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Draft 11.3.15

Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Trustee Council

4210 University Drive * Anchorage, AK 99508-4626 « (907) 278-8012 = fax (907) 276-7178

AGENDA
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEE COUNCIL
November 12, 2015
9:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.
Anchorage, Alaska

Trustee Council Members

STEVEN E. MULDER JAMES BALSIGER

Alternate for Attorney General Administrator, Alaska Region
Craig W. Richards National Marine Fisheries Service
Alaska Department of Law U.S. Department of Commerce
LARRY HARTIG TERRI MARCERON

Commissioner Forest Supervisor

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation Chugach National Forest

U.S. Department of Agriculture
DAVID E. ROGERS
Alternate for Commissioner Samuel Cotten MICHAEL JOHNSON
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 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#

/11111111
/11111171
Federal Trustees State Trustees
U.S. Department of the Interior Alaska Department of Fish and Game
U.S. Department of Agriculture Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Alaska Department of Law



Draft 11.3.15

1. Callto 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. FY17-21 Invitation for Proposals™
9. Long-Term Programs Intro*
- Herring Program Project 16120111*

- Monitoring Program (Gulf Watch Alaska)
Project 16120114*

10. NOAA Clean Harbor Projects*

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

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
- Longlsland

Catherine Boerner

Phil Shepard, Great Land Trust
Lauri Adams, EVOSTC Habitat

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

13. Lingering EVOS Oil* Larry Hartig, AK Dept of Environmental
Conservation
Steve Mulder, AK Dept of Law

Adjourn by 4:30
*Potential Action Item

Federal Trustees State Trustees
U.S. Department of the Interior Alaska Department of Fish and Game
U.S. Department of Agriculture Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Alaska Department of Law



DRAFT 5.21.15

Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Trustee Council

4210 University Drive « Anchorage, AK 99508-4626 < 907 278 8012 » 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 «Steve Mulder, ADOL **
Geoff Haskett, USDOI Tony DeGange, ADF&G *
Jim Balsiger, NMFS Larry Hartig, ADEC

« Chair

*

Tony DeGange alternate for Samuel Cotten
Steve Mulder alternate for Craig Richards

K%k

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

Motion by Hartig, second by DeGange

Federal Trustees State Trustees
U.S. Department of the Interior Alaska Departmentof Fish and Game
U.S. Department of Agriculture Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

National Oceanic and Amospheric Administration Alaska DepartmentofLaw .
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Public Comment: 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
withinthe FY 15 Annual Program Development and
Implementation Budget Project 15120100, as
detailed in the revision dated February 25, 2015.
Authorizationforthis fundingis approved forJuIy
1, 2015 —January 31, 2016.

Motion by DeGange, second by Hartig

4. Approval of Kenai Peninsula Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, Project Number
15150123

APPROVED MOTION: Motion to approve $8,175,000, which includes GA,
from the EVOS Research Investment Sub-Account
towards funding of the 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 potentialneed to renew the
fundingat a future meeting. Release ofany
fundingfor each individual project is conditioned
uponthe EVOSTC Executive Director determining
there are commitments for full funding of the °
individual project, including leveraging, as detailed
in the Project No. 150150'123, Kenai Peninsula
Aquatic Ecosystem‘Resto ration Project Overview,
‘dated March 3, 2015. Authorizationforthis -
fundingis approved for April 1, 2015 — October 1,
2016.

Motion by DeGange, second by Marceron

. 5. ApprovalofThorsheim Drainage; KAP 3305: Uvak/TransPacTimber Rights

_APPROVED MOTION: " Motion tostate on the record the Council’sinterest:
in continuing discussionswith Uyak and TransPac
regarding potentially purchasingfee titleand the
timberrights in the Thorsheim Drainage, KAP 3005
parcel. If this potential purchase continuesto
develop, a subsequent Council meeting would be



called to approve the purchase. Aswith all Council-

funded habitat protection, the Council onIy
considers purchase values thatare consistent W|th
an EVOSTC -approved appraisal.

Motion by DeGange, second by Haskett

6. Approval of KenaiFjords Port Grah_ani 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
GrahamParcels PGC 1 througAh PGC8 withinKenai -
Fjords National Park. Authorizationfor thisfunding

_ isapproved for April 1, 2015 — October 1, 2016.

Motion by Marceron, second by DeGange

1

Motion to adjourn

~ Motion by Marceron, second by DeGange
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Meeting Summary

A. GROUP: Exxon Valdez QOil Spill (EVOS) Public Adv1sory Committee (PAC)
B. DATE: 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 Principal Interest
Amanda Bauer (T) Commercial Tourism
Kurt Eilo (T) Sport Hunting/Fishing, PAC Chair
Gary Fandrei (T) Aquaculture/Mariculture '
- John French (T) Science/Technical, PAC Vice-chair
Kate McLaughlin (T). - Conservation/Environmental '
Angela Totemoff (T)

E.NOT PRESENT:

Public at Large

Name Principal Interest
David Totemoff, Sr. . Native Landowner
.Steven Aberle ) Commercial Fishing
Patience Andersen Faulkner " Subsistence
Recreational Users

Stacy Studebaker

F. OTHER PARTICIPANTS:

Name Organization
Elise Hsieh ~ Executive Director, Trustee Council (EVOSTC)
Philip Johnson Designated Federal Officer, Department of the Interior
Cherri Womac Trustee Council Staff
Linda Kilbourne Trustee Council Staff
Catherine Boerner (T) Trustee Council Science Coordinator
Katelyn Heflin Summer Intern, Department of the Interior
Peter Hagen National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Scott Pegau Prince William Sound Science Center
Tammy Neher NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab
Kris Holderied - NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab
Barat LaPorte . Oles Morrison
H. SUMMARY:

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 cofnment, 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 Inv1tat10n 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 opportumty to review the Draft Invitation at their September 22, 2015
meeting. The Trustee Council (TC) will then consider the Draft Invitation at their November 12,
2015 meeting. '

Draft FY 2017-2021 Invitation for Proposals:

Catherine Boerner provided a briefing 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 not 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 (LTM) of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources — A monitoring
program that collects physical 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 LTM 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 0il - Lingering oil (LO) p'roposalé should identify data gaps and identify areas for
further study. Collaborative research is des1red These LO proposals can be reviewed and funded

off—cycle if warranted.

‘The Trustees continue to ask about the value of the scwnce and monitoring being funded by the
Council. '
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PAC discussion:

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 avallable 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 noted that the EVOSTC website averages 1,700 hits per day, and that both the TC office
staff and ARLIS are very responsive to information requests.

Public interest in the EVOSTC increased during and after the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) spill in
the Gulf of Mexico, subsequent pipeline spills in various parts of the country, the 25™ 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
relative to-the 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 of TC 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, and explain why they should be funded for an
addi}tional 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 that process. .
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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 Prmce 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 movéd to approve the February 4, 2015 meeting summary. Seconded by
McLaughlin. Motion carried.

Closing Remarlg:

The Chair (Eilo) and the DFO (Johnson) thanked the PAC for their work.
The meeting was adjourned at 2:21 pm
L FOLLOW-UP:

1. The next meetmg of the PAC will take place telephomcally at 9:30 a.m. on September 22, 2015
in Anchorage.

J. NEXT MEETINGS:

PAC Meeting (Anchorage on Septembef 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 011 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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Méeting Summary

A. GROUP: Exxon Valdez Oil Sp111 Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Public Advisory
Committee (PAC)
. B.DATE: September 22, 2015

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

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

Principal Interest -

Name

Amanda Bauer (T) Commercial Tourism |

Gary Fandrei (T) Aquaculture/l\/Iarlculture

John French (T) - Science/Technical, PAC Vice-chair -
Kate McLaughlin (T) Conservation/Environmental
Angela Totemoff (T) Public at Large '

Patience Andersen Faulkner (T) Subsistence

Stacy Studebaker (T)  Recreational Users

E. NOT PRESENT:

Name ‘ Principal Interest"
'David Totemoff, Sr. ' Native Landowner
Steven Aberle Commercial Fishing
Kurt(Eilo

F. OTHER PARTICIPANTS:

. Sport .Hunting/F‘ ishing, PAC Chaig

Name Organization
Elise Hsieh Executive Director; Trustée Council (EVOSTC)
- Philip Johnson Designated Federal Officer, Department of the Interlor
" Cherri Womac Trustee Council Staff
Catherine Boerner (T) Trustee Council Science Coordinator
Hellen Woods Trustee Council Staff T
Laurie Adams . Trustee Council Staff
Scott Pegau Prince William Sound Science Cener
Tammy Neher NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab
Kris Holderied NOAA Kasitsna Bay Lab
Barat LaPorte Oles Morrlson ,
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H. SUMMARY:

N

At 9:31 a.m. the Designated Federal Officer (Philip Johnson) 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 Gréat 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 reduced support for the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) hetring 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 regardlng 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 fo date will be available prlor 10 the next Trustee Council
meeting in November.

The Invitation for Proposals is anticipated to be issued on December 1, 2015. Program proposers
are to submit their contact information and Program of interest by February 1, 2016, with
proposals due April 1, 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 provided an update on the Long Term Programs the Hetring Program and Long-

- Term Monitoring (Gulf Watch Alaska).

‘The Science Panel is supportive of the progress to date. An emphasrs is placed on data analysrs

and collaboration between these Programs.
Herring Program - In FY 2016, two additional projects are being proposed.

16160111-S Herring Movement Study — This proposal is re(Questing funds to clarify the annual |

_migration cycle of Prince William Sound (PWS) herring. The objective of the project are to 1)

purchase and deploy addltlonal 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.

The acoustic trackrng project will fund the purchase of tags and receivers. The Science Panel
discussed whether to recommend this project for funding in FY 2016, or whether they should wait

.until data are analyzed. The Science Panel accepted the justification provided by the Principle

Investigator (PI) and is recommending the project for continued funding.

-Gary Fandrei asked about the lifespan of the receivers. Scott Pegau (Herring Program PI) -

responded that the receivers can be used until they are lost to the ocean, but the tags are one-time
use only

16160111- T ASL Study and Aerial Milt Survey Thrs prOJect w111 conduct spring aerial surveys to
document spawn dlstrrbutron and biomass as well as process age, sex, and size samples of herring
collected by acoustics surveys, spawnlng surveys, PWS Herring Program disease sampling and
genetics collections.

The work would be conducted by ADF&G Some of this work had in the past been supported by
agency funds, but as mentioned above, State budget cuts have resulted in loss of that support. John
French noted that the PAC typically has tried to avoid funding requests that could be supported
through agency fundrng :

The Science Panel is rec'ommendi'ng continued funding for the Herrrng Pro gram. V

Long-Term Monitoring (LTM_) of Marine Conditions and Injured Resourees - c

The Science Panel noted 'there had been good coordination following the Fehruary 2015 meet.ing
They did voice some concerns regardmg the Hollmen proposal (161201141), which would fund
development of a conceptual model. This project was not recommended for fundlng in FY 16.

In the Draft Invitation, conce_ptual modeling is expected to be included.

Page 3 of 8



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 of these 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 nests 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 on Habitat Program activities.

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 piirchase 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 estate below this property.: Negotiations with Komag, Inc. regarding acquisition of
the subsurface estate’are ongomg '

Long Island is located in 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 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 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.
owns the subsurface estate below this property. Negotiations with Koniag regarding acquisition
of the 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 upland habitats provided.by the Long Island parcel. Long Island provides habitat for
. large populatlons of sea birds, as well as shore birds and terrestrial and marine mammal spec1es

' 1nclud1ng 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. Stie had nominated this project
many years ago and is thrilled that Leisnoi, Inc. may now be willing to reach agreement on this
parcel. Given State budget issues, management by the Kodiak Borough is more likely than
management by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources. There will be a presentation to the
" Kodiak Borough Assembly this 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 materrals left over from World War II .
specifically leakage of transformer oils containing PCBs (polycholorinated biphenyls). He
considers the Long Island parcel to also be valuable, but he recommends that the potential liability
associated with the very high PCB levels found ina l1m1ted number of soil samples needs to be
addressed prior to EVOSTC action. -

French pointed to 1nformatlon in the Benefits Report. regardmg Ft. Tidball. Some cleanup has been
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 of the PCB oil was fairly deep.
French advocated for using a precautionary principle standard. French also asked if monitoring
wells were still present and if the contaminated area was fenced. ,

Lauri Adams noted,that if a successful purchase agreement is. reached appropriate due diligence
would be conducted including hazmat surveys and ﬁeldwork before finalizing an agreement.

Studebaker agreed with French, expressmg concern that the ACOE left h1gh subsurface levels of
PCBs in some areas. : : ‘

The PAC noted the need to document any remaining contamination to avoid potential public
exposure.

Hsieh observed that L'eisno'i‘, Inc. may view the two parcels in tandem du'ri'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 parcels. And all project acquisitions
require the approval of the Alaska Department of Law, U.S. Department of Interior Sol101tor s
Ofﬁce and the U.S. Department of 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 (801ence Workshop) was very useful and recommendcd
continuing these meetings in the future.

Hsieh explained that a similar Science Panel/PAC meetmg will be held in the 3% year of the 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 Wlll 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 meetmg 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: Fandre1 moved to approve the Draft Invitation, to go forward to the EVOSTC w1th minor
edits. Seconded by Bauer. Motion carried. . ,

Motion: Studebaker moved to accept the funding requests for the two new Herrmg Program -
proposals. Seconded by Fandrei. Motion carried.

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

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

Motion: Bauer moved to recommend the pigeon guillemot prOJect for continued fundmg
- Seconded by Andersen Faulkner. Motion carried: : :

Motion: French moved that the PAC strongly supported the Termmatlon Pomt parcel Seconded
by Studebaker. Motion carried. r :

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

Motion: Bauer mo\./ed"tokadj‘oum the meeting. Seconded'by Angela Totemoff. Motion carried.
Closing Remarks:
The DFO (fohnson) 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 welcome to attend in
person or telephonically.

J. NEXT MEETINGS:

Trustee Council Meeting (Anchorage on November 12, 2015)
| ‘ Page 7 of 8



1.

8.

9.

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

September 22, 2015 Exxon Valdez Oil Sp1ll Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Public Adv1sory
Committee (PAC) draft meetlng agenda.

. Draft June 29, 2015 Exxon Valdez O1l Sp1ll Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Pubhc AdV1sory

Committee (PAC) draft meeting summary.

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

. October 16 2014 Exxon Valdez Oil Sp111 Trustee Council (EVOSTC) Public Adv1sory

Commlttee (PAC) meeting summary.

. 8/24/2015 — Draft Invitation Comments (emails)

. 8/17/2015 - Exxon Valdez Oil Sp111 Trustee Council Draft Invitation for Proposals Flscal Year

2017-2021.

. 9/11/2015 -FY 2016'Exx0.n' Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council Annual Budget.

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

9/1/2015 - FY 2016 Great Land Trust Proposal.

10. 9/2/2015 — FY 2016°Alaska Research L1brary and Information Services Document D1g1t1z1ng

Project Phase 4 Proposal:

11. 9/1 1/2015 — Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Conncil Proposal Non—Disclosure Form.

12. 9/11/2015 - Exxon Valdez Oil Sp1ll Trustee Council Draft Work Plan for FY 2016.

13. 9/ 10/2015 - Termmat1on Pomt Benefits Report

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

L. CERTIFICATION:

PAC Chairperson S Date
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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.
Developed international
markets turned down as
economic fortunes flagged,
while emerging markets
continue to suffer.

Five-year equity returns
through 2014 are free of the
financial crisis and are very
strong. Ten-year returns no
longer include the 2000 —
2002 downturn, but no
longer include the robust
2003-04 results. Fifteen-
year equity returns are still
below long-run averages,
and are equal to those of
fixed income.

Source: Callan Associates

Callan

2014 Average Annual Returns

YTD

thru

Dec
Broad U.S. Stock Market

5 Years 10 Years 15 Years
2010-14 2005-14 2000-14

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity.

Russell 3000 28.34 1693 1.03 1642 3355 12.56 15.63 7.94 4.82

S&P Super Composite 1500 27.25 16.38 1.75 16.17 3259 13.08 15:58 7.88 4.81

Large Cap U.S. Stocks

Russell 1000 2843 1610 150 1642 3311 1324 15.64 7.96 4.62

S&P 500 26.47 1506 211 16.00 3239 13.69 15.45 7.67 4.24

Small Cap U.S. Stocks

Russell 2000 2717 26.85 -418 16.35 38.82 4.89 15565 TAATAT 7.38

S&P 600 Small Cap 2557 26.31  1.02 16.33 41.31 5.76 17:27 9.02 9.87

Non-U.S. Stock Markets

MSCI EAFE US$ 31.78 7.75 -1214 1732 2278 -4.90 5:98 4.43 2.54

MSCI Emerging Markets 79.02 19.20 -18.17 1863 -2.27 -1.82 21 8.78 7.38

Fixed Income

Barclays Aggregate 593 654 784 421 -202 5.97 4.45 4.71 5.70

Citi Non-US 438 522 517 151 -456 -268 0.85 2.64 4.65

Hedge Funds

DJCS Hedge Fund Index 18.57 1095 -252 767 973 413 5.88 5.82 6.34

Cash Market

90-Day T-Bill 021 013 010 0.11 0.07 0.03 0.09 1.54 2.01

Inflation

CPI-U 272 150 29 174 1.50 0.76 1.69 22 2.24
EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review 2



Stock Market Returns by Calendar Year

2014 Performance in Perspective: History of the U.S. Stock Market (226 Years of Returns)
2014 return: +13.7%

Five-year return for

S&P 500: +15.5%

Source: |bbotson

Callan

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity.

EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review
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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: 1Mo/3Mo/6Mo/1Yr/2Yr/3Yr/5Yr/7Yr/10Yr/20Yr/30YTr
Source: Federal Reserve

50
45 - - - : R
4.0 f - N s -
2010 -
3.5
Q 3.0 ’ "2013 o
(=)
R 25 o N - o B - ) = - o -
k=] 2014
9 20 f - .
>= —2010-12-31
1.5 222 — .
1.0 F - , | e—2012-12-31 |
——2013-12-31
0.5 +— ———— e i e
, —2014-12-31
0.0 7_‘ I T | | I T T | | 1 | | | | | | | | | | | | | T 1] | i | | |
~ AN NOTOOMNODDOTANNMTOLOMNMNODOOIOTTANNTUOLOMNMNOMIIO AN M
T rrrr e AN AN AN AN AN AN AN ANANANOOOM

Maturity

Source: Federal Reserve and Callan
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2015 Capital Market Expectations

» Broad market bond returns held at 3.0%.

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 10-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%, Non-U.S. Equity at 7.80%.

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 GDP 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%.

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 of T-bill plus 3%; reflects increase in cash.

Ca“an Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review
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2015 Capital Market Expectations—Return and Risk

Summary of Callan’s Long-Term Capital Market Projections (2015 — 2024)

2014 - 2023

PROJECTED RETURN

PROJECTED
RISK

1-Year 10-Year Standard Projected 10-Year Standard Geometric*
Asset Class Arithmetic Geometric* Real Deviation Sharpe Ratio Yield Geometric* Deviation Delta
Equities
Broad Domestic Equity Russell 3000 9.15% 7.60% 5.35% 19.00% 0.363 2.40% 7.60% 19.00% 0.00%
Large Cap S&P 500 8.90% 7.50% 5.25% 18.30% 0.363 2.50% 7.50% 18.30% 0.00%
Small/Mid Cap Russell 2500 10.15% 7.85% 5.60% 22.95% 0.344 1.90% 7.85% 22.95% 0.00%
Global ex-US Equity MSCI ACWI ex USA 9.80% 7.80% 5.55% 21.45% 0.352 2.70% 7.80% 21.45% 0.00%
International Equity MSCI World ex USA 9.25% 7.50% 5.25% 20.20% 0.347 3.00% 7.50% 20.20% 0.00%
Emerging Markets Equity MSCI Emerging Markets 11.45% 7.90% 5.65% 27.95% 0.329 1.70% 7.90% 27.95% 0.00%
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% -0.35%
Domestic Fixed Barclays Aggregate 3.05% 3.00% 0.75% 3.75% 0.213 4.60% 3.00% 3.75% 0.00%
Long Duration Barclays Long G/C 3.75% 3.20% 0.95% 11.40% 0.132 5.30% 4.10% 11.40% -0.90%
TIPS Barclays TIPS 3.10% 3.00% 0.75% 5.30% 0.160 4.20% 3.00% 5.30% 0.00%
High Yield Barclays High Yield 5.50% 5.00% 2.75% 11.10% 0.293 8.00% 5.05% 11.45% -0.05%
Non-US Fixed Barclays Global Aggregate ex US 2.70% 2.30% 0.05% 9.40% 0.048 4.00% 2.75% 9.40% -0.45%
Emerging Market Debt EMBI Global Diwersified 5.10% 4.70% 2.45% 10.00% 0.285 6.50% 4.90% 10.65% -0.20%
Other
Real Estate Callan Real Estate 7.35% 6.15% 3.90% 16.50% 0.309 5.00% 6.15% 16.50% 0.00%
Private Equity TR Post Venture Cap 13.55% 8.50% 6.25% 33.05% 0.342 0.00% 8.50% 33.05% 0.00%
Hedge Funds Callan Hedge FoF Database 5.55% 5.25% 3.00% 9.30% 0.355 2.25% 5.10% 8.85% 0.15%
Commodities Bloomberg Commodity 4.40% 2.75% 0.50% 18.50% 0.116 2.25% 3.05% 18.25% -0.30%
Cash Equivalents 90-Day T-Bill 2.25% 2.25% 0.00% 0.90% 0.000 2.25% 2.00% 0.90% 0.25%
Inflation CPI-U 2.25% 1.50% 2.25% 1.50% 0.00%

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

Source: Callan Associates

Ca“an Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review 6



2015 Capital Market Expectations—Correlation Coefficient Matrix

Key to Constructing Efficient Portfolios

Broad LgCap Sm/Mid GlobxUS |Intl Eq =~ Emerge Defensive Dom Fix Long D TIPS Hi Yield NUS Fix EMD Real Est Pwt Eqt Hedge Fd Comm Cash Eq |Inflation

Broad Domestic Equity 1.000

Large Cap 0.997 1.000

Small/Mid Cap 0.965 0.940 1.000

Global ex-US Equity 0.882 0.879 0.853 1.000

International Equity 0.852 0.850 0.820 0.986 1.000

Emerging Markets Equity 0.861 0.855 0.840 0.933 0.860 1.000

Defensive -0.240 -0.230 -0.260 -0.254 -0.230  -0.280 1.000

Domestic Fixed -0.107 -0.100 -0.125 -0.118 -0.100 -0.145 0.870 1.000

Long Duration 0.136 0.138 0.121 0.106 0.119 0.069 0.681 0.918 1.000

TIPS -0.050 -0.045 -0.065 -0.051 -0.045  -0.060 0.530 0.580 0.527 1.000

High Yield 0.605 0.605 0.575 0.586 0.570 0.565 -0.170 0.040 0.220 0.030 1.000

Non-US Fixed 0.014 0.050 -0.100 0.013 0.060 -0.090 0.480 0.510 0.542 0.340 0.120 1.000

EMD 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

Real Estate 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

Private Equity 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

Hedge Funds 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

Commodities 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

Cash Equivalents -0.042 -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
Inflation -0.025  -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
Component

US Broad Equity 0
Domestic Fixed 0
International Equity 0

Totals

Projected Arithmetic Return
Projected Standard Deviation

5 Yr. Geometric Mean Return
10 Yr. Geometric Mean Return
10 Yr. Simulated Sharpe Ratio

Callan

Min - Max Mix 1 Mix 2
100 4 20
100 94 70
100 2 10
100 100
3.40% 4.86%
3.58% 5.87%
3.38% 4.79%
3.38% 4.78%
0.30% 0.42%

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity.

Mix 3 Current Policy Mix 4 Mix 5

35 47 50 0

47 30 23 0

18 , 23 27 100
100 100 100 100
6.32% 7.34% 7.79% 9.25%
9.97% 13.05% 14.42% 20.20%
5.99% 6.71% 7.00% 7.54%
5.98% 6.69% 6.97% 7.49%
0.37% 0.33% 0.32% 0.25%

EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review



Possible Short-term Outcomes

Range of Projected Rates of Return Projection Period: 1 Year

50%

40% -
30%
20%
10% -
0%

(10%) —
(20%) —

Annual Rates of Return (%)

(30%) |

10th Percentile
25th Percentile
Median

75th Percentile
90th Percentile

Prob > 0.00%

Ca".an Knowledge. Experience. Integrity.

68 | 64

82 79 73 69
e ' e . 1 0.00%
D I 1 - '
Mix 1 Mix 2 Mix 3 Current Policy Mix 4 Mix 5
8.1% 12.7% 19.6% 251% 27.9% 40.8%
5.9% 9.2% 14.1% 17.6% 18.8% 22.9%
3.4% 4.9% 5.8% 6.7% 7.0% 7.6%
0.9% 0.6% (0.7%) (2.1%) (2.8%) (7.0%)
(1.1%) (2.5%) (6.5%) (9.6%) (11.0%) (18.0%)
82.1% 79.0% 72.8% 69.1% 67.7% 64.4%

EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review



Possible Longer-term Outcomes

Range of Projected Rates of Return Projection Period: 10 Years

21% e man ey
§ 18% 3
= 15% —4‘ |
%’ 12% — |
§ 9% |
x 6% |
S 3%
=
cE 0% - >99 - >99 97 94 94 . P—
(3%) —+— | L S B E—
Mix 1 Mix 2 Mix 3  Current Policy Mix 4 Mix 5
10th Percentile  4.8% 7.2% 10.1% 12.3% 13.3% 16.6%
25th Percentile  4.1% 6.1% 8.2% 9.6% 10.2% 11.8%
Median 3.4% 4.7% 6.0% 6.6% 7.0% 7.3%
75th Percentile  2.7% 3.5% 3.8% 3.8% 3.7% 3.5%
90th Percentile  1.8% 2.4% 2.1% 1.6% 1.3% (1.1%)

Prob > 0.00%  >99.0% >99.0% 97.1% 94.4% 93.6% 87.3%

Ca“an Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. EVOSTC 2015 Asset Allocation Review 10



FY17-21 Draft Invitation Comments Received (as of 8/24/15)

Comments below are from the FY17-21 Invitation Working Group Members, Trustee Council, the Programs,
and PublicComment. 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

DOI: VeronicaVarela (USFWS), Geoff Haskett (USFWS)

LTM Science Advisory Panel/Herring Advisory Group: Steve Martell, Jeep Rice

Commentsin blue are furtherinformation orindicated the comment has been addressed in the draftinvitation.

Eric Volk, ADFG 1.9.15

The main gap | see inthe longterm monitoring component is the absence of studies focused on fish, aside from
the identified forage fish and herring. | have two concepts that could be included inthe call as part of the long
term monitoring program. These ideas benefited from conversations with Jim Hasbrouck (ADFG), Rich Brenner
(ADFG) and Jodi Pirtle (NOAA):

1. ThoughEVOS hasfunded salmon studiesinthe past, | think the absence of a salmon componentinthe long
term monitoring studiesis surprisingto many. In 2013 and 2014, ADF&G scientists conducted trial trawl
surveysin southwestern Prince William Sound (PWS). The trials were successful and the most abundant fish
species captured included juvenile salmon, herringand gadids. The surveysare modeled after NOAA’s
Southeast Coastal Monitoring (SECM) program (same gearand 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 forevaluating speciesinteractions, biological and physical oceanographic conditions
that impact species, and changesin fish community composition overtime. Allof these speak to a better
understanding of long-term changes to these components of the pelagicecosystem. This would provide links
to othercomponents of the long-term monitoring and herring programs. We expect that collaborations
between ADF&G, NOAA and UAF could continue these surveys and analysesinthe future.

Salmon studies have notbeenincluded 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 studiesin relation tothose resources that are still recovering, the remaining funds are
limited and are typically focused on supporting those resources that have notyet recovered.

2. Anotherfish ecologicalassemblage missing fromthe programis benthickeystone predators such as
demersal rockfish and lingcod. These species are also important recreational species within the oiled area,
but assessment dataislimited. One possibility is a habitat mapping approach that might encompass PWS to
Kodiak, coupled with periodicand targeted surveysto estimate density in preferred habitats. There isalarge
amount of publicallyavailable mapping datain the study area that could be refined to map preferred
habitats forthese speciesthroughout the area. Periodicabundance estimates at a selection of sites would
contribute to modeling efforts aimed at region-wide abundance estimates. These species are important

components of the benthiccommunity and are linked to pelagicand nearshore communities through forage
fish.

We have discussed the possibility of studies to provide rockfish abundance estimates overthe years. After
reviewing the potential high cost of the studies and the low potential that the datawould add to our

1



understanding of those resources that are still recovering, it was recommended that the remaining funds
would be betterspentelsewhere. Rockfish were considered “Very LikelyRecovered” in 2010 and 2014.

Sherri Dressel, ADFG 1.12.15

1. lexpressedconcerntoScott Pegauin FY12-16 that the projects seemed spread too thin, e.g. that sample
sizes might be too small to achieve theirgoals, orthat the distribution of samples might be too narrow to
say that they represented the full population. However, with the broad goals defined inthe 2010 IHRP, | can
understandtheirdesire to spread fundsas much as possible. My recommendation and hope would be thata
narrowerinvitation mightallow FY17-21 researcherstogo to a greaterdepth ona narrowerrange of
projects.

Sherri has provided valuable inputinto those projects requested in the Herring Focus Area of the Invitation.
We have encouraged herto continue herwork with the Herring Monitoring Program as they develop their
response tothis Invitation. '

2. Ifthe focusof the invitation remains at “Enhanced monitoring” and a strong emphasisis putonimproving
the model (and the data that go intothe model) togive areliable index of spawning abundance, simulations
can be done toinvestigate which type of data (recruitment estimates, maturity estimates, disease indices)
have the greatestimpact on resultant model estimates of spawning biomass. Knowing what types of data
make the biggest difference inthe model can guide the EVOSTC on what research will provide the biggest
“bang fortheirbuck”. | don’t believe that the HRM researchers working on the model have gottentothe
point of beingable to determine what types of dataare most important, but| wonderifthere isany
guidance those researchers can give orany preliminary simulations they could doto help usinthe 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 | on how much work this would be and how exactly to ask.

Again, we have encouraged Sherrito work with the existing Herring Program to assistthemin developing
theirresponse tothis Invitation.

3. lam not sure where thisfitsintothe Invitation but, as was requested by the Science Panel, I thinkitis
critically important that more detail isincluded inthe FY17-21 Proposals on survey design, sampling
methods, sample sizes, and analysis types and details.

The Science Panel strongly agreed with this statementand 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 Reviewin February, | asked Elise about the possibility of additional funding fora State employee
to helpintegrate the results of EVOS research and modeling for long-term State use. Forinstance, the Bayesian
ASA model thatis being developed would be extremely useful for State use beyond EVOS studies. To
incorporate it for management use will require considerable review and integration, which we don’t currently
have the time and funding foremployeesto do. | know that one of the goals of EVOS is to make widespread use
of funded research. Additional funding fora State employee will help us make full use of the research for PWS,
as wellasto applyitto otherstocks so the EVOS funds can have even wider-reaching benefits.



Steve Moffitt has done a tremendous job at coordinating with EVOS within the demands of his current position
and | am working beyond the time and funding I’'m currently receiving from EVOS. Due to upcoming budget cuts,
| am concerned that Steve and | will be a bottle-neck forgetting EVOS researchers the time and coordination
they need, letalone havingtime tointegratetheirresults. Any additional funding would be greatly appreciated.
Also, EVOS has graciously paid for some of my travel to EVOS meetings. | have generally been paying fortravel to
at leasttwo meetings peryearout of my State travel budget. If EVOS has funds to pay for thistravel so that | can
continue in upcomingyears, that would be greatly appreciated as well. I've mentioned these funding requests to
Tom Brookoverand have cc’d both he and Jeff Regnart on thisemail sothey are aware of my requests. If there is
any additional information | can provide, orif you have suggestions forwhetherand how to propose thisto the
Council at this time, please let me know.

The other issue thatI’'ve mentioned inacommentinthe attached documentis that, due to budget cuts for the
nextfewyears, itisverylikely that the State will have substantially reduced (or possibly eliminated) funding for
surveysand samplingin PWS. The funding situation will not be final for this upcoming year until afterthe final
budgetisdecided upon by the legislature and governor, butl wanted togive youa heads up that the first
priority forthe herring program listed in this call for proposals (to develop and improve the ASA model) may be
difficulttoachieve without additional data collection. I’'m not sure how you would choose to include this data
collectioninthe priorities, but | wanted you to know that we might be facing this difficult situation.

Funding fortravel forSherrito the Program meetings hasbeenincluded in the draft FY16 EVOSTCAPDI (Budget).

With regard to additional EVOSTC funding for staffing, ADFG should submit to our office asummary of the
request that the Council and PublicAdvisory Committee can review at theirfall meetings. We circulate
materials starting September 1. In doingso, please be aware that many trust agency staff hours are not
compensated directly from trust funds, as much of the Council’s work benefits the long-term interests and
resources of the respective state orfederal government. Inaddition, Council funding of agency staff haslong
history of publicscrutiny.

Geoff Haskett and Veronica Varela, USFWS 6.23.15
Please refertoattached lettersigned by Geoff Haskett (Attachment A) for provided comments. The responses
below are numbered inresponsetothe commentsinthe letter.

Specifictothe draft Invitation:

1. Asperthe Invitation, Proposersare advised to reviewthe 1994 Restoration Plan (which s fairly brief,
considering) and proposals must be consistent with these policies. See, Draft Invitation, Section lll,
regarding Policy and Legal Review of Proposals (boldingisin original text): “To be eligible for funding,
proposals must be designed torestore, replace, enhance oracquire the equivalent of natural resources
injured asa result of the Spill orthe reduced orlost services provided by these resources. Inaddition,
proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994 Restoration Plan. Council staff will
review each proposal forresponsiveness to this Invitation, completeness and foradherence to the format
and instructions contained in thisdocument. A legal and policy review 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 thisrequirement, the following language willbe reiterated in each of the focus areas: “To be
eligible forfunding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance oracquire the equivalent of
natural resourcesinjured asa result of the Spill orthe reduced or lost services provided by these resources.
In addition, proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994 Restoration Plan.”



The Restoration Plan outlines anumber of policies thatallow the Trustees some flexibility in restoration
activities, while maintaining afocus on restoration of the spill ecosystem. Forexample, the 1994
Restoration Plan policiesinclude a broaderecosystem approach but also support amore targeted focuson
specificinjured resources. Italsoallows forresourcesand services not previously identified as injured to be
considered forrestoration if reasonable scientificorlocal knowledge obtained since the Spill indicates a
spill-related injury. In some pastinvitations that were a broadercall and with less focus, the Council would
reiterate portions of Restoration Plan policies to give sidebarsto the proposers. The FY17-21 Invitation,
similartothe FY12-16 Invitation, is already narrowed to specificfocus areas, such as herring, thatare within
the Restoration Plan’s policiesand goals. Anattempttoinclude the Restoration Plan’s full policies and
allowances forrestoration activities in a brief, comprehensive sentence ortwo and repeatit throughout this
Invitation would not provide an accurate portrayal of activitiesallowed. The language inthe draft wasalso
inthe FY12-16 Invitationdid notresultinissuesrelated to relevancy to restoration activities. The degree of
helpfulness of the Programs to various interested partiesis a focus of this draft Invitation, and will likely
continue infuture callsasit isa difficult goal to attain.

The establishment of a post-doc position willallow aresearcherinan early careerstage to work in the
program and Alaskaand bringan infusion of ideas within aformat that is structured fora specific period of
time. Post-docs are an economical way toinvolve early scientists and reap the benefits of theirenergy and
ideaswhile 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 Programgoals and underthe Herring Program Lead, itis not pre-determined ora list of tasks
dictated inadvance fromthe Program Lead as itis intended that the post-docwillalso 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
researchersto be introduced to the Program.

The Council requested that the initialdraft Invitation include the herring, long-term monitoring (which
included data management), and lingering oil focus areas. The Science Panelproposed the Cross-Program
Publication Focus Areaforthe Council’s review asit builds on the Long-Term Programs and past EVOSTC
work. The addition of any additional focus areas would be atthe Council’s direction.

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

a. The Cross-Program publication group does not exclude Pls without EVOSTC experience from applying.
We only askthat theyinclude atleast one Pl from both the herring and long-term monitoring programs
to fostercollaboration and coordination between the Council’s funded Programs. The proposed
publication must be focused on providing furtherinsightintothe Focus Areas underthis Invitation.
Veronicawill look at new language.

b. The Program and project proposals are identical regardless of past experience with the EVOSTC. We
have added textto Section IV of the Invitation requesting that organizations who submitted in 2012
provide any changestotheiroriginal submission. Veronicawilllook at new language.

In response to thiscomment, a note will be added in the Long-Term Monitoring Program, Environmental
Driversectionindicating that Project of Highest Priority: [Continuation of the GAK 1 line.] The projects of
interestthatare included in each focus area are deliberately general. The goal of establishing the Programs
was to create a more collaborative process that created acomprehensive program based on the Council’s
needsandthe current state of the ecosystem. Providingalist of “projects of interest” provides guidelines
to the proposers while allowing forinnovation and feedback from PI’swho are already in the field.
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The specificprojectideasinthe 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 will be considering when reviewing proposals.
This format worked well inthe FY12-16 Invitation as it balanced recommendations by those groups with the
resources and ideas that proposers can contribute.

In reference to the specifictopicsinthe Herring and Long-Term Monitoring Focus Areas that may require
furtheranalysis; they are generally not suitable for scientific publication and will be presented in their final
reportat the conclusion of the project.

6. We appreciate the conversation we have had on thiscomment with you. As discussed, the draftinvitation
willinclude some conceptual guidelines such as Comment 1, effectiveand balanced use of the fund and
otherspecificguidelines. Asnoted, we do not currently use published “evaluation factors” as part of our
proposal review process. Priornumbering systems, etc. used in the past were not effective or helpful. The
currentannual Work Plandocument, thatincludes comments by the EVOSTC PAC, Science Panel, Executive
Directorand Science Coordinator, isan effective system that provides helpful guidance and
recommendations to the Trustees. This method has provento be considerably more usable than numerical
scores.

Comments regarding the business model of the Trustee Council for FY17-21

1. Data managementshould eventually be handled by one of the agencies that will be responsible for
managing resourcesinjured by the Spill. Until suchtime thatone of the Trust Agenciesindicatesa
willingness to undertake this activity, the EVOSTC office will continuetoinclude itininvitations or contract
for services throughaTrust Agency. Proposersto EVOSTC, due to the annual fundingcycle, tend to be very
responsive and the current Data Management work underthe Long-Term Monitoring Program has likewise
provento be responsive. Adirect contractthrough ADFGwould not have lentany value to the current
funding stream or Pl responsiveness. Aswith every proposal, the EVOSTC office willconsiderwhethera
change in the anticipated contracting/funding streamis needed forthe FY17-21 data work depending upon
the partiesinvolved and any need forchange.

2. Theimplementation of the Programsin 2012 allowed fordatato be shared in a non-publicforumamongthe
funded projects withinthe two Programs. Thiswasa majorstepinallowingforcollaboration between
projectsand Programs and the firsttime that such a requirement has beenimplemented. Incompliance
with the EVOSTCdata policy, datais not publically available until a project’s final report has completed
EVOSTCpeerreview and been accepted by the EVOSTCScience Coordinator. Many projects have chosen to
release theirdataonthe publicportal priorto the completion of the project. The current EVOSTCdata
policy was designed to meet the needs of the Council and theirtrust agencies that often have aninternal
peerreview process before datacan be released tothe public.

Trustee Council Membersinformal comments - 2.12.15

1. Where applicable, adifferentiation 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
requestedinourannual report would also be helpful).

This clarification hasbeenincluded inthe draft Invitation text and associated forms.



2. Outreachbudgetand products: the Trust agencies would benefit fromasummary of program highlightsora
synthesis of key points that would allow the trust agencies to use the resultsin theiragency’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 publicoutreach activities.

Language regarding 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 Plinquiries as to whetherthe Council would consider
funding the Harbor Protection and Marine Restoration Focus Areawhich was included inthe FY12-16 Invitation.

For FY 12-16, the Harbor Protection and Marine Restoration Focus Area was intentionally allotted a shorter-term
and budget. Thisfocusarea raisesissuesof the Council funding activities typically undertaken by local or state
governments, paying for prohibited conduct and past projectsin thisarea that were not successfully maintained
by local communities. Please see the attached language (Attachment B) for the language included in the earlier
Invitationissued for FY 12-16 forthis focus area.

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

EVOSTC looks forward to receiving the final reports fromthe NCEAS independent syntheses funded in FY12-16.
Based on those results, the Council could potentially request proposals atanothertime inthe FY17-21 funding
years. However, we have removed the language fromthe earlierinvitation draft so as not to setan 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. Consistentwith these allotments, in 2012,
the Council began implementing the delegated programs at a funding rate of approximately $2m/yearfor
monitoringand 1m/yearforHerring. FY 12-16 funding was based on those allotments plus 2.75% forinflation,
compounded annually. FY17-21 fundingis based onthose allotments plus 2.25% forinflation, compounded
_annually. Aswithfocusareas and this draft, actual fundingamounts are atthe discretion of the Council.

Is there a way to include language that identifies the species that have notrecovered and the goals for their
restoration?

The following text has beenadded to each Focus Area:

“To be eligible forfunding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance oracquire the equivalent of
natural resourcesinjured as a result of the Spill orthe reduced or lost services provided by these resources. In
addition, proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994 Restoration Plan. Pleasealso
referto the 2014 Injured Resources and Services List Update fordetailed information. See references “
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

Trevor Branch, University of WA, Current Herring Program Pl for ASA Model -8.4.15
My comments are related to the Herring Research and Monitoring Program:

HIGHEST PRIORITY

I completely agree thatthe highest priority of the programis 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 otherAlaskan herring populations, thus the PWS model serves asa 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 3and above as at present. This will enable the modelto fitto new abundance indices aimed at predicting
incoming recruitmentatage 3, from school sizes and abundance of age 0-2 herring. 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 toinclude, itis not clear how starting the model at age 0-2 with no
comparative age composition data of older cohorts would be betterthan using the relative indices of age 0-2 to
predictage 3 abundance withoutincluding youngerage classesin the model.

PROJECTS OF INTEREST

Item 2: the term “post-doctoral fellow” thatis based in Alaska, formally implies someoneregistered at a
University of Alaska academicinstitution. Butit would make more sense to have such a personbe based in
Cordovato conduct theirresearch, ratherthan at Juneau, Anchorage or Fairbanks. | would suggest one of two
changes here: either “involvement of faculty supervision of a postdoc based 70% in Alaska”, or “a post-doctoral
fellow orequivalent”. 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 auniversity.

We have changed the textin this section fromthe olderdraft that Dr. Branch reviewed. The revised text does
address some of his concerns. We have also updated the textto specificthatthe position could be held by a
post-docor equivalent. We will discuss what would be considered as an acceptable “equivalent” that could be
considered forthis funding with the science paneland working group.

Item 3: Thisisan excellentideatolook at comparative studies of other herring populations. | would suggest
allowing forthe possibility of abroaderoutlook than just herringin the NE PacificOcean. For instance, herring
populationsin Russiaand Japan are highly informative for collapses. Additionally, much useful information
about herring dynamics can be obtained from Atlantic herring, and othersimilarforage fish species. Perhaps:
addingat the end “... and could alsoinclude relevantinformation from otherforage fish species and herring
populationsin other parts of the world.”

The Council commissioned awhite paperfrom Dr. Doug Hay in 2006 that provided acomparative analysis of
worldwide herring stocks inthe context of potentialenhancement options. The Council also funded aworkshop
in Alaska with Japanese researchers who were using new aquaculture methodstoincrease herring biomassin
NorthernlJapan. The workshop was attended by agency managers and EVOSTC-funded herring researchers.
The current language inthe Invitation requires proposers to have reviewed the extensive peer-review literature
on otherherring and forage fish stocks as part of theirstudy design.

Iltem 4: an index of spawning biomass (acoustic survey, mile-days of milt)is so critical to monitoring that | would
put thisunderthe highest priority and conductiteveryyear.
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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.

Iltem 10: | would include “ocean acidification” explicitly here, as recent work has shown an alarming range of
behavioral changesin various fish populations when exposed to more acidified waters, and Alaskais predicted
to be most affected by ocean acidification.

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

New item:ananalysis has been done looking at which of the past data seriesis most useful to assess current
abundance, and identified the disease data (cheap, needed to explain the collapse), and the diver egg counts
(needed foran absolute biomassanchorin the assessment) as the mostimportant data collected in the past.
However, neitherisrequired to explain future trends. lwould 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
(DraftInvitation for Proposals pages 12-17)

We agree with the benefits outlined by the EVOS Trustee Council in the 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 clearguidance provided on assessment of
projectdesignsand relevance to agency management objectives.

In working with Council staff and the EVOSTCScience Panel overthe initial fouryears of the Long-Term
Monitoring (LTM)/Gulf Watch 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 effortsin the invitation. Based oninitial
efforts of the LTM and HRM programs, the LTM program synthesis and the February 2015 joint science
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, EVOSTCScience Panel members and the 2015 Joint Science Workshop
participants. However, the only mention of dataintegration forthe LTM focus area (between projects,
componentsand programs) in the invitationisunderitem 2 of the preferred requirements on page 11 and
underthe Cross Program Publication Groups focus area. We do note that the projects of interest sectioninthe
invitation forthe HRM program doesinclude 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. 5includesarequirement forthe LTM and HRM
program leadsto produce a synthesis report, but since dataintegration projects are notincluded inthe LTM
focusarea language, itis not clear how the science integration efforts will be funded. Within the FY12-16 LTM
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program, whichis currently funded atasimilarlevel towhatis 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 suggestincluding additional
language to clarify those requirements, perhapsin the projects of interest section. One approach forexplicitly
funding dataintegration 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 help address investigator attrition (as
the invitation provides forthe HRM program). Anotherapproach could be to expand the level of effort
expectedinthe Cross- Programs Publications Group focus area (see below).

The requirement forthe programs and PI’s to include time for the preparation and attendance at this workshop
would be the same as the first five-year Invitation. We have added clarifying text that specifically states that
proposed programs and projects mustinclude abudgetinyear 3to prepare for this meeting.

We suggesta 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 managersand their
servicesin 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 asrecommended.

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 feelthis effortis necessary to meet the goals of the program and that it should be funded at
alevel similarto or higherthanthe previous 5-year program.

As noted above, informal Trustee comment has noted that the Trust agencies would benefit froma summary of
program highlights orasynthesis of key points that would allow the trust agencies to use the resultsin 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 publicoutreach activities. This
suggestion would need to be reviewed by the Council priorto adding additionalfunding for outreach.

DATA MANAGEMENT FOCUS AREA

(Draft Invitation, pages 17-20)

We agree with the need for coordinated data managementservices forboth the LTM and HRM programs and
the inclusion of data managementas a separate focus area. We also recognize the need to supportdata
coordination, quality control, integration, and synthesis efforts within the programs, and support for programs
to work closely with the data management team, based on ourexperience inthe first fouryears of the current
LTM program. In addition, agency resource manager use of monitoring data can be greatly facilitated by
decision supporttools that make the patternsand trendsinthe data and relationships between species trends
and marine conditions visualized and easierto understand. In orderto help agency managers more quickly and
effectively use the data collected underthe LTM program for management of spill-injured resources, we suggest
including a preferred requirement foradecision support tool development project underthe 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 supporttools” would be useful by agency managers with the working
group.



CROSS-PROGRAMPUBLICATION GROUPS FOCUS AREA

(Draft Invitation, pages 20-21)

We strongly support the addition of the Cross-Program Publication Groups focus areainthe invitationasa
mechanismto support data synthesis efforts from LTM and HRM monitoring efforts. We agree withthe intent
of thisfocusarea to supportdataintegration that furthers understanding of the impacts of the spill and other
stressorsoninjured resources, and provides guidance for management actions, by production of science
manuscripts thatintegrate datafromthe LTM and HRM programs. We suggest that consideration be giventoan
increased level of funding forthis focus area, as publication costs alone foropen access special issues of journals
can be upwards of $30,000. Since developing special journal issue publications often include investigatortime
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 Invitationis notrequestingaspecial issue of ajournal but a single cross-cutting publication fromeach
Group. The funds currently budgeted inthe Invitation forasingle publication are sufficient to complete the
task.

The data integration effortsin thisfocus areaalso appearto be similarto the examples forthe synthesis report
required forthe Joint Program Synthesis Workshop on page 5 of the 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 effortin the Cross-Program Publication
Groups focus area to explicitly fund dataanalysesand cross-project and cross-program integrated assessments
(e.g., ecosystem factors affecting recovery of injured species, climate drivers, anthropogeniceffects). Another
approach could be to explicitly include dataintegration project examples underthe projects of interest section
inthe LTM focus area. We suggestthat there may be an advantage to havingintegrated assessmentsfunded in
a separate focusarea (perhapsunderan expanded Cross-Program Publication Groups), to allow proposers to
develop both monitoring- and integration-focused projects and to provide more explicit guidance fromthe
Councilonthe level of effort expected for dataintegration 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. Acomprehensive synthesis paperisnotrequired underthis
Invitation.
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Attachment A

United States Department of the Interior

LS. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1011 East Tudor Road
W REPLY REFER TO Anchorage. Alaska 99503-6199 =

FWS/AFES JUN 23 2018

Ms. Elise Hsieh
Executive Director R E C E' V E D

Exxon Valdez 01l Spill Trustee Council Office IUN 2 6 2015

4210 University Drive st i

Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4626 - EXXON VALDEZ OIL. SpiL.
TRUSTEE Council

Dear Ms. Hsieh:

Thank you for providing the May 2015 draft of the FY 17-21 Invitation for our review. |
appreciate the hard work of you and your staff in drafting this important document. As you
know, I am the acting Trustee Council Representative for the U.S. Department of the Interior on
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council. My staff and | have reviewed the draft Invitation,
and this letter transmits our comments and questions. Below I outline the most significant of our
comments. Enclosed with this letter are more detailed comments on the draft Invitation provided
as redling/strikeout in the draft document. Note that these comments do not contain feedback
from fellow affected bureaus within the Department. specifically, the National Park Service and
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. We are working to coordinate with these bureaus and will submit
additional comments, if any, as soon as possible.

Secondly, while reviewing the draft Invitation, we came across a few topics related to the
business model for Trustee Council activities in FY 17-21 that should be discussed by the
Trustees and their legal counsel before finalizing a draft Invitation. Those topics are also briefly
described below.

Comments specific to the draft [nvitation

1. Throughout the draft Invitation, the focus on an ultimate goal of restoring injured natural
resources and services must be maintained. All programs/projects should be required to
demonstrate the nexus between the injured resources/services and the benefits provided
to those resources/services through the proposed program/project. Proposal reviewers
should also recognize this screening factor as the highest priority.



Ms. Elise Hsieh
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Related to the previous comment, | do not support the establishment of a postdoctoral
fellow position as the position is described in the draft Invitation. Although cultivating
new scientists and generating new academic partnerships are good things to do. the link
to providing benefits to injured natural resources is weak. and | do not consider it an
appropriate use of settlement funds.

-

I feel the draft Invitation should not entirely exclude the “harbor protection. marine
restoration. and lessons learned/outreach™ Focus Area. as is currently written. The harbor
protection and marine restoration categories have the highest potential out of all of the
Focus Areas in the draft Invitation of generating measurable improvements in
environmental quality, providing benefits to injured resources in the Spill area. The
Trustee Council should remain open to new ideas in this Focus Area.

The Invitation should be carefully designed to avoid any limitation on competition and
potential unfair advantages among proposers.

a.  As currently drafted. funding for Cross-Program Publications appears to be
inappropriately and unnecessarily limited to those individuals who have received
tunding from the Trustee Council before -- new investigators can be a part of a Cross-
Program Publication group proposal, but only at the discretion of previously funded
investigators. We understand this was done to encourage cross-program efforts in
data synthesis and analysis, but we also understand that one of the goals of this new
Focus Area is to stimulate new perspectives and ideas on interpreting previously
collected data. The latter goal would seem to be best achieved by providing new
investigators the chance to submit a proposal on their own. Therefore. | recommend
that the draft Invitation is revised to allow any investigator, regardless of previous
affiliation with Trustee Council activities. to apply for funding in this Focus Area.

b. As currently drafted, the types and amount of information requested of proposal
submitters is different between entities that have submitted proposals in the past and
entities that have not submitted proposals before. The reason for the dual lists of
proposal requirements is not apparent. All proposers within a Focus Area should
have the same list of proposal requirements so that proposal evaluators have equal
kinds and scopes of information for each proposal. facilitating fair competition during
proposal evaluations.

The Invitation and resulting programs/projects would benefit from-more explicit
descriptions of the restoration work that the Council wishes to be accomplished in FY'17-
21. Rather than listing examples of projects that “would be of highest priority™ or are “of
interest,” the Invitation should explicitly state specific types of projects that. at a
minimum, must be included in a program proposal in order to address Council goals for
FY17-21.

For example, with respect to the Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and
Injured Resources Focus Area, rather than providing examples of projects “that could
potentially be part of a comprehensive monitoring program.”™ the Council (through its
support staff) should evaluate the data that has been collected thus far and identify a
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Council position on what constitutes a comprehensive monitoring program that fulfills
Council goals for the next five years. Regarding the Cross-Program Publication Focus
Area. if there are specific topics that the Council feels strongly should be further analyzed
and presented in a formal publication. these topics should be explicitly mentioned in the
Invitation as priorities for this funding. -
We assume the science workshop held in February 2015 provided much of the evaluation
and information that would be needed to formulate a proposed Council position and
specific goals for the next five years. Including in the Invitation more explicit
descriptions of the required minimum elements of a program/praoject proposal will help
proposers craft successful proposals that most effectively address Council needs and
goals.

Contributing to the idea of helping proposers craft successful proposals, the Invitation
would benefit from some description of the evaluation factors that will be used to judge
the proposals. We have suggested several minimum evaluation factors in the attached
document. Of note is the re-emphasis on need to demonstrate the link between the
proposed activities and the restoration of injured natural resources and services.

Comments regarding the business model of the Trustee Couneil for FY17-21

1,

< W

The Trustee Council should consider assuming the activities described under the Data
Management Focus Area into the Trustee Council’s operating budget and administering
the funding for those activities as a contract for professional services. A contract would
provide the Council with the administrative authority to ensure Council goals are met.
Administering the data management program as a multi-year contract not to exceed five
years could also enable the Trustee Council to avoid the annual proposal review process
for this activity, helping the Council fulfill its goal of streamlining its administrative
activities.

The Trustee Council intended to make all data collected with its funding available to the
public, academic institutions, and natural resource management agencies. However, the
goal has not been achieved. and delays as long as five vears for some datasets appears
likely. This is not complementary with the Council’s goal of providing natural resource
monitoring data to natural resource management agencies to assist them in managing the
resources under their jurisdiction and delays any restoration benefit that might be
achieved through improved management decisions. The Council should require that data
are promptly validated and made public by specific, reasonable timelines that meet
Council goals. This requirement should be described in the funding mechanism used to
administer the data collection projects, and the Council should maintain the ability to
enforce the requirement. With respect to the FY 17-21 Invitation specifically, making the
data more promptly publicly available would also facilitate open competition in the
Cross-Program Publication Focus Area in that investigators not previously involved with
the data collections would also have access to the Council’s data..
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I believe it would be beneficial to discuss several of these items among the Trustee group to
assist in establishing the direction of the Council’s work for the next five years and finalizing the
content of the draft Invitation. | would like to review a revised Invitation and have an
opportunity to discuss any outstanding comments with you and the Trustee group no later than
August 31, 2015 (or three weceks before the fall meeting of the Public Advisory Commitiee).

If you have any questions about these comments and questions, please contact Ms. Veronica
Varela, Natural Resource Damage Assessment Coordinator, at (907) 786-3866.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey L. Haskett
Regional Director

Enclosure

ce: Mr. Joe Damell, Solicitor’s Office-Alaska Region
Ms.Terri Marceron, Forest Supervisor, Chugach National Forest
Mr. Jim Balsiger. Regional Administrator, National Marine Fisheries Service Alaska
Mr. Sam Cotton, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Mr. Larry Hartig, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Mr. Craig Richards. Attorney General, Alaska Department of Law
Ms. Gina Belt, U.S. Department of Justice
Ms. Erika Zimmerman U.S. Department of Justice
Ms. Dede Bohn, U.S. Geological Survey
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ATTACHMENT B

I HARBOR PROTECTION AND MARINE RESTORATION

Damage to natural resources occurs not only with -an initial oil spill, but also potentially through
additional injury to the affected environment. This subsequent insult can result from well- -
intended but ultimately damaging spill response efforts: In addition, -additional pollution from
humian uses in and around the spill area can further compromise the recovery of the natural
resources inttially mjured by the spill: ‘Thus, the followmg three components focus. Council -

* efforts to mitigate sources of additional pollution in the spill areas and to organize, -preserve and

pass on mformatlon gamed in the response to EVOS

a. Stormwater, wastewater, and harbor projects : .

Each harbor, marina, boatyard and vessel in Alaska has the potential to generate some
incremental pollution. This type of non-point source pollution, if unmitigated, ultimately affects
the water quality in the marine coastal environtent. Incremental pollution can stress the health
of the ecosystem needed to support recovering résources 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 1rnportant as those of large-scale
spills. In the 1994 Restoration Plan, Council identified réduction of marine pollution as a type of

general restoration: removal of a source of stress that may delay natural recovery.

‘The poliutants that might be generated atamarina and enter a marina basin include nutrients and
pathogens (from pet waste and overboard sewage discharge), sediments (fiom 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
rmaintenance debrls) -and hquld and solid Wastes (from engine and hull maintenance and general
marina act1v1t1es) : :

"The constructlon of a marina can create a condition of reduced ‘water circulation. Installation of
-bukheads and jetties,” which are necessary to ensure the safety of vessels, docks, and shoreside
structures, can cause water circulation inthe basin to be below what it was before the marina’s
construction. Over time, reduced circulation and increased pollutant: generatlon can increase-
pollutant- concentrations in the water column,- sediments, and aquatlc organisms.

The fact that a marina is present does not mean that water quahty is poor. Many marinas may
have fair 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 implementation of effective pollution reduction ,projects and techniques will-be dependent -
upon the individual harbor and marina. Many coastal communities in the spill area havea .
limited ability to collect and properly dispose of waste, such as oily bilge water, used engine oil,
paints, solvents, and lead-acid batteries. Improper disposal of these wastes in landfills “adversely
affects the quality of nearby marine waters through runoff and leachmg In some cases, these
wastes are dlscharged directly into marine waters. '
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The Council has approved the finding of several projects to prepare waste management plans
and has contributed to their implementation. These projects resulted in the acquisition of waste
oil management equipment and the construction of environmental operating stations for the drop-
. off of used 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 not limited 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 of the
Council’s funds. - These include a restriction on funding “normal agency actlv1t1es” or funding
activities that are legally required. :

The Councﬂ seeks to ﬁlrther reduce: pollutlon in the marine environment to contribute tothe
recovery of injured natural resources and proposes to fund this program with $1,700,000 over an
up to five-year-.contract period.

PLEASE NOTE Council multi-year fuhding must be epproved annualiy by the Council..
In addition, projections of future funding are also dependent upon investment funds which
are affected by market fluctuations. »

b..Mariné debris removal '
Maring debris is an issue in the marine and near-shore environment in Alaska, where 11 is likely
that thousands of tons of marine debris exist within three nautical miles of the Alaska coastline. -
Marine fish and wildlife become entangled i and 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 debrls removal projects can result in an immediate
lrnprovement to the coastal habitat. :

Coastal communities are effective in marine debris cleanups due to their intimate knowledge of
the locations of debris accumulation. In addition, when communities participate in marine debris
cleanups, they ofteni 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 aﬁectmg injured resources and services and,
 thus, further supports natural restoration. :

For the purposes- of this invitation, marine debris is defined as any per51stent 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 significant amount of debris found is likely
to have originated outside of the area: The Council is interested in receiving proposals from an
organization or team that will develop and 1mplement a commumty-based marine - debris removal
program. : :
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The Council proposes to fund a marme debris removal program- with $1 million over anup to
two- year contract period.. , g

PLEASE NOTE: Counc’il- multi-).'ear, 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. »

Activities may include, but are not imited. to: ,

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 of persistent 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, estuarine or beach
environments resulting from point-in-time events (i.e., vessel groundings, storms, etc)

4. Use of strategies, methods, priorities and plans for the detection, safe removal, and.
responsible disposal of derelict fishing gear and associated marine debris impacting or -
expected to impact habitat affected by the spill. ‘Applicable management - practices and local
or regional protocols may already ‘exist and, where possible, these should be applied.
However, the program may also include deﬁnmg best management practices and local or -

- regional protocels where necessary. :

5. Prevention, outreach, education and/or. vohmteer 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 plastlc and waste management .
industries. . =

c Response, Damage Assessment and Restoratton Implzcattons

Damage to natural resources occurs not only with an initial .oil spill, -but also potentially through
spill response 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
information will help responders and those conducting future damage assessments. These efforts
ensure that restoration efforts are truly effective. - Outreach efforts. could include a conference. or
series of papers sharing - information to be used by future responders, including natural resource
assessment, the long-term costs of high-pressure washing, use of dispersants in the near-shore,
sub-arctic env1ronment and the effects of potential burning scenarios. :

The Council proposes 0 ﬁmd this eﬁon Wlth $700,000 over a up to five-year contract perlod
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 whlch
are affected by market fluctuations.
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Considerations Appllcable 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 Assessment 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 approprrate Proposing entities may
submit proposals in more than one focus area, and organizations and individuals may partlclpate
in more than one cornpetmg proposal within a single focus area.

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

1. A proposal which is focused w1thln 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 finds and projects; the proposer may be an
existing organization or collaboration among existing entities and individuals. ‘
5. A structure to communicate with the Council through a single Team Leader; regardless of
the' structure of the proposers, they must produce a single, comprehensive proposal
"~ 6. A Team Leader who will work with and be responsive to Council's objectives and
requirements.
7. A Team Leader who wil facrlrtate the most cost-effective and scientifically-supportive .
stream of finding among the partles and projects involved.
8. A program technical panel to review potentlal projects and grve guidance and over51ght on
the direction of the program. .
.9. 'The ability and commitment to make all data, documents, -annual ‘and final reports
available electronically to the public. :
10. A mechanism for pubhc outreach and opportunities -for pubhc comment on program
activities. . .

The following are preferred requirements for potential proposers. Proposers that meet the
requirements” will be rated more highly durlng the review process. The Councﬂ 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 specrﬁc measurable objectives, including realistic and detailed timelines and
milestones.

2. Continues to reassess the program s progress and relevancy and considers newly-available
technologles : :
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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 federal, state, and local government to, cooperatively Implement the
proposed projects.

5. Provides a detailed plan for local and native community mvolvement in the program.

6. Provides a detailed public outreach plan that describes specific products. This could
include the creation and dissemination of simple web-accessible exhibits, 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 detalled administrative
structure and technical and scientific implementation of the program, inchiding 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 a public outreach plan that can effectively educate the public with the goal

of altering debris-creating hurnan practices and habits. :

| The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal vear of the prograrn. The submitted
budget for each year shall include the staffing and finds 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 incuding a
comparison of the requested budget versus the actual budget.
b. A summary of the projects finded, including brief annual reports from each.

2. A finding request must be presented to the Council each fiscal year and will include the
following:
a. An admm1strat1ve budget that details the cost of running the program. :
b. An executive list and summary of projects recommended for funding and the
technical and scientific basis thereof.

1
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Glossary of Terms
Council — Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council or EVOSTC

EVOS — Exxon Valdez Oil Spill or Spill ~
EVOSTC — Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

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

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

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

Long-Term Herring Program - Herring Research and Monitoring Program

Long-Term Momtonng Program - Long—Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and Injured Resources
Program ‘ '
Long-Term Programs -Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and ’Ivnjured Resources, Herring
Research and Monitoring Program, and Data Management Program

PAC — EVOSTC Public Advisory Committee

Preferred Proposer — If competing proposals are received in response to thi$ 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 f‘u‘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 Panelisin addltlon to, and independent of the EVOSTC Science -
Panel.



Project — An individual task that is led by a primary investigatorand is atterripting to address a specific
scientific hypothesis or Program objective.

PWS — Prince William Sound
Spill- Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 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 Qil Spill area boundary.
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I Background and Purpose of the FY17 21 Inwtatlon for Proposals |

in 1992 the Exxon Valdez O|| Spill Trustee Counc1| (CounC|I) was formed cons1stmg of six natural
resource 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 settlement of
civil natural resource damages claims brought against Exxon Corporation and related companies by the
State of Alaska and the United States. The Council initiated an extensive public process to begin the
work- of restoration using these joint trust funds and, in 1994, adopted a.Restoration Plan (Plan) to
guide restoration through research and monitoring, habitat protection,. and general restoration.

As part of this effort, the Council also adopted an official I'ist of natural resources and natural resource
services injured by the Spill. When the 1994 Plan was drafted, the distinction between the effects of
the Spill and those of other natural or human-caused stressors on injured resources or services was not
fully understood. Through the hundreds of studies conducted over the last twenty-six years, the
Council has come to recognize that ecosystem restoration is not easily addressed. The interactions
between.a changing environment and the InJured resources and services are only beginning to be
understood and, as time passes, the ablhty to distinguish the effects of the. oil from other. factors -
affecting fish and wrl,dllfe populations becomes more difficult. These complexities and the dlff_lcultles
in measuring the continuing impacts from the Spill result in some inherent uncertainty in defining the
status of -a resource or service for an updated list of injured species and services. .

The 1994 Plan also outlined an ecosystem-based approach to restoration, a more integrated view that
has become increasingly recognized as essential. Even before the Plan was final, the Council began :
efforts to better understand the coastal marine ecosystem This approach has prowded and continues
to provide an abundance of information on fish, marine birds, and mammals.

Numerous restoration projects. were funded by the Council, and by 2010, approximately ten percent of
the civil set_tlement funds remained for future use. To more efficiently and 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 restoratjon, and lessons Iearned/outreach and.(5) habitat
acquisitionand protection. The CounC|I streamlined the implementation of its restoration activities by
establishing a 20- -year strategic 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 Herring and Long-Term Monitoring of Marine Conditions and
Injured Resources Programs. These adjustments were achieved through a lengthy process with
numerous public and Councn meetmgs in 2010-2011. .

In spring 2011 the Council issued the first Invitation, for FY12-16, under the new 20-year Program .-
requesting project proposals in the followmg Focus Areas: a long-term hernng Program; a long- term
Program for-the monitoring of marine conditions and injured natural resources; projects in harbor
protection; a marine debris Program and prOJects in lingering oil. (The CounC|I 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
collaborations among local and other entities working together in several areas, including‘twb aimed at
establishing comprehensive long-term herring and monitoring of marine 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 stage for the Council, deflned by

reduced administrative costs and an emphaSIs on supportlng the Focus Areas

In February 2012, funding commenced for-the two long term Programs: the Herring Researchand -

. 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 annually; 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 c'ontemplates the long-term Programs to be twenty-years in length, concluding in2032.
Although some continuity inthe Programs is encouraged, each five- year InVItatlon is open for
submission of proposals by any mterested parties. . : :

Similar to the FY12-16 Invitation, this FY17-21 Invitation continues to address the hetring, long-term’
monitoring, and the lingering oil Focus Areas. The other Focus Areas included in the FY12-16
Invitation, such as marine debris, harbor prote'cti0n,, 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 and to be short-term. Two new Focus Areas have been-added to this
Invitation to complement and enhance the work inthe Long-Term Programs. One new Focus Area is
data management, which was previously included within the Long-Term Monitoring ‘Program but
serves both the Long-Term 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 consistent with the Council’s intentions for the 20-year
Program model; which called for developing science-based products regarding environmental changes
and of the impacts of these changes on injured-resources and services. Examples of these products are
data management portals for enhancing the Council’s ability to share data among interested partles
and scientific publlcatlons that mtegrate and mterpret data collected by the Programs '

This Invitation calls for proposals for FY17-21 in the five Focus Areas of 1) herring; 2) Iong-term '
monltormg of marine conditions and injured resources; 3) data management 4) cross-Program
publlcatlon groups, and 5) lingeringoil.

For the Herring, Long-Term Monitoring of Marlne Conditions and Injured Resources, and Data
Management Focus Areas:

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

e 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 W|II address all of the Council’s needs for that Focus Area for the five-year funding
‘cycle. :

O

O



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council , ' .. _FY17-21 Invitation

e Because a Program proposal will Iikely'involi/e'several 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 actlwtles and the primary spokesperson in
communlcatlons w1th 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. ‘

e Section lll describes the proposals for"these Focus Areas in fdrthe_r' detail.

For the Cross-Program Publication Groups and Lingering Oil Focus Areas: :
e Proposals will be for individual, stand alone projects, and may or may not require funding for the
entire five- yearfundmg perlod

e Funding is not limited to onIy orie' proposal per Focus Area.
. Section Il describes the proposals/for‘these Focus Areas in further detaiAI.

Proposing entities may submit proposals in more than one Focus Area, and organizations and
individuals may partlupate in more- than one competlng 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 or through specific arrangements Entities eligible to receive
fundmg through Cooperatlve Agreement include institutions of higher education, other nonprofits,
commercial organizations, foreign governments, organizations under the jurisdiction of foreign
governments, international organizations, and state, local and Indian tribal governments. Federal
agencies or institutions are not eligible to.receive such Federal assistance, and will instead receive
funding through arrangements with the Department of Interior National Resource Damage Assessment
and Restoration Fund. Agencies of the State of Alaska will receive funding through an account
established with the State of Alaska. '

- This Invitation uses a several-step process, as detailed below in Schedule and Cycles of Review and

Funding, to assistin refining preferred proposals into final proposals submitted to and reviewed by the
Council for funding to commence February 1, 2017. Although the FY17 proposals encompass a five- _
year span,the Council will. approve funding on anannual basis, and funding 'approved for a certain.
fiscal year cannot be used outside of that fiscal year without 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 allows 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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Il. Schedule and Cycles of Review and Funding

The Council operates on a fiscal year that- beg'ins on February 1and 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 the schedule and cycles of proposal reviews and Council funding dec15|ons for the
five Focus Areas of thls FY17-21 Invitation.

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 multl -year
cooperative agreements renewable, if selected under subsequent invitations, every five years for an
_anticipated total of another fifteen years. Program proposers must submit a proposal deta|I|ng the
activities and budgets for the five-year period of FY17-21. The Council will review the FY17-21 "
proposals and approve funding for FY17 at their fall 2016 meeting. Proposers approved for FY17
Program funding will continue to submrt annual proposals for subsequent fiscal years. (FY18 19 20 and
21) for Council review and approval.

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

February 1, 2016 ....o.......... Deadline for Program proposers to submlt contact information and
Program of |nterest

April1,2016.........c.ccereneen. FY17-21 Proposals Due by 5:00 PM AKDT

April-May, 2016 .................. Proposals revrewed by CounC|I staff, Trust Agency staff, the EVOSTC Science
. ' ' ’ Panel and PAC : »

June 2016......ccvnrniianenn, ...Council wnII select preferred Program proposers .if there are competlng
Program proposals i in any Focus Area

June 1,2016 .............. Yeeeeene List of revisions/comments sent to Program Lead(s) |fthere are no
- competing Program proposals o

July 1, 2016 ...... Notlflcatlon and list 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 ’ o . o + A

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

February 1, 2017................. Funding released for FY17
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' FY18, 19, 20and 21: Annual Herring, Long-Term. Monitoring and Data Program Proposal Cycle of
Rewew and Funding , .
The proposer approved for FY17 Program fundlng, as outlined above will contlnue to submlt annual
proposals for subsequent fiscal years (FY18, 19, 20.and 21) for Council review. Approval of funds for
subsequent fiscal years depends-in part on the successful and timely submittal of required interim
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 Program(s). is meeting its _
objectives. This information may be shared with the Program Lead for discussion and response before
any actions are taken by the Council. The anticipated schedule for FY18-21 is as follows:

September 1: annual Program proposals for the upcoming fiscal _yearare due on September‘ 1 of the

- fiscal year previous to the propOse'd work. The annual proposals may adjust or revise the FY17 —FY21
five-year plan initially proposed, but requests for additional funding will not be considered without
prior approval of the EVOSTC Executive Director. :

October—November: Proposal review lncludes the Councnl and Trust Agency staff, Sc1ence Panel and
PAC, each of WhICh may provide funding recommendatlons

October— November: The Council-reviews and determines funding for';the upcoming fliscal«yea'r, .
~ beginning on the following Feb. 1. Final approvals will be decided atthe Council’s annual fall public
meeting.

FY19: A Joint Science Workshop and a PAC Workshop with the Herring, Long-Term Monitoring, and
Data Management Programs is held. Program Leads and individual researchers present their findings
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 fora three-
day Joint Science Program and PAC Workshop. The Science Program Workshop will take place over ’
approxrmately two days and the PAC Workshop will take place over one day.

The Science Workshop allows CounCIl staff Trustee Agency staff and the EVOSTC Science Pa neI 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 Council a written_report of how each Program’s projects are addressing management agency

- priorities and Program hypotheses. The report should address fundamental.drivers, trends, and status
in a way that contributes to the Council’s and the public’s-understanding of the effects of the Spill and
to the identification and developmenit of possible management or restoration efforts that may benefit
injured resources and services. These may include such topics as, but not limited to, a-synthesis of
retrospective data, climate drivers; lingering oil recovery, and the effects of human interventions.

The Science‘Workshop will be held in Anchorage over.a “period of approximately two days. The
Workshop includes presentations by Program Leads and Program-selected Pls on projects within the



Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Trustee Council : FY17-21 Invitation

Programs. The Workshop alsoincludes information as to the availability 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 aIlow for a broad
ecosystem based con5|derat|on of the ongomg resea rch :

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 Pls, including a review of the
Program’s website and outreach products for use in thelr 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
canoccurin 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 year for 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. ’ ‘ SR T

Lingering Oil Focus Area

Lingering oil proposals under this Invitation may be submitted at any time in the five-year period and
can be for a single-year project or multi-year project and may be reviewed outside of the Council's'
annual review cycIe as needed All multi-year prOJects requnre funding to be re- authorlzed annuaIIy by
the Council. - - “ - :

lll. 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 details of the proposed areas of focus that are the subject of this -
Invitation.

HERRING RESEARCH AND MONITORING PROGRAM ' - ]

The Council has classified the Prince William Sound (PWS) population of PaC|f|c herring (Clupea pallas:)
as a resource that has not recovered from the effects of the Spill. The PWS herring population was
increasing prior-to 1989 with record harvests réported 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, basedon.an °
increasing population. Numbers again declined in 1999, and it is possible that the opening of the '

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

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 ecosystemand play a vital role in the food chain of many injured species. Thus, anincrease in
the herring population biomass has the potential to support the restoration of other injured species:
In November 2006, prompted by public comments about the continuing impacts 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 outcomes of the workshop was the consensus that.a long-term strategic herring
program was needed. From 2006 to 2009, Council representatives 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—efﬂaent 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, if anything, can be done to successfully restore PWS herring;
to determine what steps can be taken to examine the reasons for the continued. decline of herring in-
PWS; to |dent|fy and evaluate potential recovery options; and to recommend. a course of actlon for.
restoration. Lo : : ' '

In 2010, the Council adopted the final version of the IHRP and the IHRP-recommended 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 FY12-16 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 prov1de further |n5|ght into the contmued lack of
recovery ‘ .

“Along-term herring Program proposal for this area was designed 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-funded 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. Researchin
this Program has also led to a better understanding of the role of disease, predictability of disease '
outbreaks, and potential .disea.j,e management practices that could reduce disease impacts on herring
biomass. Increased monitoring of herring populations and quantification:and measurement of critical
life-history attributes aid inthe 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
sustainability of the stock. Improved estimates of herring biomass will be useful if active lnterventlon'
were to be lmplemented in the future. :

The FY17-21 Invitation is an open, competitive invitation and seeks to continue anintegrated
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
agencies 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 up to-
$5,525,000 (not including 9% GA) for the entire five-year term. Funding may be proposed as
unevenly allocated amorig 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 market fluctuations.

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 listis based on projects that have been funded in the past
and provided important information or work that may provide further insightinto the current status of
PWS. This listis not-comprehensive and the 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. In addition, proposals must be consistent with the policies contained in the 1994

Restoration Plan. Please also referto the 2014 Injured Resources and Services List Update for detalled
~ information. (See References. ) - :

Overall Program Goal: o

The continued development and testmg 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 assessmg future herring biomass, trends, and- -
recovery : :

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 for a 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 Prograni’s goals and objectives. This position should be

“budgeted at $10,000 in FY17 for recruitment 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
Program Lead. e .

O
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10.

11.

A comparative retrospective ana I'ysis of data from PWS and other herring populations (e.g. Pacific
herring populations off of Alaska, British Columbia, West Coast) to assistin determining‘ 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 lmpact of
oceanographic and food web drlvers on herring populations.

A project for a comprehensive spawn assessment to be conducted ata minimum interval of every
two years. - =~ . - : o

A study of adult herring movement to prO\ride information on herring movement between PWS and
the Continental Sheilf.- Examples include microchemistry, acoustic tagging, and genetics studies.

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. :

A retrospective analyS|s of the relationship:between physical and biological oceanographrc factors
including spatial-and temporal patterns “which could be affecting PWS herring.

The continued ‘examination of the role of hun'"ipback whale population growth, changes inforaging
behavior and consequent predation on herring and whether itis a potential limitation of herring
recovery. ‘

~ A study to estimate and corrobbrate herring age at maturity with ASA model esti mates_.'

An evaluation of the p055|ble effects of cllmate change and ocean acidification on varrous blologlcal
attributes of herring populations such as growth and susceptlblllty to disease.

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

include an examination of potential serial depletion of herring sub-stocks during the fishery history.

Considerations Applicable to Proposers

The foIIowmg are mandatory requirements for potentlal 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. Interested Program proposers must email their contact information and Program of -
lnterest to dfg. evos. invitation@alaska.gov by February 1, 2016 to be added to a list of interested
proposers on the EVOSTC websrte to facrlltate coordlnatlon among potentlal proposers.

Program proppse_rs must demonstrate thatthey have: .

1.
2.

i

A-proposal that is focused within the Spill—affeeted area.

A proposal that responds to the call for a Herring Program, as described in this Invitation.
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3.

10.

A proposal that contains clearly stated Program hypotheses, describés how these hypotheses
contribute to the management objectives of natural resource managers and their services in the
Spill area, and explalns how the hypotheses support the monltorlng and restoration of PWS
herring.

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

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

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.

A Program Lead who will work with and be responsive to the Council’s objéqtives and
requirements.

A Program Lead who W|II facilitate the most cost-effective and SC|ent1f|caIIy—support|ve stream of
fundmg among the parties and projects involved ina manner that minimizes administrative costs.

A Progrém Lead who is capable of integrating d_ata-from all of the individual projects in their
program to inform the program’s annual proposals and individual project protocols and design.

A Program Science Panel to review potential and existing projects and give guidance and oversight

on the Program’s designand implementation to the Program Lead(s). The panel cannot include

11,

12,

13.

14.

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

The ability and commitment to make all data, doéd"ments, and annual and final répoi‘ts available
electronically to the public according to explicitly stated timelines and reporting guidelines.

A process to provide scientific peer review for approval of final repoﬁs, as appropr'ia’lce.‘

A plan for ensuring individual project compliance with répérting, data submission, and quality '
policies. (See References.)

Established realistic and detailed timelines and milestones specific to the individual projects and

~ the overall Program. Must demonstrate a credible, feasible, and detailed administrative structure

15.

and scientific implementation of the Program, mcludmg 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
sensitivity analysis of the proposed sampling design and objectives for each individual project. ~ -

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

outreach efforts. Alist of Trust Agency outreach contacts will be provided to the Program - .
10



O

Exxon Valdez Qi Spill Trustee Council . FY17-21"Invitation

proposer selected by the Council for funding. ‘Outreach efforts by the Program should 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 publlc 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 exceed $15,000 per
year. " .

The following are mandatorv‘ requirements for individual project proposers within a Program proposal.
Proposals that do not.meet eachof these criteria will:be considered non- responsrve to the Invitation

and excluded from the review process. These include: -

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

. new project design is proposed, a justification for the changes must be provided, including
rationale based on statistical analyses suchas power or sen5|t|V|ty analysrs of the proposed
sampling design. P - .

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 erI provrde data useful to addressmg management
objectives and Program hypotheses. -

The following are preferred requir-ements for potential proposers., Proposers that meet these

requirements ‘will be rated more highly during the review process. The Council prefers a herring

Program that: ' ‘ '

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

2, Demonstrates an understandlng and synthesis of exrstlng scientific Ilterature research results and
_ scientific knowledge that includes outcomes of prior Council work;

3, Demonstrates an effective and balanced use of funds, mcludlng establishing approprlate o
collaborations with other organlzatlons and experts, achieving the most efficient use of funds and
taking adva ntage of existing mfrastructure

4. Provides a detailed plan for local and Alaska Native community involvement in.the Program. The
degree to which the actrvrtles of the proposed program allow involvement with local commumtles
and incorporation of local knowledge will vary, but interaction with communities is requrred
Reviewers will give addltlonal consideration to proposals that demonstrate meaningful communlty
involvement and/or make use of local and tradrtlonal ecologlcal knowledge and

11
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The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal year of the Program. The submitted
proposal and budget for each year shall include the staffing and funds necessary to meet these
_ requirements. (See the Council’s Reporting Procedures and Budget Forms for details. )

1. Anannual report must be presented to the Council on March 1 of each fiscal year (except FY17)
and will include the following: ' ,
a. Acompleted Program Summary Status Form and Budget Form (Attachments Eand F of
Reporting Procedures) and

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

2. A proposal request must be presented to the Council on September 1 of each fiscal yearand will
include the following: o
a. A completed Long-Term Program Proposal Form and Budget Form
(http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs. |nv1tes) and

b. - A completed Long-Term Project Proposal Form and.Budget Form for each project in the
Program (http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invites).

LONG-TERM MONITORING OF MARINE CONDITIONS ANDINJURED RESOURCES PROGRAM

In the 26 years since the Spill, it has become apparent that the ecosystem can undergo profound
changes and that such changes 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 Councrl also supported the development ofa Iong term research and monltonng
Program. :

The CounC|I S goals for post-Spill long-term monitoring have two components: monltorlng the recovery
of resources from the initial injury and monitoring how factors other than oil may inhibit full recovery
or adversely impact recovering resources. This seécond 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 |llum|nat|ng the larger ecosystem- shifts that |mpact
and influence a broad varlety of species and resources |njured by the Spiil.

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 Council has a history of
supporting oceanographic monitering by helping to establish and fund long-term data collection
projects. In this.initiative, the Council envisions developlng partnerships with scientific entities or
consortia able to sustain those data collections, to maximize Council fundlng, to develop science- ~based

12
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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 services.

An mtegrated momtorlng Program requires information on envrronmental drivers and pelagic and
benthic components of the marine ecosystem. Additlonally, while extensive momtoring data has been
collected thus farthrough Council-funded projects, as well as from other sources, and made publicly
available, much of that information needs to be assessed hollstlcally to understand the range of factors
affecting individual species and the ecosystemas a whole: "

In 2012, during the previous cycle of this invitational process, the Council selected a multi-disciplinary
team headed by the Alaska Ocean Observing System (AOOS) Prince William Sound Science Center .
(PWSSC) and NOAA to begin work -on a five-year integrated Iong -term monitoring Program, the Long-
Term Monitoring Program, also known as Gulf Watch Alaska. The FY17- 21 Invitation. 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 'Invita‘t’i_on, the Council anticipates funding thiS“Iovng-term Program at up to
$11,050,000 (not including 9% GA) for the entire five-yearterm. Funding may be proposedas
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 market fluctuations.

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 area thatcould potentially be part of a comprehensive monitoring Program.
The list is based on projects that have been funded in the pastand provided important information or
work that may provide further insight into the current status of PWS. This listis not comprehensive
and the projects listed are not mandatory.

To be eligible for funding, proposals must be designed to restore, replace, enhance,dr 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 referto the 2014 Injured Resources and Serwces List Update for detalled
information. (See References.)

Areas of interest (in no particular order):

Environmental Drivers . .

1. The monitoring of oceanographic conditions, including water temperature saI|n|ty, 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 biologi‘cal studies conducted by the Programs.

2. Anassessment of the transport of nutrients between the Gulf of Alaska and PWS and the effects on
PWS biological production over time.

13
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Pelagic Monitoring
1. Monitoring projects conducted as part of the first five-year program for killer whale, humpback

2.

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 submrtted under the herrmg Focus Area detalled above.

An evaluation of the possible effects of climate change on the pelagic ecosystem.

Nearshore Monitoring
1. Monitoring programs conducted as part of the first five-year Program in the nearshore have proven

2.

to be useful inaddressing agency management objectives and Program hypotheses. Continuity of
existing data sets is encouraged but any proposals should lnclude a justlflcatlon of the proposed
monitoring methodology. :

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 provrde fundlng in FY17 21 to prOJects
focused on conceptual modelmg

Considerations Applicable to Proposers _

The following are mandatory requirements for potential proposers. Proposals that do not meet each
of these criteria will be considered nhon-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 potentlal proposers

" Program proposers must demonstrate that they have:

1.

2.

A proposal that is focused within the Spill-affected area.

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

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 recoverlng lnjured natural resources
and thelr services.

A proposal for a Program that complies with the Council’s foundmg documents and relevant -

~ policies and procedures (See References )

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.

A Program Lead who will work with and be responsnve to the Council’s ob;ectlves and

* . requirements.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

A Prdgrarﬁ Lead WHO will facilitate the most cost-effective and scientifically-supporti\}e stream ef‘

funding among- the parties and projects involved ina manner that minimizes administrative costs.

A Program Lead who is‘capable of integrating data from all of the individual,projeets. in their
program to inform the prqgram’s annual proposals and individual. project protocols and des'ign.

A Program Science Panel to review potential and existing projects and give guidancé and oversight
on the Program’s designand implementation to the Program Lead(s). The panel cannot contain -
members who are participating in projects funded through the program in FY17-21. '

1

The ability and commitment to make all data, documents, a nd'annual and final reports available -
electronically to the pi]b‘liclaccording to explicitly stated timelines and reporting requirements.

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

A plan for ensuring individual project compliance with reporting and data submission and quality

policies. (See References.)

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 .

, ,sen,sitivity analysis of the proposed sampli‘vn‘g designand objectives for each individua'lhp,rojeét.

15.

A publlc outreach plan focused on providing mformatlon to the Trustee Agencies for use in thelr '

‘respective outreach and education materials. This information may include a summary of Program

. highlights or summary of key points for the agencies to incorporate in their ongoing outreach

efforts. A listof Trust-Agency outreach contacts will be provided to the Program proposer selected
by the Council for funding. Outréach efforts by the Program should 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 direct the target audience to the
Program’s website. The cost of outreach. efforts for this Program should.not exceed $30,000 per
year. : :
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The following are mandatory requirements for individual project proposerS‘within ‘a Program proposal.
Proposals that do not meet each of these criteria will be considered non-responsive to the Invitation
and excluded from the review process. These include:

1. Project proposals that seek to continue adding new data to data sets collected in the first five-year
Program using the same protocols and project design must provide anassessment of the 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 suchas power or sens:t|V|tyanaIy5|s 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 management
objectives and Program hypotheses.

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

1. Contlnues to reassess the Program S progress and reIevancy and consrders newa—avallabIe
technologles : '

2. Demonstrates anunderstanding and synthesis of existing scientificliterature, research results, and
screntlflc knowledge that includes outcomes of prior Council work; :

3. Demonstrates an effectlve and balanced use of funds, including establlshlng approprlate
collaborations with other organizations and.experts, achieving the most efficient use of funds, and
taking advantage of existing infrastructure; ‘

4. Provides a detailed p‘IanEfor local.and Alaska Native community involvement in the Program. The
degree to which the activities of the proposed program allow involvement with local communities
and incorporation of local knowledge will vary, but interaction with communities is required.
Reviewers will give additional consideration to proposals that demonstrate mea nlngful communlty
mvoIvement and/or make use of local and traditional ecologlcal knowledge ’

The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal year.of the program. The submltted 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.) :

1. Anannual r‘eport' 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 E.and F.of
Reportlng Procedures) and :

b. A completed Project Reporting Form and Budget Form for each-project in the Program .
(Attachments C and E of Reporting Procedures).
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2. Afunding request must be presented to the Council on September 1 of each fiscal yearand will -
O mclude the following: : :
. a. Acompleted Long-Term Program Proposal Form and Budget Form ,
- (http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs. |nvltes) and.

b. A completed Long-Term Project Proposal Form and Budget Formfor each project in the
Program (http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invites).

DATA MANAGEM ENT PROGRAM -

The Council faces challenges in ensuring that critical data and the products of the Long Term
Monitoring and Herring Programs are-available to the general science and natural resource . o
management communities, both now and into the future. The data must also be useful for gaining an
effective understanding of the effects of the Spill, recovery status of affected ecosystems, and the
potential for restoration and/or.management actions to facilitate 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 researchers. Potential
proposers in this Focus Area will be required to provide a coordinated and collaborative plan created in
consultation with the Program Lead(s) from eac_h'team. A list of parties interested in submitting.
Herring and.Long-Term Monitoring Program proposals will be"posted on the Council's website.

O In 2012, in the prevnous cycle of this |nV|tat|onal process the CounC|I selected the Alaska Ocean
. Observing System (AOQS) and the National Center for Analysrs and Synthesis (NCEAS) to build and -
maintain a data management system that would serve the needs of the Herrlng,and 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 Gulf of Alaska Data Portal. (See References)

. The FY17-21 Invitation is an open, competitive invitation and seeks to continue a Program WhICh
maintains continuity and builds upon the efforts of the first 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 co‘mpleted in the first five-year Program without further
visualization development. - ‘ o

'

For the FY17-21 Invitation, the Council anticipates funding this data management Programatup to
$1,000,000 (not including 9% GA) for the entire five-year term. Funding may be proposed as-
unevenly allocated across 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 fundmg
are dependent upon mvestment funds, which are affected by market fluctuatlons
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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-Term Monitoring
Programs with respect to data accessibility and preservation. Detailed information on how the
data Program meets the needs of the herring and long-term monitoring Programs and their
individual projects will be required. '

Any data collected by the Programs and provided to the Data Management Program- for processing
must be able to be transferred to the Council atits request with no further cost. An explicit
statement of how data will be dellvered at the end of the term or the termination of the contract
must be included.

Data collected must be made pubI|cIy available upon written approval by the Herrmg or Long-Term
Monitoring Program Leads. )

Ijata and any associated infrastructure must be archived ata minimum of two independent off-site
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

The following are mandatory requirements for potential proposers. Proposals that'do hot meet each
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 mterested proposers on
the EVOSTC website to facilitate coordination among potential proposers.

Proposers must demonstrate that they have:

-1

A proposal which responds to the call for a Data Management Program, as described in this
Invitation. '

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

An existing administrative structure to manage funds and deliverables; the proposer may be an
existing organlzatlon or collaboratlon among existing entities and individuals.

A structure to communicate with the Council through a. single Program Lead; regardless of the

structure of the proposer, they must provide a single, comprehensive proposal.

A Program Lead who will work with and be responsive to Council’s _obj‘ectives and requirements.

A Program Lead who will facilitate the most cost-effective and technlcally—supportlve stream of
funding among the parties.

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 relevancy and consider newly-available
technologies. .

oA

9. Demonstrated an effective and balanced use of funds, including establishing appropriate
collaborations with other organlzatlons and experts, achlevmg the most eff|C|ent use of funds and
taking advantage of existing mfrastructure

10. Established realistic and detalled tlmellnes and milestones spec|f|c to |nd|v1dual tasks and the
overall Program. - :

11. Demonstrated a credible, feasible, and detailed administrathe structure and technical
implementation of the Program, including project team quallflcatlons (education, experience,
related work efforts, proposed time commltment past performance) and avallablllty of facilities
and other requirements necessaryfor Program success .

The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal year of th‘e,Prog‘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 each fiscal year(except FY17)
“"and will include the followmg \
a. A financial accounting of any Council fundlng received in the past year including a
comparison of the requested budget versus the actual budget and

b. A summary of any individual projects funded, including brief annual reports from eachl

2. A funding request must be presented to the Councrl on September 1 of each fiscal yearand will
include the following: : . :
a. Acompleted 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 for any individual
projects. in the Program (http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=pubs.invites).

| CROSS-PROGRAM PUBLICATION GROUPS'

.The Council seeks proposals from a group of researchers interested in focusing on producing an

integrated manuscript publication(s). The proposal must be for integrative, cross-discipline, novel
work that cuts across Programs and would, ata mmlmum integrate data from the Herring and Long-
Term Monitoring Programs. The goal of this Focus 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 ecosystemin 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
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 reasonable Iength proposals are anticipated to be fewer than five
pages. -

The finai report for each group will be a ma'nuscript(s) published in a peer-reviewed 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-year 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 proposed in FY17 through FY21,
respectively. Funding may be proposed as unevenly allocated across the five-year term, as
appropriate to the proposed activities. Council- multi-year funding must be approved annually by the
Council. In addition, projections of future fundlng are dependent upon investment funds, which are
affected by market quctuatlons

Con5|derat|ons Appllcable 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 that is focused within the Spill-affected area and has the primary objectlve of providing
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 restoratlon or management actions that may facilitate

- the recovery of natural resources;

2. Aproposal that incIudes at least one researcher from both the Herring and: Long-Term Monitoring
Programs. Additional group members are not requnred to have any experlence with the EVOSTC
and ¢an be from any organlzatlon agency, or Program.

3. A proposal that responds to the cross-Program publication groups Focus Area as descrlbed 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 respbnsible for communication with the Council; (regardless of the structure of‘“the
proposers, a single, comprehensive proposal must be submitted for each group) and

6. Targeted peer-reviewed scientific journal(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 W|thout additional cost to the user cannot be considered.
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The following are mandatory requirements for each fiscal year of funding. The submitted budget for.
eachyear shall include the staffing and funds necessary to meet these requirements.

1. Anannual report must be presented to the Council on March 1 of each fiscal yearand will include”
the following: A
a. A financial accounting of any Councn funding recelved in the past year mcludmg a,
comparison of the requested budget versus the actual budget

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

2. Afunding request must be presented to the Council on September 1.of each fiscal yearand 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.invites)

LINGERING OIL

One of the most surprising revelations from two decades of research and restoration efforts since the
Spill is the persistence of subsurface oil in the intertidal environment in a relatlvely un-weathered
state. This oil, estimated in 2004 to be around 97 2 metric tons (or 23,000 gallons), is. contamed in
discontinuous patches across beaches that were initially |mpacted by the Spill
(http://www.evostc.state.ak. us/static/PDFs/LingermgOnIReport 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 seek food in sediments where the ol persists. Survey work funded by the Council indicated that
the oil is decreasmg ata rate of zero 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 subsistence 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 area, 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, moniter, 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 selected methods. This.project is currently undergoing peer review.

Upon receiving additional information from these current ,Iingeting 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 avallable after the Council’s
falt 2015 meetmg : :

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. Asin the past, the CounC|I has not establlshed a set amount of funding for projectsin
this Focus Area. : :

Considerations Appllcable 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. Aproposal which is focused within the Spill-affected area;
3. A proposal Wthh responds‘ to the llngerlng oil Focus Area,.as descrlbed in this lnwtatlon
4

The ability and commitment to make all data documents, annual and flnaI reports available
electronically to the public according to an epr|C|t timeline of dellverables,.

5. AleadPl responsible for communication with the Council regardless of the structure of the
proposers. A single comprehensive proposal must be submitted for each project; and

6. A proposal that complies with the Council’s foundlng documents and relevant poI|C|es 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
equivalentof 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. ' : :

e 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 thatare
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 between the Un/ted States & the
State of Alaska, Aug.-29, 1991). ’

e Program or project proposers that have received funding previously from-the Council will be" :
evaluated on their past performance. Proposers that are delinquent in submittirig 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 dellverables to 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

Program Lead(s) or Proposer. These reviewers will provide funding: recommendations to the Executive
Director.

C. Public Advisory Committee Rewew S :

The Council’s Public Advisory Committee (PAC), representmg a cross-section of mterest 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 equwalent of-natural resources injured as a result of the Spill or -the 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 anannual 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 assistin their decision as to which proposals will be selected for funding, the Council may take into
consideration the recommendations of the Executive 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 discretion of the Council members.
Unanimous agreement of all six Council members. is required to-fund a proposal. It is anticipated that
funding decisions for FY17 (i.e., approval of the Work Plan) will be made ata Council meeting in
October/November 2016 and funding will be released Fép. 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.cfm?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 April 1, 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 submissions by a consortium or organization that did submit a proposal under the FY12-16
Invitation, please provide any cﬁanges»in the information below. For submissions by a consortium or
_organization that did not submit a proposal under the FY12-16 Invitation, please provide the
following informationin 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. Yearsin existence. _
Current and future sources of funding.- : .
Current staff size by area’of expertise (e.g. science management administration, IT, etc.).
Audited financial statement covering past three years. : -
Information about facility, including location, ownership, authorlty to use, size, and resources
available. ' T
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 paneI If no panel
currently exists, please note as such. ' : -
_h. Number of members of the organization’s existing public advnsory committee or mechanlsm 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.

o oo

2. Experience with EVOSTC o
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-

24



O

Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Trustee Council - ' . FY17-21 Invitation

Program Publication proposais, prior experience with EVOSTC is not a requirement to be
eligible to receive funding. :

b. A statement that the proposer has read and clearly understands the Councn’s foundmg
documents and the policies and procedures that are relevant to the proposal Any conflicts
between the Council’s policies and procedures and the propo'ser’s‘should be addressed in this
section.

3. Current Areas of Study and Funding Sources 4
a. Listing of the current areas of study for each organization and amount of funds released for A
eacharea 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 Areas is not a reqwrement for a '
proposer to be eligible for Council funding. - - . : ~
- ¢. Amounts and'funding sources for any matching funds that w0u|d be avallable in support of the
proposed program or |nd|V|dua| projects.

4, Collaboratlon/Coordlnatlon
"Experierice working with state, federal, and pnvate entities to complete projects.
b Experience working with local and tribal communities in the Spill area.
¢. Outreach plan that details the types of outreach lenvisioned and the audience for each type.

" VI.References

EVOSTC Founding and other Documents are avallable atthe CounC|I s website (evostc state. ak us),
including the items listed below

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

http: //evostc state.ak. us/rndex cfm?FA-pubs P

The followmg can be found at: http: //evostc state.ak. us/lndex cfm?FA=pubslistkeyDocs -
e Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree between the United States & ‘the State of AIas ka'
~ (Aug. 29, 1991) : :
o Agreement and Consent Decree between the United States, the State ‘of Alaska and Exxon
Corporation (Sep. 20, 1991) S
» Governments' Memorandum in Support of Agreement and Consent Decree (Oct. 8 1991)
e Exxon Valdez Qil Spill Restoratlon Plan (Nov 1994) .

.2014 Status of Injured Resources & Services: - .
http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.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%20-%20July%202010. pdf
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FY12-16 Herring Research and Monitoring Program including Data Management:
http://evostc:state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=projects.herringResearch

FY12-16 Long-Term Monitoring Program:
http://evostc.state.ak.us/index.cfm?FA=projects.gulfWatch

FY12-17 Gulf of Alaska Data Portal:
http://portal.acos.org/gulf-of-alaska.php

T

VII. Non- Dlscrlmlnatlon Statement

The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council administers its programs free from unlawful discrimination
againstany persons based on race, religion, color, national origin, age, sex, physical or mental
disability, marital status, pregnancy, or parenthood. Each state and federal agenc:y that implements -
programs funded by the Council also has legally mandated anti-discrimination policies that apply to any
contracts entered into as a result of this FY17-21 Invitation. To obtain more information about the

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

USDA: http //www usda gov/wps/portaI/usda/usdahome?nawd NON DISCRIMINATION
NOAA: http://www.eeo.noaa.gov/ .

UsDOI: http.//www.d0|.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.alaska.gov/dop/eeo/

VIII. Appendlces

Electronic forms are available for download at http://evostc.state.ak.us/index. cfm PFA=pubs.IP
Appendix A — Herring and Long-Term Momtormg Program Proposal Form

Appendix B — Data Management Program Proposal Form

Appendix C - Herrlng and Long-Term Monitoring Program Project Form

Appendix D — Cross-Program Publication Group Proposal Form

Appendix E —Lingering Oil Project Proposal Form

Appendix F — Herring, Long-Term Monitoring and Data Management Program Pro;ect Budget Form
Appendix G — Cross-Program Publication Group and Lingering Oil Project Bu’dget Form
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FY16 EVOSTC Annual Budget
February 1, 2016— January 31, 2017

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 Exxom Valdez Oil Spill Restoration Office and administrative costs
associated with developing, implementing, and overseeing current Trustee Council program objectives.
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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) $20,611 $18,094
Habitat Protection Program $668,758 $678.330
Trust Agency Project Management $339,395 $252,849
Trust Agency Funding $2,180 $35,970
Alaska Resources Library & Information Services (ARLIS) $189,782 $239,961

Total $2,319,025 $2,520,420

($201,395 more than FY15)

8-Year Annual Budget Comparison FY09 — FY 16

Component FY09 FY10 FYl1l FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16

Administration $720.572 $804.663 $813.693 $708.137 $726.893 $710.545 | $729.754 $725.560
Pata Management $210,902 |  $149.991 |  $152.080 $137.885 $57.143 |  $63.874 |  $68.125 $67.035
Science Management $696.129 |  $468.539 |  $231.336 $287.471 $160.662 | $286.877 | $300.420 $502,621
e Iitermation & Otitrench In Admin. | In Admin. In Admin. In Admin. In Admin. In Admin.
L $183.665 $136.850 Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt.
Public Advisory Committee
(PAC) $48.505 $37.605 .|  $37.060 $16.132 $16.486 $19.047 $20.611 J0M
Habitat Protection Program $109,000 | $109.000 |  $109.000 $192,274 $208311 | $242,634 | $668.758 | 5678330
Trust Agency Project T
Management $354339 |  $367.033 |  $339.774 $297.510 | $297.510 | $326312 | $339.395| $252.849
Trust Agsney Funding $29.975 |  $29.975 |  $29.975 $1.199 $1.635 $1.962 $2.180 | 935970
Alaska Resource Library & e
infoemsation Servioes $177.565 | $166372 | $137.119 $71.182 $75406 | s118304 | 189782 |  $239.96]
Total $2,530,652 | $2,270,028 | $1,834,123 $1,711,790 | $1,544,046 | $1,769,555 | $2,319,025 | $2,520,420
8-Year Cost by Component Type Comparison FY09 —FY 16
Cost Type FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Personnel $1,433,092 | $1,312,115 $1,112,766 $913,325 $959,996 | $1,070,942 | $1,180,246 $1,102,412
Travel $78,000 $69,000 $67,000 $45,100 $23,000 $104,300 $81,995 $64,500
Contractual $795,607 $632,480 $473,095 $554,775 $395,634 $407,040 $826,305 $1,116,900
Commodities $15,000 $34,000 $32,500 $32,250 $28,701 $26,163 $32,000 $24,500
Equipment $0 $35,000 $24,500 $25,000 $9,225 $15,000 $7,000 $4,000
Subtotal | $2,321,699 | $2,082,595 $1,682,681 | $1,570,450 $1,416,556 | $1,623,445 | $2,127,546 $2,312,312
GA - 9% $208,953 $187,433 $151,442 $141,340 $127,490 $146,110 $191,479 $208,108
Total | $2,530,652 | $2,270,028 $1,834,123 | $1,711,790 | $1,544,046 | $1,769,555 | $2,319,025 $2,520,420
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Total FY16 Annual Budget from Total FY16 Annual Budget by-Agency from
Habitat Sub-Account _Habitat Sub-Account O
' ADOL
Habitat $678,330 (through Total
ADF&G DOI- Budget
Total $678,330 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 $o $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 FY16 Annual Budget from Research Sub-Account
Admin Management $725,560
Data Management $67,035
Science Program $502,621
Public Advisory Committee $18,094
Trust Agency Project
Management $252,849
Trust Agency Funding $35,970
ARLIS $239,961
Total $1,842,090 O
Total FY16 Annual Budget by Agency from Research Sub-Account
LO funding Total
To be DOI DOI DOI DOI Budget
Cost Type ADF&G Determined* ADEC NOAA USGS FWS SEC OEPC USEFS
Personnel $762,819 $0 $0 $75,000 " $55,972 $12,000 $25,000 $7,100 $9,000 $946,891
Travel $57,500 $0 $0 $2,000 $0 $0 50 $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 $1,842,096

*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

Asof 11.03.15

FY 15 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
Equipment $2,000 $2,000
Subtotal $669,499 $665,651
GA - 9% $60,255 $59,909
Total $729,754 $725,560

($4,194 decrease: 20% of Librarian’s time moved from Admin to ARLIS)

PERSONNEL - $446,576

Position l}; :; ie Months Mg';tslt'ly 12-é\’(l)(s):|th
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 $115,539
Personnel Total $446,576

Cost includes benefits. Librarian 12-month allocation split Admin (20%) & ARLIS (80%).

TRAVEL - $5,500

These funds are for travel support for meetings and trainings.

CONTRACTUAL - $189,575

e 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.

e  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.

e 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.

e 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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As 0f11.03.15

o Investment Services Contract ' $8,000
These funds support investment consultation services (currently Callan Associates) in assocratlon with the Investment
Working Group.

e Telephone and Internet Service ' o $7,650
These funds are for recurring charges for telecommumcatlons increased bandwidth, teleconferencing meetings, and long
distance phone services. Also includes annual cell phone allowance each for ED and AM.

e Public Notices o S $2,100
These funds are for advertising Trustee Council pubhc meetmgs and workshops in newspapers in the splll-affected areas.

e Postage & Courier Services . ' ' $325
These funds are for US Postal Service mailings, express mailings, ard courier services beyond those provided under
interagency supplies below. .

e Transcription : $1,900
These funds are for the transcription service contract to record and preserve Trustee Council meetlngs

o Recycling, Shredding and Water Service ' o $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 ‘ " 816,000
These funds are for the Trustee Office’s share of the Reimbursable Serv1ces Agreement costs relating to the EPR '
Telecommunications, Computer Services, ADA, Central Mail and AKSAS & AKPAY 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

e Office Supplles ' $6,500

These funds are for miscellaneous office supplies, paper toner, meeting materials, etc. Also 1nc1udes supplies needed to

complete the official record

e . Trustee Council Meetings ' . - : $3,500
These funds aré for materials and incidentals for one teleconferenced and one in-person TC meetmg ’

¢ Administrative Operations _ $8,000
These funds are for unanticipated expenses due to the extenswe tailoring of the’ budget. ) '

e Interagency Supplies .o .. $4,000
These funds are for the Trustee Office’s share of USGS costs mcludmg ofﬁce supplies, postage usage, office equipment
usage, Glen Olds Hall receptlomst :

EQUIPMENT - $2, 000

.These funds are to purchase equipment (i.e. fax, scanner, and /or prmter) as needed to meet the needs of the EVOSTC -
office as equipment ages out.
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O AGENCY DISTRIBUTION:

As of 11.03.15

Resolution 15-03 ‘
T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgets\FY 16

Admin Management ADF&G USGS TOTAL

Cost Category '
Personnel $446,576 . $0 $446,576
Travel $5,500 $0 $5,500
Contractual $99,575 $90,000 $189,575
Commodities $18,000 $4,000 $22,000
Equipment $2,000 $0 $2,000
Subtotal $571,651 $94,000 $665,651
GA-9% | $51,449 $8,460 $59,909
Component Total $623,100 '$102,460 $725,560

§
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DATA MANAGEMENT - $67,035

Asof 11.03.15

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

(81,090 decrease: no anticipated equipment needs)

PERSONNEL - $0

TRAVEL - $0

CONTRACTUAL - $58,500

e Equipment Maintenance

These funds are for minor equipment maintenance and repairs.

e IT Services RSA: Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game

$500

$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

e 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).

e Equipment Supplies
These funds are for miscellaneous supplies.

$500

EQUIPMENT - $2,000

These funds are for replacement of existing equipment and/or new equipment purchases.
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As of 11.03.15

O AGENCY DISTRIBUTION

Data Management - ADF&G
Cost Category | TOTAL
Personnel $0
Travel . $0
Contractual $58,500
Commodities - $1,000
Equipment - $2,000
Subtotal $61,500
GA-9% $8,535
Component Total $67,035
N
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SCIENCE PROGRAM - §502,621

Asof 11.03.15

FY15 Total
Cost Category Budget for FY16 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 increase: 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

e 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.

e 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.

e Science Panel Meetings

$34,000

These funds support travel for the Science Panel, Science Coordinator, and Executive Director (approximately 10-11
participants for 2 days). The Science Panel typically meets once a year, but due to FY 16 reviews of the FY17-21 Invitation
and the FY 16 Project/Proposal submissions, two (2) Science Panel meetings are required in FY16. Costs for the Science

Panel’s participation [contractual services] are paid out of authorized contracts.
Spring 2016: Review of FY 17 Invitation proposals.

Fall 2016: Review of revised FY 17 Invitation proposals and FY 17 Work Plan

$17,

$17,

000

000

CONTRACTUAL - $347,620

e Science Coordinator Contract: Catherine Boerner of Natura Consulting
This contract provides science management services including project management, proposal coordination, implementation

and oversight, and Work Plan support.
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As 0f 11.03.15

e Science Panel : ' $75,000
The Science Panel provides advice and feedback to the Executlve Director and Councﬂ Their work includes: providing
funding recommendations on scientific proposals to the Executive Director, providing assistance on special prOJects at the
Executive Director’s or Trustee Councﬂ’s request and partlclpatlng at one m-person meetlng

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. ‘
o 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 applicable scientific and technical disciplines.

¢ Lingering Oil (LO) Update and LO Remediation Alternatives Paper $150,000
Fundmg for a 2016 Update to the 2010 Lingering Oil report and for a paper to prov1de information regarding EVOS LO
remediation alternatives. The papers are anticipated to be prepared for a review in late spring by the EVOSC Public
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.

He

. COMMODITIES - $0

EQUIPMENT - $0

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION: " °

A ADF&G .| LO Update NOAA
Science Program TOTAL Agency to TOTAL TOTAL
Cost Category _ Be :
= ' - Determined

Personnel $70,000 $0 - %0 $70,000
Travel | . $41,500 $0 $2,000 $43,500
Contractual .. $197,620 $150,000 $0 $347,620
Commodities $0 $0 $0 -$0
Equipment $0 $0 $07] $0
Subtotal $309,120 $150,000 $2,000 | . $461,120

GA -9% $27,821 | . $13,500 $180 $41,501

Component Total |- - -$336,941 | . $163,500 $2,180 $502,621
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PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PAC) - $18,094

Asof 11.03.15

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 (FACA). 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 ADF&G DOI-OEPC Total
Personnel $0 $7,100 $7,100
Travel $6,500 $0 $6,500
Contractual $1,500 $0 $1,500
Commodities $1,500 $0 $1,500
Equipment $0 $0 $0
Subtotal $9,500 $7,100 $16,600
GA -9% $855 $639 $1,494
Component Total $10,355 $7,739 $18,094
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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 $622,321
GA - 9% $55,219 $56,009
Component Total $668,758 $678,330

As of 11.03.15

($6,778 decrease: ADOL reduced to one quarter-time FTE funded position)
PERSONNEL - $155,521

e 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.

e 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.

e DOI-FWS/DOI-BLM $31,000
Funds provided to assist with habitat acquisitions, easements, timber rights, etc.
DOI-FWS $25,000
DOI-BLM $6.000
Total $31,000
TRAVEL - $5,000
Funds provided for necessary designated travel.
CONTRACTUAL - $461,800
e 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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Asof11.03.15

¢ TRUST AGENCY HABITAT SUPPORT ' $30,000

Funds are provided in support of agency efforts to bring viable proposals to the Counc11 for consideration; expenses include
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 $28,000
DOI-BLM _ $2.000
Total $30,000
e HABITAT PROTECTION PROGRAM SUPPORT $303,800*

. (Includes $91,800 for appraisal costs and
expenses related to tztle review, hazmat 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.

e ADNR - MAP UPDATE & INTERPRETIVE INFORMATION $43,000

As the primary 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 DOL- | DOL-

Cost Category ADF&G | ADOL ADNR FWS BLM - Total
Personnel $0 | $34,521 $90,000 | $25,0007| $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
Component Total | $95375 | $37,628 | $178,215 | $358,392 | $8,720 $678,330

DRAFT FY16 EVOSTC Annual Budget 11.03.15 Pg. 14 of 19
Resolution 15-03
T:\Administrative\Finance\Accounting\Budgets\FY 16



Asof 11.03.15

TRUST AGENCY RESEARCH PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND FEDERAL FUNDS

TRANSFER - $252,849

FY15 Total
Cost Category Budget for FY16 Total

Comparison Budget
Personnel $310,372 $230,972
Travel $1,000 $1,000
Contractual $0 $0
Commodities $0 $0
Equipment $0 $0
Subtotal $311,372 $231,972
GA -9% $28,023 $20,877
Component Total $339,395 $252,849

(886,546 decrease: Shifting from upfront forecasted funds to attaching funds to individual 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.

DOI/USGS — Dede Bohn or other USGS staff $55,972
NOAA — Pete Hagen $5,000
NOAA — Shawn Carey $35,000
NOAA — Bonita Nelson $35.000
TOTAL $130,972

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

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
TOTAL

$75.000
$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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Asof 11.03.15

CONTRACTUAL - $0

COMODITIES - $0

EQUIPMENT - S0

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION:

Agency
Project
Management | ADEC | ADF&G | ADNR | DOI/USGS | USFS NOAA FWS DOI/SEC Total
Cost
Category
Personnel $0 | $75,000 $0 $55,972 $0 | $75,000 $0 $25,000 $230,972
Travel $0 $1,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,000
Contractual $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Commodities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal $0 | $76,000 $0 $55,972 $0 | $75,000 $0 $25,000 $231,972
GA-9% $0 $6,840 $0 $5,037 $0 $6,750 $0 $2,250 $20,877
C°mp‘,’r‘:ft:: $0 | $82,840 $0 | $61,009 $0 | $81,750 $0 | $27250 | $252,849
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TRUST AGENCY FUNDING - $35,970

Asof 11.03.15

FY15 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 $12,000
USFS — Ron Britton or other USFS staff .$9,000
DOI /FWS — Veronica Varela or other FWS staff $12.000
TOTAL $33,000
TRAVEL - $0
CONTRACTUAL - $0
COMMODITIES - $0
EQUIPMENT - $0
AGENCY DISTRIBUTION
Trustee Agency DOI-

Cost Category ADF&G ADEC ADOL NOAA FWS USFS SEC Total
Personnel $12,000 $0 $0 $0 | $12,000 $9,000 $0 $33,000
Travel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Contractual $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Commodities $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal | $12,000 $0 $0 $0 | $12,000 $9,000 $0 $33,000

GA -9% | $1,080 $0 $0 $0 |  $1,080 $810 $0 $2,970

Component Total | $13,080 $0 $0 $0 | $13,080 $9,810 $0 $35,970
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Asof 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 increase: 20% of Librarian’s time moved from Admin to ARLIS)

PERSONNEL - $159,243

Position l};tl:ie Months Mg:)tslt“y Total Cost

Librarian I — 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. Librarian 12-month allocation split between ARLIS (80%) & Admin (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 2009-2011, the Restoration Program’s need for ARLIS services was expected to
diminish and ARLIS’s funding was reduced. However, the Deepwater Horizon oil spill refocused attention on EVOS and
increased the demand for EVOS-related information. Funding was increased in FY15 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 - 857,905
ARLIS EVOSTC Document Digitization Services

Funding continues the digitizing of EVOSTC office files begun in FY13. Phase 1 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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COMMODITIES — $0

As'of 11.03.15

EQUIPMENT - 80

AGENCY DISTRIBUTION:
ARLIS ADF&G
Cost Category Total

Personnel $159,243
Travel $3,000
Contractual $57,905
Commodities 80
Equipment $0

Subtotal $220,148

GA - 9% $19,813
Component Total $239,961 |
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- THE STATE Department of

N ' Fish and Game
Y AL ASKA |
DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES

Headquarters Office

GOVERNOR BiLl, WALKER
1255 West 8th Street

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Main: 907.465.4210

Fax: $07.465.2604

September 4, 2015

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Councﬂ
4210 University Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508-4626

Exxon 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 monitoring activities
so they are readily available for EVOS and ADF&G needs now and in the future.

: The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has spent approximately $200,000 annually on Prince

O -~ 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 staff time has not been sufficient to meet the needs of
EVOS researchers.. As a result, there are outstanding requests from EVOS researchers and the Science
Panel that have not been fulfilled. While ADF&G will continue to provide $30,000 of staff time to assist
with EVOS projects in FY16, the department is not able to increase the funiding for staff time due to
recent budget cuts and the $30,000 alohe 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-project) or for a long-term, non-permanent hire to assist:
with:

o archiving of historical age-sex-length data into the ADF&G database,
disseminating age-sex-length data to EVQS-researchers for inclusion in the Herring Portal
(EVOS database), and
e constructing an ArcGIS shape file with historical records of survey coverage and biomass
b - estimates from ADF&G acoustics surveys as requested by the EVOS Science panel.

These funds would also enable ADF&G to respond ‘more quickly to future EVOS data requests for age-
sex-length and acoustic-coverage data. The allocation of funds would be:




Data type Description of work Value
Herring age-sex-length ~ Database configuration, data entry and proofing, $35,000

: dissemination to EVOS researchers ’
Acoustics coverage and Construct ArcGIS shape file with historical acoustics data $29,220
biomass estimates
9% General administration fee . / ' $5,780
Total ) ‘ : $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.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

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
of the spill area in 2014, the second year of the project. Using a land
conservation prioritization that GLT developed specifically for the Kodiak
Afognak Archipelago, we identified multiple high ranking conservation
projects and have begun due diligence and negotiations with landowners
on six of the highest ranking projects. During year three, GLT completed
outreach to all key landowners within the spill area and initiated several
new projects. During years four and five, GLT will 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. GLT 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 EVOSTC to aid in
the recovery and enhancement of the long term health and viability of the
resources injured by the EVOS. This project will seek to acquire priority
lands within the EVOS area and increase the capacity of the existing,
established EVOS habitat program.

This proposal will provide funding for year four (FY16) of a multi-year
project.

Conserving lands and waterways essential to the quality of life and economic health of Southcentral Alaska.



GLT has completed significant projects with a wide range of partners including the Municipality
~ of Anchorage, the Mat-Su Borough, State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game, State of

Alaska Department of Natural Resources and State Parks, USFWS, Army Corps of Engineers,
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 of Engineers since 1998. As part of this 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. GLT
worked with the Municipality of Anchorage and many other partners for three years to raise
funds to purchase the 60-acre parcel and donate it to the Municipality as a new Natural Area;
GLT retained a conservation easement. The Project conserved %2 mile of Campbell Creek’s

lower reaches including the Estuary and its critical tidal marsh habitat as well as 25 acres of
coastal forest. This parcel also provides access to the Anchorage Coastal

Wildlife Refuge. Project funding included dollars to clean up the property, develop a park plan,
create a modest trailhead and gravel trails, as well as monitor and address the conservation needs
of the property annually. : '

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

Update on Yeai' 1- 3 Project Accomplishments

This FY2016 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. GLT staff also met with the Kodiak
Borough Mayor, Manager and staff from Mental Health Trust Land Office. In addition, GLT *



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

During the grant period 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 projects 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 Trust 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 acqulrmg other
matching funds for one or more of the prOJects on Kodrak 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 GLT continued meetings with EVOS staff, federal agency
realty officials including USFWS, NPS, and USFS, and State agency officials, and continued -
data collection and methodology development for a spill-wide area prioritization. Biologists,
land managers, and agency partners were contacted to contribute data to the prioritization effort..
Several meetings were held with stakeholders to provide comments on the draft prioritization
maps for the entire spill area. In addition, landowners and regional and local government
officials were contacted to obtain land status information for both surface and subsurface
ownership for the entire spill area. Maps of the prioritization and land status are attached.

In year three, 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 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 of 2015.

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 w1111ng to sponsor the project. ‘ :



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
ordering the appraisal in the next several months. GLT also met with landowners within Prince
William Sound and the Kenai Fjords area. GLT 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 worklng to secure an appraisal for all eight parcels this summer.

The F 1nal 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
Jlandowners of parcels with high-ranking conservation value in the entire spill area to determine
their interest in habitat conservation. During the period of performance for this grant, GLT will
develop up to 5 large acquisition projects within the EVOS area. GLT will contract a phased
appraisal (described below) of the highest ranking parcels with willing landowners. GLT will
seek matching funds for projects appropriate for EVOS funding, and working closely with
partners, will complete or make substantial progress on at least 2-3 large scale conservation
projects within the grant period.

Project Activities, Methods and Timetable

Funding Compliance '
GLT intends to adhere to the following condltlons regarding project methodology that have been
previously approved by the council in prior years of the contract. The following conditions are
from the original funding EVOSTC Resolutlon 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 of lands and interests in lands (e.g., fee title, conservation easements,
mineral rights, timber rights) important to the conservation and protection of marine
and coastal resources, ecosystems, and habitats in order to aid in the overall recovery
of, and to enhance the long-term health and viability of, those resources injured by the
Exxon Valdez oil spill and the spill-area ecosystems; ‘

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



c.. 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 appralsal
instructions, environmental reviews and site visits; A

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 reasonable and adequate public notice about the proposed
acquisition and an opportunlty for public comment

Great Land Trust proposes to carry out the project objectives in the EVOS area through a
multi-step process: .

1.

O

Project Identification

GLT will use a recently completed conservatlon 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
Jands, in addition to State lands owned by Mental Health Trust, are ranked for their
conservation value. The prioritization includes current bird distribution data for all
special status species as well as subwatershed rankings for anadromous fish diversity
throughout the spill area. GLT will continue to obtain feedback on the prioritizations.
from EVOS Trustees, staff, USFWS, ADFG, ADNR ADOL, and other key landowners
and government officials.

Landowner Contact

‘GLT will contact the landownérs of high-ranking parcels to determme 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 phase of the project
to get feedback on the projects that seem to have the most promise.

Appraisal

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



Matching Funds Partner OQutreach

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.

3. 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 spill area projects.
- Submit additional spill area project packages to EVOSTC for full funding.

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

Year 4 Year 5
Budget: (FY16) (FY17)
Feb 1,2017 —
Feb 1,20160— | 7y 31, 20118
Jan 31, 2017
GLT Staff 3 staff, 30hr/wk for 40 weeks @ $180,000 $180,000
$50/hour
Travel Airfare from ANC to KOD (or $32,000 $32,000

Prince William Sound, Alaska
Peninsula, and other Spill area
project locations) $1,200/trip/staff
@ 5 trips for 2 staff = $4,800;
travel within Travel via float plane
@ $650/hr @ 25 hrs= $16,250;
$3.750 food, lodging, rental car.




Appraisal Appraisals @ $25,000 each $50,000 $50.000

Phase | Phase | ESA reports @ $27.000 $27.000
Environmental | $7,000 - $10,000 each

Site

Assessment

Legal @ $370/ hr $14.800 $14.800
Total $303.,800 $303,800

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

- Substantial progress toward completion of fee title property acquisition 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 10 miles of anadromous streams within the EVOS area.

Project Monitoring and Evaluation

GLT will submit quarterly updates to USFWS, ADNR, ADOL, and EVOSTC on the status 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 GLT’s expansion to Kodiak and felt GLT was in the best position to work in this
important area. GLT works in partnership with willing private and public landowners to
permanently conserve special lands, signature landscapes, and waters essential to the quality of
life and economic health of communities in the region. We seek to protect the integrity of the
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 southcentral Alaska, including over 45 miles of salmon streams. GLT has



professional staff skilled at carrying out complex land transactions. GLT has been nationally
recognized for wetland conservation successes including the LTA Living Lands Publication, the
Coastal America 2007 Partnership Award, the US DOI Cooperative Conservation Award 2008
and was awarded the Outstanding Partner Award by the Region 7 Director of USFWS for 2011.
In 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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Q ' - EVOSTC Document Digitizing Project

_ Phase 4:
EVOSTC Official Record (1991-Present)

* September 2; 2015

PROPOSAL SUMMARY

Tn February 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 of the Restoration Planning Work Group (RPWG) and Restoration Plan Final
Environmental Impact Statements (FEIS) and was completed in December 2013.

Phase 2: Completed: Funded for FY 14, 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.

O ~ This included correspondence documenting the administration of projects, letters of support, and
publicity as well as project information predating the project database. The- EVOSTC 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.-




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, ARLIS is
an innovative partnership of state, federal and university entities whose primary purpose is to
meet the information needs of its founding agencies: the Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. National Park Service, U.S.
Geological Survey and University of Alaska Anchorage. ARLIS is open to the public and also
serves the university community, non-profit organizations and the private sector. ARLIS is
directed by the ARLIS Management Team, which is responsible to the ARLIS Founders Board.
The Board consists of directors from the above founding agencies.

ARLIS serves as the EVOSTC repository for EVOS-related materials and has housed this
collection since the Trustee Council’s Oil Spill Public Information Center became part of ARLIS
in 1997. ARLIS also maintains the EVOSTC Public Record and public versions of the
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 of the 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 will be provided to
the EVOSTC office to be added to the intranet by EVOSTC staff or associated IT staff. The
digitized documents and finding aids will support EVOSTC 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 ARLIS 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 EVOSTC 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



Q glue bindings. The collection contains some handwritten items and notes, oversize documents,
' postcards and newspaper pages.

Process: Scanning will be performed from originals to ensure image quality and collection
completeness. Non-print items, such as audio or videp tapes, CDs or DVDs, and documents
protected by copyright will not be scanned, but will be noted with an entry that will refer the user
to a source for the item. Metadata will be input as specified for handwritten documents. Boxes
of documents will be sent to ARLIS and returned to the EVOSTC office via the UAA courier.

EVOSTC staff will:

e Provide ARLIS with instructions as needed, including guidance on file names.

e Review the files to identify bound items without marginalia that have already been
scanned.

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

e Identify items protected by copyright that will not be scanned, and provide citations for
these items, to be included in the digital collection. ,

e Box the files, label the boxes, and route them to ARLIS in batches via the UAA courier: .

* Unbox and re-file the documents after scanning.

: | e After delivery of the digital documents, work with EVOSTC IT staff to add the files to
O the EVOSTC intranet.
ARLIS staff will:.

o Design cataloging structure appropriate to the EVOSTC Official Record, create catalog
~ records for each file collection .
o Create finding aids for ease of use in locating needed records.
* Prepare the documents for scanning, lncludlng removing staples, other fasteners, and/or
bindings. o
® Scan each file into a separate electronic file, including all 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.
e Provide each file with an appropriate file name via a specified naming convention that
identifies the file collection and provides for ease of retrieval.
e Create metadata for handwritten documents; as needed.
e Provide quality assurance by reviewing each file for image quality.and OCR.
e Re-fasten each document to pre-scanning condition and return to the orlgmal folder or
binder.
' o Return the folders and binders to the appropriate box and return the boxes to the
EVOSTC office v1a the UAA courier.



O

e Deliver the digital documents to the EVOSTC office.

Final Deliverables: The final deliverables of Phase 4 of the 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 of the collection, and web linkage of documents for public access.

‘Budget:
Staffing Tasks Cost Funding

Project labor EVOSTC Official Record—107 boxes— | $325 per box - $34,775
Prep, scan, return documents to pre- "| (includes ‘
scanning condition, QA, create metadata as | support services
needed, and collection transfers ‘and supplies) .

Librarians Technical Services—Project $75/hour $16,050
Supervision/Cataloging oversight—214 ' '
hours o :

Cataloger — Index/Create catalog records—
120 hours $59/hour $7,080
Total $57,905
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The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees Council administers its programé 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 funded by the Trustees Council also has legally mandated
anti-discrimination policies 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/portaI/usda/usdahome?navid=N‘ON_DISCRIMINATION
NOAA: http://www.ee0.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.alaska.gov/dop/eeo/

Draft 11-4-15 S _ ,



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: 4210 University Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508-4650
Attn: Draft Fiscal Year 2016 Work Plan

Telephone: 907-279-8012
1-800-478-7745
Collect calls will be accepted from fishers and boaters who call
through the marine operator.

Fax: 907-276-7178

E-mail: elise.hsieh@alaska.gov

Draft 11-4-15
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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 Overwew (AFO) for the
" appropriate fiscal year. The AFO is posted on the EVOSTC website after the fall Council meeting.

- FY16 Funding Amount Recommended

. . . . . Trustee
Page Prolect Prmcu?al Project Title FY1l6 ~ Science Scue!\ce PAC" 4 Ex?cutlve Council -
Number Investigator . Requested- Panel Coordinator . Director
Approved
‘ X - . Not Not - ‘
6. 16120100 EVOSAdmin | EVOS Administration $2,520,420 ) - . Fund . Fund
) A - Reviewed Reviewed
Pigeon Guillemot . .
7 16100853 | Irons . $162,735 Fund Fund . Fund Fund
Restoration Program . .
Fund Fund . Fund Fund
14 16120114 | McCammon a/oon?:_;f :nE;'(I;e :an $2,530,400 Reduced Reduced Reduced Reduced
gFTo8 $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 NO{'\A Harbor Protection— $8,448 Fund Fund _Fund.: Fund
Project Manage ment . . ; .
145 | 16120112-A | Patton NOAA Harbor Protection— | .., 3 Fund Fund “Fund. Fund
CordovaClean Harbor . .
TOTAL REQUESTED, RECOMMENDED & APPROVED $7,062,179 $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, Hollmen
Drafi 11-4-15 1
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EVOSTC Long-Term Monitoring Program Projects (Gulf Watch Alaska)
The funding described in this document is approximate; for funding amounts authorized by the Council, please see theAnnual Funding Overview (AFO) for
the appropriate fiscal year. The AFQ s posted on.the EVOSTC website after the fall Council meeting.

*The total for these projects can be found above under 16120114-McCammon .

O

page | - Project Principal Proiect Title FY16 _ FY16 Science Science " PAC Executive | Trustee
b Number Investigator J Requested | Approved Panel Coordinator : Director Council
24 | 16120114A | Batten LTM Program - Continuous | ¢y Fund Fund Fund Fund
‘Plankton Recorders
27 | 161201148 | Hoffman LTM Program - Coordination | o, e0 10, Fund . Fund Fund Fund
~ . and Logistics . ‘
» LTM Program - Seabird .
30 16120114C | Bishop Abundance in Falland $86,300 Eund Fund ' ~ Fund Fund
Winter : : ' :
33 | 16120124D | Bochenek LTM Program - Data $162,600 Fund Fund Fund Fund
Management : .
) : LTM Program - ) .
38 16120114E | Campbell OceanographlcCondltlons in{ '$209,300 Fund Fund Fund Fund
' 1 - PWS A : )
. 1 LTM Program’- -
41 16120114G | Doroff OceanographicMonitoring -$108,800 “Fund Fund Fund ‘Fund
| in Cook Inlet/Kachemak Bay ' .
' . | LTM Program - Science : . . ,
44 | 16120114H | Holderied A N $151,600 Fund Fund Fund Fund
Coordination and Synthesis | _ o .
o) . LTM Program - Conceptual | Do Not Do Not Do Not
47 161201141 »Hollmen Ecological Modeling .$81,900 ‘Eund Do Not Fund . Fund Fund
51 | 16120114) | Hoperoft | LTM Program-Sewardline |* o\ 55, Fund Fund Fund Fund
- - : Monitoring o 2 - . . .
54 | 16120114K | Kuletz LTM Program - PWSMarine | ¢,15 700 Fund Fund Fund "Fund
o S | Bird Surveys - o e P
) LTM Program - Ecological o , o _ o
57 16120114L | Konar Communitiesin Kachemak | $47,400 Fund Fund Fund Fund
’ ' Bay - i ' ’
| 60 | 16120114M | Matkin * LTM Program -Long-term | - 4135 300 Fund Fund Fund - | Fund
IR S killerwhatle monitoring. .
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Science

Page Project Proiect Title FY16 : FY16 Science PAC Executive | Trustee
age | Number Investigator he) o - Requested | Approved Panel Coordinator Director Council
63 | 16120114N | Moran | LTM Program - Humpback g 4, Fund " Fund Fund Fund
: o Whale PredationonHerring | .7 7 . .
- LTM Program - Forage Fish , . :
66 161201140 | Piatt Distribution, Abundance, $150,300 Fund " Fund Fund Fund
- and Body Condition S ’
69 | 16120114P | Weingartner | LTV Program-GAKL $122,500 Fund Fund Fund Fund .
R : : Monitoring : :

_ | - LTM Program - Nearshore : L o

72 16120114R | Ballachey benthicsystemsinthe Gulf $331,900 lfqnd - Fund Fund_ Fund
: of AK . ;
= B N - _ - - - g
75 | 161201145 | carls LTM Program - Oil Leveland | ¢ o5 Fund Fund Fund |- Fund
‘Weathering Tracking _ B :
, LTM Program- .
78 16150114-T- | Bochenek - Supplemental Data - $126;000 Fund Fund Fund Fund
' " Management Support
80 | 16120120 | Jones LTMProgram-Data  *}  «z3 g4 Fund Fund Fund Fund
- Management and Synthesis ‘

Draft 11-4-15
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EVOSTC Long-Term Herring Monitoring and Research Program Projects
The funding described in this document is approximate; for fuinding amounts authorized by the Council, please see the Annual Fundlng Overview (AFO) for .

the appropriate flsca/ year. The AFQO is posted on the EVOSTC website after the fall Council meeting.
*The total for these pro;ects can be found above under 16120111- Pegau

-

Trustee

Page Project Principal Proiect Title FY16 FY16 Science Science PAC - Executive
‘Number Investigator J ‘ Requested | Approved Panel Coord. Director Council
o , _ ‘ PWS Herring Program -
98 16120111A Bishop Validation of Acoustic $145,297 . Fund Fund Fund Fund
" | Surveys , '
102 | 16120111C | Bochenek | FWSHerringProgram-Data |, 5, Fund Fund Fund Fund
. i : ‘Management Support
109 | 16120111E  Rand PWS Herring Program - 84,366 Fund Fund _Fund Fund
Expanded Herring Surveys ) : , .
PWS Herring Program - _ .
113 | 16120111F Rand JuvenileHerring Abundance | $82,949 Fund Fund Fund Fund
' ’ Index
. PWS Herring Program— \ e
117. 16120111H 4Hoover. Outreach & Education $38,259 Fund Fund Fund Fund
121 | 16120111K | Hershberger | F > HerringProgram— $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 Fund Fund’
Coordination and Logistics -
) PWS Herring Program - .
131 16120111Q, ‘Branch Population Dynamics $104,920 “ Fund * Fund Fund > Fund
Modeling ‘ : '
136 | 161601115 Bishop PWS Herring Program — $272,600 \Fund Fund Fund Fund -
o Herring Movement Study R
139 | 161601117 Moffite | LS HerringProgram—ASL { oo oo Fund - Fund Fund

Study & Aerial Milt Surveys

Fund
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Non-EVOSTC Program Proposals &
Project Amendments
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Project Number: 16120100
Project Title: EVOSTC Annual Budget

Primary Investigator(s): Elise Hsieh, EVOSTC Executive Director
Linda Kilbourne, EVOSTC Administrative Manager

PI Affiliation: EVOSTC Project Manager: ADFG

EVOSTC Funding Requested:

FY16

$2,520,420

Abstract:

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

e Administration Management

* Data Management

e Science Program

e Public Advisory Committee (PAC)

* Habitat Protection Program

e 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




Project Number: 16100853

Project Title: Pigeon Guillemot Restoration Researchin Prince William Sound

Primary Investigator(s): David Irons
Pl Affiliation: USFWS Project Manager: USFWS
EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $1,718,562

FYO7 FYO08 FYO09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

$317,000 | $284,300 | $48,400 S0 $281,000 S0 S0 $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
columba) 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. Thatis an indication that there are so few mink leftin the nesting
areas that was difficult to find a mate. We expect it will take 3 trapping 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 74 last year,
control islands did not have a similarincrease. 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 PAC Executive Director | Trustee Council

Fund Fund Fund Fund

Smence Panel Comments FY16

Trappmg of mlnk to promote restorat|on of pigeon gmllemots is aIreadya 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 Pls
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 inthe 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

| concur with the Science Panel’s comments.

Public Advisory Committee Comments—FY16
I R S co g_f‘-ZﬂIS PR N Lt .

There are no project specific comments.

FY15 Funding Recommendations:

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director | Trustee Council

Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund

Scien;e Panel Comments - FY15
Date: September 2014

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 Coordlnator, PAC, Executive Director Comments - FY15
‘Date: September and October 2014

Draft 11-4-15



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 fundmg of thls proposal The panel notes that the proposal is strong and weII—
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

| concur with the science panel regardmg the suenttfnc merlt of the proposal | 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?

| 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, | feel that the Council should postpone a funding decision until a final Environmental
Assessment is provided by the Pl and the question above regarding the limited cull is answered.

PuincAdvisoryCommittee—FY14 ‘
Date: October20135) |2 iR

The October 2013 PAC meeting was ca nceIIed due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts
were submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received.
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Execut_i e I_)irector Comments-FY14

Date: 2013

| 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, | 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

Sciengg?ar}el Comments - FY12

ThlS ‘brbp—o;é[ F:as béen bre\}idusly 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 anintact 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 isnt
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 possibly conflict with animal rights as an
unacceptably cruel practice.

Science CoordlnatorComments FY12
Date: June 2011 : SIS ST S R S

This proposal is scientifically compelling and builds on four years of work focused on thIS tOpIC Whlle
the idea of a direct restoration project is appealing, | 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 :
‘Dater 20ty o g S e R

No project specific comments.

Executive Director Comments—FY12
Date: July 2011

| do not have a recommendation for this project. The project is very compellmg because it potentlally
provides active restoration for aninjured species. However, the high cost and speculation regarding
the long-term outcome needs to be weighed carefully by the Council.

FYO7 FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director

Fund reduced Not reviewed Not reviewed Fund reduced

Science Panel Comments— FY07 ’ _
Date: Fall 2006 ‘ 0 i G e e

This proposal investigates the efflcacy of direct restoratlon technlques for the plgeon guallemot
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 CoordmatorComments FYO7
Date: Fall 2006 ; , i e eyt S

Drafi 11-4-15
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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 Pl on this proposal is employed by the FWS.

Public

Advi_sory Committee — FY07

| ZUU0
LE

Not Reviewed.

Executive Dirgctor Comments - FY07

Da BUER T GT PR A % L e e
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, |1 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
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Project Number:

Project Title:

Primary Investigator(s):

Pl Affiliation:

EVOSTC Funding Authorized To Date: $11,377,860

16120114

EVOSTC Long-Term Monitoring Program (Gulf Watch Alaska)

Molly McCammon

AOOS

Project Manager:

NOAA

FY12

FY13

FY14

FY15

$2,904,600

$2,675,800

$ 2,994,400

$2,803,060

Additional EVOSTC Funding Requested: $2,530,400

FY16

$2,530,400

Requests include 9% GA.

Total EVOSTC Funding (Authorized and Requested): $ 14,028,100

Funding From Non-EVOSTC Sources:

FY12 FY13 Fyi4 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 assist management actions, inform the public and guide

monitoring priorities for the next 20 years.
5. Enhance connections between the Gulf Watch Alaska and Herring Research and Monitoring (HRM)

programs.

6. Leverage partnerships with outside agencies and groups to integrate data from broader efforts.

Draft 11-4-15
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Some highlights from our progress inyear 4 of the program include:

e Completed all project sampling and program annual reports through year 3

e Updated and added information to the program website (www.gulfwatchalaska.org) and data
portal

e Completed and submitted program synthesis report and response to comments

e 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 cIoser integrating. Itis expected
that cross program publications and further integration, both on a practical and on a scientific level,
will occur inthe 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 :

| concur with the Science Panel’s comments

Public Advisory Committee Comments FY16 FLL R _
Date: September 2015 LR

There are no project specuflc comments.

FY15 Funding Recommendations:

Science Panel Science Coordinator PAC Executive Director | Trustee Council

Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund

Science Panel Comments - FY15

DateiSepiembenOna i iEal iR E SR e e 7
This year, the Panel was pleased to see |mprovement in thIS year’s proposals regardmg 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 Pls 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; Pls should use their expertise
to identify and include essential, fundamental information that should be included to facilitate
review. Good examples of the level of expected detail include the proposals by Carls, Jones, Piatt and
the Marine Debris Removal proposal by Pallister (available on the EVOSTC website).

The Panel appreciates that any additional requests for information in proposals can be perceived as
onerous and that the Panel had indicated in prior years that they did not want the entire original
proposal text included every year. However, the minimal, essential information requested should not
take long to incorporate and could remain in subsequent proposals. From a Panel perspective,
proposals cannot be evaluated without key, fundamental information on major hypothesis in part so
changes to the design can be considered in proper context. We appreciate your efforts in refining
your multi-year proposal submissions.

Coordination & Collaboration/Synthesis

The Panel appreciated the programs' explicit statements recognizing the synergisms among project
efforts. It is clearthat 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.

Scie_nce Coordinatqr Comments—-FY15

| 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.

‘PAJC, Execu_give Dire_ctor Comments—FY15

U e 7 DD

2r

| 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 basnc
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 inthe 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 monitoring 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. Inorder to evaluate proposal merits, the Science Panel wanted to see more
detail, including:

e Sampling design, locations and methods, including QA/QC of data collection

e Approach to data analysis including statistical methods and/or relevant contrasts

e Explicit statement of how analyses will answer the major questions

e Adiscussion of results to date and any adjustments in project design in view of results

e Explicit statement of how individual project results relate to or will be integrated into the broader
program

e 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 alsoinitial 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 original 2012 proposal.

There is uneven treatment and an apparent lack of collaboration among the four oceanography
projects in LTM. The Weingartner (GAK1) 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 measurements; they are also unclear on instrument calibration and data
QA/QC. There is no evidence of collaboration with trained physical oceanographers or reference to
the PWS sampling stations in the Hopcroft proposal. An overall review of the physical oceanography
and climate aspects of LTM (and, to a Iesser extent, herring) would be useful. '

Outside expert for: oceanography review - some suggestlons for trained ocea nographers who work
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 publlsh thelr results in peer—revrewed Journals to make
their hard-won results available to wider scientific audience. This encouragement especially applles to
young investigators who are esta blishing their careers. They may quickly become unable to compete - -
for other jobs. We ant|C|pate the FY17 InV|tat|on will include an expectation to publlsh A

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’ Pls and the data management team. In addition, there does not
appear to be a data management pohcy or. QA/QC policy created as the programs approach Year
Three. In addition, no milestones were reported inthe, newly submitted proposals, soit was difficult
to gauge how much progress had been made inthe last two years. Moreover it was not clearhow .
data would be available for synthesis. The panel recommends that the Council condition funding e
upon the creation of a credible and detailed data management policy and a QA/QC polli'c‘y'angl 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 operatlng 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 ocea nographlc programs, devote consrderable time and effort to
addressmg thesecritical needs. :

Example: As a specific example, the Ocean Tra'cking 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’arran'ge communication between senior OTN
data managers with EVOSTC program data Pls 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 agenoies will
ultimately determine the long-term success and influence of the programs. The contact at OTN is Bob
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Branton (bob.branton@gmail.com) or (bob.branton@dal.ca).

Attrition of Experienced Personnel : O
The panel notes that it may be a chaIIenge to replace experienced personnel retiring ortra nSItlonmg

. out of the programs, but the need for their expertlse remains. To address these changes, the panel
suggests that the programs partner their | junior Pls with newly recruited, experienced scientists.
Where difficulties existin filling key positions, the panel also suggests strateglcally 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 th\rough
retirement or departure, the salary savings could fund this kind of activity.

Potential Resource - The panel encourages the programs to consider options for developing concepts
for postdoctoral programs that can help address these issues. The panel and the programs’ internal
panels and advisory groups can provide assistance in identifying potential post doc candidates who .
may be helpful to the programs. Intergovernmental Personnel Assignments and perhaps NRC
Research Associate post-docs may also be a source for additional-expertise and post-doc work.

Synthesis in Advance of February 2015 Workshop - , '

There is concern from our review of the proposals that the programs are postponing work on’

synthesis until just before the Workshop. The programs should think through and create a step-by-

step route and design for their 2015 synthesis so there is sufficient field time to work on it. This plan

should include mechanisms and process. The part of synthesis that involves creation of and testing of

models is best done by an iterative process in which modeling is sequentlally tested by reference to ,
new data and tHe models revised accordingly. ‘ _ 4 Q

There was also a suggestion to focus on cross-cutting topical issues, such as acoustics and calibration. -
Pls with different expertise could be paired to initiate and encourage actual synthetic analyses and
presentatlon in ‘contrast to smgle Pl presentatlons on isolated prOJects or toplcs

Examples for pairings /nclude disease and phy5|ology, and modelmg of herri ng 'movements'and
d|sease

Inter-prolect cooperation and communication

The Science Panel acknowledges and salutes the efforts made to coordinate loglstlcs of field projects,
especially following a long period when Pls 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. Th|s comment is based on an apparent lack of
connectivity among some of the proposals. '

P.rogram'Scierice 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 beeh delayed in orderto make the most effective use of panel members’ time

in advance of the synthesis workshop. Planning of the synthesns workshop begins in the final two

quarters of year 2; the panel will be establlshed by the end of year two (apprommately one yearin O
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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 inYear 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.

Saence Coordmator Comments-FY14

In concur with overaII comments of the Science Panel. | 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. | 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.

Publlc Advrsory Commlttee Comments FY14

e D

The October 2013 PAC meetlng was ca ncelled due to the federal government shutdown Abstracts
were submitted to the PAC; no individual comments were received.

Executive Dlrector Comments FY14

Date: October2013 T

| concur with the Science Panel and their extensive comments noted above and support the concerns
of the Science Coordinator.

Trustee Councﬂ Comments FY14

The Councul requests the Team Leads and Pls wuthm 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
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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 pnor to thls
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

| concur with the Science Panel.

Public Advisory Committee Comments - FY13

Date: September 2012

TR

Not reviewed due to the lack of a quorum at thelr meetmg No mdnvndual comments were recelved.

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

Date: July 2011 — Individual Panel Member Comments

Individual Comment 1:

Seabird monitoring costs double in year 3 —The explanation is clear, although the basis for why two
surveys may be needed inyear 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. |
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, | examined the Hollmen
proposal and have some concerns. Although intended to be “conceptual modeling”, | find no mention
of any concepts in the proposal. | 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. | 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 Pls provide a thoughtful and compelling response to this issue, providing an
excellent overview and demonstrating potential for meaningful syntheses.

Data management — The Pls 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 AOOSin 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. | 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 itis 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 | 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. | am also curious to know of the
outstanding final reports have indeed been completed successfully at this time. | 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.

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 metadata 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 environm<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>