access. Other uses such as subdivision and timber harvest will still be restricted . 

Koniag, Inc. owns the subsurface estate below this property. Negotiations with Koniag 
regarding acquisition of the subsurface estate are ongoing. The protection K of this large, 
ecologically-rich island in the Kodiak Archipelago would contribute to EVOSTC area-wide 
goals of species recovery and habitat protection . Injured Species in the Kodiak Archipelago 
are dependent on the coastal, wetland, and upland habitats provided by the Long Island 
parcel. Long Island provides habitat for large populations of sea birds, as well as shore birds 
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Revised as of Sept. 10, 2015 
and terrestrial and marine mammal species, includingthoseaffectedbyEVOS. 

Property Description and Habitat 
Long Island is located in the Gulf of Alaska off the northeastern coast of Kodiak Island. The 
island is approximately 6 air.miles from the city of Kodiak and is adjacent to Woody Island. 
Long Island is approximately 0.75 miles wi~e by 4 miles long and contains approximately 15.2 
miles of coastline. The coastline is characterized by steep, rocky cliffs and outcrops; Sitka 
spruce and grasses, among other native plant species, sit atop the uplands. There are a 
number of freshwater ponds and lakes of varying size on the island. There are two known 
harbor seal haulout areas on Long Island: Vera Bay and a site on the southeast point of the 
Island. Long Island serves other coastal wildlife communities such as sea otters and birds . 
identified by the EVOSTC as Injured Species. 

Long Island is within the Audubon Society-recognized Chiniak Bay Important Bird Area (IBA), 
which is a highly productive marine area of global importance. A few species of significance 
within the IBA are the Black Oystercatcher, Emperor Goose, Steller's Eider, Pigeon Guillemot, 
and Harlequin Duck. The Chiniak Bay IBA supports a minimum of 23 seabird colonies during 
the summer, and includes wintering habitat for numerous marine and land based avian 
species, including the Steller's Eider, Emperor Goose, and bald eagle. 
Long Island provides coastal forage areas, colqny and nesting habitat for several species of 
sea and shore birds, including: Pelagic Cormorants, Red-faced Cormorants, Glaucous-winged 
Gulls, Black-legged Kittiwakes, Black Oystercatcher, ducks, and bald eagles. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's National Wetlands Inventory map approximates 192.8 acres of wetland habitat 
within the parcel, described as freshwater forested/shrub wetlands, freshwater emergent 
wetlands, estuarine and marine wetlands, estuarine and marine deepwater, and a number 
of freshwater lakes and ponds. 

Long Island is currently uninhabited and has no residential or commercial facilities, but it has 
been inhabited in the past. The U.S. War Department acquired Long Island from the BLM in 
1941. Fort Tidball, a World War II coastal defense installation, was constructed between 
1942 and 1943, and gun batteries were established on the island's. eastern coast at Deer 
Point and Castle Bluff. The other operational areas were the Headquarter Complex, Burt 
Point, the Garage Area, Point Head and North Cape. The fort was decommissioned in 1945 
and abandoned in 1947.-Long Island was returned to BLM jurisdiction in 1956 and eventually 
reserved for Nati.ve selection under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). In 
1971, Long Island was transferred under AN.CSA to Leisnoi, Inc. Remnants ofthe defense 
installation are still present and visible on the Island. These historic sites are similar to those 
at Fort Abercrombie State Historic Park on Kodiak Island and would provide opportunities for 
recreation and tourism. In addition to the historic sites, abandoned roads provide access for 
hiking on Long Island. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers conducted site inspections and 
restoration activities on Long Island between 1986 and 2003. A clean up decision document 
was finalized in 2005 and states that the US Army Corps of Engineers selected a remedy that 
includes "no further re!Tledial action planned" and "no defense action indicated" status 
recommendations, as well as recorded deed notices. 

Restoration Benefits 
A .number of species affected by EVOS would benefit from acquisition of the Long Island 
parcel, including sea otters·, harbor seals, Red-faced and Pelagic Cormorants, Kittlitz's 
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Murrelets, Black Oystercatchers, Pigeon Guillemots, Harlequin Ducks, and bald eagles. 
Acquis ition ofthe Long Island parcel would provide permanent habitat protection for these 
species and assist the EVOSTC in reach ing and maintaining its recovery objectives in the Kodiak 
Arch ipelago. 

The Long Island parcel also contains important wetlands, including Fish and Wildlife Service­
identified nationally declining freshwater forest/shrub, freshwater emergent, estuarine 
and marine wetlands. Estuarine wetlands provide habitat for Intertidal Communities and 
other Injured Species . Marine wetlands provide habitat for Subtidal Communities . 
Acquisition ofthis parcel would assure high function ofthese wetlands, which would benefit 
Injured Species. 

Kelp beds occur along the perimeter of Long Island, which provide a productive and 
dynamic marine ecosystem. This continuous kelp provides important juvenile fish habitat 
that could bolster injured commercial, sport and subsistence fisheries, particularly salmon 
fisheries. 

Long Island is a mere 6 air miles from the city of Kodiak, which is the third largest fishing port 
in the United States. The natural abundance and wild setting of the Island and surrounding 
waters provide recreational and subsistence opportunity for vis itors and residents. Th is 
parcel would add another 1,193 acres to lands open to the public in the Kodiak area and 
contribute to recreation and tourism, which were identified by the EVOSTC as an Injured 
Service. The purchase of this parcel would also continue to contribute to the perpetual 
health of the local native peoples and benefit subsistence harvest levels, which is also 
identified as an Injured Human Service. 

Potential Threats 
Long Island provides essential habitat and migratory grounds for numerous species offish, 
birds, and mammals. Conservation of this parcel would eliminate the threat of future habitat 
fragmentation or loss from road timber harvest, construction, subdivision, and development 
of Long Island . 

Conserving the large intact island and coastal habitat reduces the risk of habitat loss or 
fragmentation and thus removes barriers to species mobility and access to resources. 
Species ability to freely move across landscapes ensures a greater rate of reproductive 
success, greater access to food, and more opportunity to establish territory in higher-quality 
habitat. When populations experience barriers to reproduction, they are at greater risk of 
experiencing a decline in genetic diversity, and a decrease in genetic diversity decreases a 
population's ability to adapt to a changing environment and can increase the effect of 
deleterious alleles on the population . Ample access to resources reduces species stress and 
makes them less susceptible to disease and starvation. 

Proposed Management 
The conservation easement would be held by the State of Alaska or the Kodiak Island 
Borough . 

Funding Request 
$To be determined . See Above . 
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Location Map 
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8 A Y 

Leisnoi Inc. Land - Long Island 
Leisnoi Inc. Surface Owner, Koniag Corp. Subsurface Owner 

Approximate Legal Description & Acreage: 

March 3, 2015 

Lots 1 & 2 of Sections 4 and 5, Lot 2 and a portion of Lot 1 of Section 6, and Lot 1 of Sections 7 and 8 of T28S, R1 8W, 
Seward Meridian, and Lot 1 of Sections 1, 12, 13, and 14, and Lot 2 of Section 11 of T28S, R19W. S.M., and 
located in the Kodiak Island Borough, Kodiak Recording District, Alaska, containing 1.193 acres. more or less. . . \ 
' Great Land Trust~ A o .,. · ~v. EVOS Habita t Prloritization<:O·•~"·'! ~ ! 
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Long Island Photos 
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