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

Murres (93-010) - This is an education project targeted at 
intervening to prevent disturbance of nesting murres and further 
injury. There are limited opt~ons for accelerating the recovery 
of this species and reducing further decline. Pam stated this 
project targets the segment of' the population causing the problem 
more effectively than the other education projects. Art ques­
tioned whether this would f~ll into normal agency management. 
The vote is 3-3. DNR, ADF&G ahd DEC voted "no''· Pro: This is a 
positive restoration action :to affect the reproduction of an 
ongoing injured resource. It is time critical because the 
breeding patterns at the colonies have not yet been restored. 
Any action to prevent further disturbance has the potential for 
significant positive effect \on: the colony. Con: This is not time 
critical. Before spending mon~y on untried methods, we should 
see if we are getting increased breeding in these colonies this 
year. We are looking at lo~g-term recovery, and one year will 
not make that much differenqe.

1 
We do not have documentation that 

human disturbance of the colonl.es exacerbates the low recovery 
that is occurring. In terms of sport co:nlmercial activities, this 
project would not do any go~d, and people will not change their 
fishing techniques and equi~ment because of this program. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93011 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoratiori Manaqement Actions 
I 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the 1project into categories of "high", "medium" and _ 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned r1estoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human ~ealth and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the propol~ed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project wi~hin the~ next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action enhanc:es the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service. • 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes)_ MEDIUM (4 votE~S) _LOW (.5.. 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion of im 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Can latrine sites be used to validly predict population--question reliability & possible 
meaningful information? 

*New Proposal -much lower budget to pr:epare paper record of harvest pressure on Harlequin 
& river otters-greatly reduced cost; keep 1 it below $5,000. Identify agency matching funds. 

+ -24 Harlequins harvested per year. 
+ -6,000 Harlequins in Prince William So.und. 

+ Harvests very small. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES; 6 

I NOAA ADNR USDI: 

: I 
ADEC 

y y y y 
I~-----~-----~---------------------4--------------------~------------------+---U_Sy_D_A _____ -r ______ A_:_FG _____ ~~ 
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Restoration Team Discussion !8/28 - 9/2/92 

River otters (93-011) - Spie~ sta·ted the bucget was too high and 
he was not sure it was worth'• doing. Mark questioned why this is 
not a one shot deal .. Byron guest:ioned the amount for phone and 
car rental under contractual·~ Th~~ vote is 5-l "yes"; OOI "no". 
Pro: The information will identify whether increased management 
emphasis is an effective tool as 21 restoration option. It is a 
potential cost-effective method of restoring injured resources. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



BOB SPIES REVIEW 

\ .... / Bob gave the following comments em 6-0 and 5-l Restoration Team 
votes: 

93-011 - Bob stated he understands that the Harlequin Duck are not 
prize birds for eating. He wonders if the funding required will 
make a difference for 20 ducks. He has a similar question for 
river otters. He is not sure' this is worth doing for such a small 
amount; however, for $5,000 he will not make a big issue of this. 



u 

PROJECT NUMBER 93012 

1993 PROJECTT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Management Actions 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions.* 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degr~e of re·covery. * 
3. Potential adverse effects on human t:lealth and safety.* 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • , · 
7. Importance of starting the project within the1 next year.* 
8. Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service.* 
9. Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than o1e resource or service. • 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Wbrk Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion of in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Funding contingent upon result form 1992, work. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 4 

II 

NOAA ADNR USDI• 

I 

ADEC 

y N N y 
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r Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 
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Genetic Stock - Kenai River Sockeye (93-012) - Pro: Funding for­
this project is contingent upon 1992 showing a need to continue 
this work. The results from 19512 indicate further decline from 
1991 to the most important salmon fishery in the oil spill region. 
This project is time criticai. stock separation should be done for 
effective management. This project needs component estimates. The 
vote was 5 to 1 "yes"; DOI ·"no". con: The percent contribution 
attributable to the Exxon Valdez Clil Spill is uncertain. There may 
be contributions which can't be attributed to the oil spill. The 
techniques in this proposal have broad application for salmon 
management in general. If age~cies need this for management, they 
should fund it out of their' own lbudget. The problem in 1989 was 
due to a management decision by ~.DF&G. 

Note: The agreed upon justificat~ion statements are highlighted. 



{ i 
\_/ 

To: Dave Gibbons Date: Sept.8, 1992 
Acting Administrative Director 

Fr~Rutherford 
Restoration Team Member/ DNR 

Subject: EVOS 1993 Proposed Projects 

Upon returning to work followir'lg rny leave of 8/31 - 9/04 I 
reviewed the voting record oif my alternate on the Restoration Team, 
Mr. Art Weiner. I am satisfied with his approach on all but four 
projects. In each of these in'stances he had some specific concerns 
that led him to vote no, resulting in their not being included in the 
Restoration Teams' recommehded package. 

Following further conversattons with the Chief Scientist and either 
the specific projects· program manager or other staff from the 
applicable agency involved in the project, I feel that the misgivings 
Art had concerning the technical merits of the projects and/or a 
desire to see an agency involved in cost sharing these projects can 
be addressed adequately during the development and review of the 
detailed study plans. Additionally, concerning project #93-034 
(Pigeon Guillemont colony survey), there is recent clarification that 
there is a greater opportunity for h1abitat protection than was 
previously understood. 

Therefore, because these projects are in my oplnion important 
elements of the 1993 Restoration package, I am changing DNR's vote 
on the following projects so they can go forward as part of the 
Restoration Teams· recommended package to the Trustee Council: 

93-004/93-013 Pink Salmon documentation, enumeration, 
preservation of genetically discrete wild populations in PWS; 

93-012 Kenai River sockeye: genetic stock identification 

93-015 Kenai River sockeye: salmon restoration; 

93-034 Pigeon Guillemont colony survey. 

.· .. 
. . . .. ·.;. " .. . .· ·. : :.:· · .. : . . ... .. :· . :. : : .. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93014 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Technical Support 

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

1 . The effects of any other actual or planned 1restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee Of mcovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health cmd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proporsed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within thts next year. • 
8. The project provides essential support to restoration, mon1toring, and/or damage 

assessment projects. 

RANK: _HIGH (5-6 votes)_ MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW (.,S. 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1. 993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Reduce it to a one year study. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTESj 3 

~ NOAA ADNR 

I 
USDI, 

I 
ADEC USDA ADFG 

N N N y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Quality Assurance for Coded Wire Tagging (93-014) - The vote was 3 
to 3; DNR, NOAA and DOI voted "no". Coded wired tagging is used to -
gather information for successful management of pink salmon in the 
area. Considerable money ($~m) has been spent already. Pro: This 
would allow for better use of past and future results from coded 
wire tagging efforts. This project supports another project. 
Reasons not to go forward - ~on: 1'his project is not time critical 
and does not support a resto~atiott endpoint. This should be some­
thing the agencies should do themselves as a matter of course. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93015 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Management Actions 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the project into catego,ries of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

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

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

RANK: HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votElS) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion of in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES: 4 

II 

NOAA ADNR USDI' 

I 
ADEC USDA ADFG ~ y N N y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Kenai River Sockeye Salmon Restoration (93-015) - This project was 
began as the companion to R53 in 1992. This is the adult component_ 
and is critical for dealing with results from damage assessment. 
Ken stated that the write-up leads you to believe that additional 
technical equipment must be purchased, and he thought this 
equipment was bought last year. This appears to be duplication and 
will need further review. The vote was 4 to 2; DOI and DNR voted 
"no". Pro: The results from 19912 indicate further decline from 
1991 to the most important s~lmon fishery in the oil spill region. 
This project is time critical and maximizes opportunity for 
adequate spawner escapement in 1993. con: The percent contribution 
attributable to the Exxon Valdez cdl spill is uncertain. There may 
contributions which can't be attributed to the oil spill. The 
techniques in this proposal hav·e broad application for salmon 
management in general. If agencies need this for management, they 
should fund it out of their own budget. The problem in 19&9 was 
due to a management decision by ADF&G. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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0 To: Dave Gibbons Date: Sept.8, 1992 
Acting Administrative Direttor 

Fr~Rutherford 
Restoration Team Member/ DNR 

Subject: EVOS 1993 Proposed ProJects 

Upon returning to work folloWing rny leave of 8/31 - 9/04 
reviewed the voting record o..f my alternate on the Restoration Team, 
Mr. Art Weiner. I am satisfied with his approach on all but four 
projects. In each of these inptances he had some specific concerns 
that led him to vote no, resulting in their not being included in the 
Restoration Teams· recommend~d package. 

Following further conversations with the Chief Scientist and either 
the specific projects' prografYJ manager or other staff from the 
applicable agency involved in the project, I feel that the misgivings 
Art had concerning the technica':l merits of the projects and/or a 
desire to see an agency inVolyed in cost sharing these projects can 
be addressed adequately durirg the development and review of the 
detailed study plans. Additionally, concerning project #93-034 
(Pigeon Guillemont colony survey), there is recent clarification that 
there is a greater opportunity for t'1abitat protection than was 
previously understood. 

Therefore, because these projects are in my opinion important 
elements of the 1993 Restoration package, I am changing DNR's vote 
on the following projects so th~y can go forward as part of the 
Restoration Teams· recommended package to the Trustee Council: 

93-004/93-013 Pink Salmon documentation, enumeration, 
preservation of genetically discrete wild populations in PWS; 

93-012 Kenai River sockeye: genetic stock identification 

93-015 Kenai River sockeye: salmon restoration; 

93-034 Pigeon Guil lemont colony survey. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93016 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank:the project into categ·ories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

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

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project wjthin the next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resour:e or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service. • 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

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

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 5 • 

11~ __ N_o_YA_A~-+---A-~_N_R __ ~ ___ u_:-D~~'--+----A-~_E_c __ -r ___ u_s:_A __ ~ ___ A_~_F_G~~ 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/~8 - 9/2/92 

Chenega, Chinook and Coho salmoh (93-016) - Art questioned if the 
legal opinion has any bearing~ The: legal team did not specifically 
comment on 93-016.. Vote ~as. 5 to 1 "yes"; DOl "no". Pro: 
Replacement of injured resource. to provide subsistence service. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93017 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manaqement Actions 

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

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

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

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votE!S) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion of in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 
-Jim Fall (#17) will do survey. 
How: communities/villages will identify &, prioritize sites to be surveyed for oil. Then this will 
be fed into project #38. 
-Perhaps: instead of transporting subsist~nce users to collect food items, give Natives money 
to clean-up beaches to their satisfaction .. 
-Trustee Council will make decisions on further oil removal or subsistence plan, not subset 
of agencies. 
- Oil spill communities should identify where subsistence site and problem areas (oil) but not 
too what extent of removal of oil at thes~ sites. 
- On project 93038: Trustee Council shoLid develop new stand,ards for oil on beaches (i.e., 
on subsistence areas, oil should be removed' to a higher standard. 

Voting Record: TOTAl YES VOTES 16 

! NOAA ADNR USDI; 

I 

ADEC USDA ADFG 

II y y y y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Subsistence Restoration (93-.01,7) - Joe obtained an answer to the 
question of whether there was ;ove~rlap on this project. MMS 
incorporated the BIA project. ' It was the intent to take the 
joint MMS and ADF&G study and apply it to what they want to do. 
Pam asked what part of 93-017 nee~ds to come out. It sounds like 
some pieces of this study have already been done or are being 
done. Jerome stated that this is not duplicative. Byron had a 
comment on the hydrocarbon analysis and stated this study must 
adhere to Trustee Council QA/Q'C analytical criteria and samples 
must go to a qualified lab for' analysis. It would be easier if 
one of NOAA's qualified lab was funded directly as a sub-project 
rather than through a contract. Byron stated it would be fine if 
they went to Environmental Conservation Division (ECD) labs also. 
Pam stated we should talk t~ ~im about the perception of the 
community of switching horses.. Pam questioned if this change 
would affect overall costs. Byron stated it should not. Pam 
suggested adding that communities and villages should identify 
where geographic areas are and' prioritize them by problems. The 
vote is 6-0 "yes''· Art stated that if the public identifies and 
participates in the cleanup, this makes this package work. Byron 
suggested getting legal guidan'ce on the statement "some mitiga­
tion of lost subsistence use will be provided by making funds 
available to communities to.support travel to harvest areas away 
from oiled sites or to areas where resources have not been 
depleted". Dave recommended Changing "will'' to "may". Depending 
on the interpretation from the le~gal team, Art, Ken and Byron 
stated they might change th~ir votes. Dave stated based upon the 
legal advice received, the RT 'suggests removing "will" from the 
text and the budget. Pro: ~his project is time critical to 
identify the remaining subsistence injury and concerns. subsis­
tence resources su.ch as Harlequin Duck and Harbor Seals have been 
damaged and are at reduced le~els. The confidence level of the 
public is low. There conti~u~s to be concern that their subsis­
tence resources are contaminated. This study addresses those 
concerns and takes appropri~te steps to ensure that there is full 
participation. We need to'r~store confidence that subsistence 
resources are no longer being •ffected by the oil spill. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93018 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FAC-ORS 

Restoration Manaqement Actions 

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

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

indirect impacts.* 
7. Importance of starting the project within the1 next year.* 
8. Degree to which the proposed actiorl enhances the resource or service.* 
9. Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service.* 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 vows) LOW (~ 3 votes) - - ' . -

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion of in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

Voting Record: TOTAl YES VOTES: 6 

~ NOAA ADNR USDI 

I 

ADEC USDA ADFG 

II y y y y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Dolly VardenfCutthroat Trout (93-018) - Byr~n doesn't agree with 
Bob and doesn't think the normal- agency management argument holds 
water. Ken stated this is a policy call. Dave stated this is -
above and beyond normal agency responsibility and is in addition to 
the work already being done. The vote was 5 to 1; DOI "no". Pro: 
Without the information th•t this project provides, there is 
potential for additional inj~ry and it would be necessary to make 
some management decisions b~sed on injuries to Dolly Varden and 
cutthroat Trout. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



BOB SPIES REVIEW 

Bob gave the following comments on 6-0 and 5-l Restoration Team 
votes: 

93-018 - Bob is of the opinion that this is normal agency manage­
ment responsibility. Art asked \\rhy this one sticks out more than 
some of the pink salmon and others. Bob stated that this is 
relevant to other studies also. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93019 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degrbe of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human hea!th and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • I I 

6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 
indirect impacts. • 

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

RANK: _HIGH (5-6 votes)_ MEDIUM :(4 vote!s) X LOW (..$_ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: - There is a question o~er whE~ther we should have the results of the 
comprehensive subsistence study (#17): berore proceeding. r\ieed legal opinions on several 
questions relating to use of EVOS funds.: 1 )' Can EVOS monies fund any or all parts of this? 
2) Can commercial sale of oysters be used to :support cost recovery of subsistence oyster 
venture? 3) Can legal interpretation qf s~bsistence activities include commercial oyster 
ventures for their own sake? Pending amswers to legal questions, the RT will give guidance 
for further technical work including: 1) N.eed for peer review. 2) Need to develop new 
approach to reduce cost or else justify p~esent c:ost. 3) Need to be cost effective. 4) Need 
to know feasibility of project including op,erating structure. 4) Need to know how this project 
is justified in light of the mariculture activiti~s in the villages. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 2 

II 

NOAA ADNR USD' ADEC USDA ADFG 

II N y N N N y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Chugach Region Village Marictilture Project (93-019) - Dave 
suggested that each RT member read the legal team's comments on 
93-019 and 93-020. The vote .is 0-6 "no". Con: Based on legal 
opinion, injuri~s to Native ~cohomic well-beirig and self-suffi­
ciency are not injuries fo~ ~hi~h the natural resources trustees 
could seek damages; it is a private cause of action for which the 
Native Interests are seeking ~amages from Exxon. Use of joint 
trustee fund monies to restor~ ~uch injuries does not appear 
appropriate. · 

Note: The agreed upon justif;ication statements are highlighted. 



Last Name First Name 

920615294. 6 chenega Bay Replacement Subsistence Resource Project 
MA Fish and Shellfish c USDA 

Totemoff Philip 

3300 C Street Anchorage AK 

920615274. 1 Construction Of Chenega Bay Marine Service Center 
TS Service R ADNR 

920617313. 1 construction Of Chenega Marine Service Center, combined with 920615274.1 
TS Service C ADNR 

Trowbridge Charlie 

Division of Wildlife Conservation Cordova 

Fishery Biologist 

AK 

920615297.44 PWS Spot Shrimp Recovery Management Plan 
MA Fish and Shellfish R ADFG 

920615297.45 PWS Spot Shrimp Survey 
RM 

Unterberg. John 

HC04 Box 9026-C Palmer 

920605132. 1 Fort Richardson Pipeline. Same as 920615297.48 
ME Fish and Shellfish D 

Van Zee Bruce 

201 E. 9th Ave., Suite 206 Anchorage AK 

920615298. 4 PWS Large Format Photographic Book, combined with 920615298.25 
MA Education c USDA 

920615298. 5 PWS Family Of Brochures, combined with 920615298.25 
MA Education c USDA 

920615298. 6 PWS Family Of Video Programs, combined with 920615298.25 
MA Education c USDA 

920615298. 7 PBS Program On PWS, combined with 920615298.25 
MA Education c USDA 

c· 
Date Prin\ ;09/11/92 

Chenega Bay I.R.A. Council 

ADF&G 

None 

USDA-Forest Service 



PROJECT NUMBER 93020 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the project into categcries of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. · 

1. The effects of any other actual or pl~nn~d restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree ~f recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of th~ proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting fr9m proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project wi~hin: the next year.* 
8. Degree to which the proposed action, en1;1ances the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed action! benefits more than one resource or service. • 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993' Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1 ~93 Work Plan. 

Comments: . . 
- Limit to conceptual pre-design feasibility study. 
- Develop site character sites and candidate 'sites. 
- Identify potential species, production g6al per :species. 
-Cost should not exceed $50,000. 
- Facility should primarily focus on production. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 4 

I NOAA ADNR USDI! 

I 

ADEC USDA ADFG I y N N y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Bivalve Shellfish Hatchery and Research center (93-020) - Jerome 
stated there is potential matching money. Pam stated this would 
be a legal issue. Jerome staited that wording would have to be 
written that the facility wil:l restore damaged shellfish and if 
it is later used for commercial:purposes, it would require 
purchase. The vote is 3_;3; ~orest Service, DOI and DNR voted 
"no". Pro: The project would provide direct restoration to 
damaged shellfish resources. This information is needed to 
determine if transplanting sh~lifish is a viable potential 
restoration option. This is; a,food source for many of the 
injured resources. con: This, project is not time critical. We 
do not know the extent and level of contamination in shellfish 
beds. We do not know if they will repopulate naturally. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93021 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Marlipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when a:pplying best professional judgement to evaluate these -
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

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

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

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 vo1tes) LOW (.5,. 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

I • 

\__.-/ ..X.. Not recommended for inclusion in '1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- USFWS would not provide permits to transplant chicks. 

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

- Research project proposed by Podolsky. 

*- Major long-term commitment: wait ~or Restoration Plan. 

·Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTE 0 

·• · ·/~":.:.~·:· :, ;~ ·-<.N:oA·A .:.::-... ': .':· .~QNf:( :-.~·:: · .. : .. : :l)so! ~::: ..... ; .: .. A~gc ::, ... < -·~;·. ·u$.~A .:-:_·:.<..:' .. ~ •. ADf~ . :-.. :,:·/·.~·-... ~ .. 

... ~/ _;··:.· :--:_:;· .. ::._ .... _i.·:~ .. ;.~; J·. ·. :· .. :··-- .. <= -:··. ·_N····;':'/: ...... ~.:. ::··=_:,~:".'<_?· ·~-: _:.· ... ::··:·':~i'.J::: -~: :_,· ::' :::· .... /· .... -~.{ ·::~:_, •. · ~: .. --·.;·;~_:·.< .~.:: -~:._::-.~· !.::-·.··::. ::··:~<: :: 
· ,.·.··:: .· · ·.·: ..... ,. •. Restor:atioA:~r.atp'ew'9rk .:1-s~-2. :.pp·:43~J4.·-:-.·.·~ · •... · .. ~ .. ,, ... · · .:. ·. :: ·: · · -~·· .. ·::.: .... , '·· ... . '.:.·i·.·:.· ·.. · ..• • ., ··• · ·. ,·., 

.f :;:. •) , : ~; /~~~~~~~~/~!•\' ~~'£'i·i•;>·: i ;i ·;: \{;cyo';}:i: [~i:;: i·\~::;: {,::;. > ~~-' • : ?·:~:<,:;~ : · :o~ ,'; ~:.:i;~ ~ {i,; < ~/ :; 



Restoration Team Discussion ~/28 - 9/2/92 

Bird/Chick Restoration (93-02'1) ·.- ~rhis project was not tfine criti­
cal. Permits would not be issued. con: This is a major long-term -
commitment and should wait for the Restoration Plan. The Restora­
tion Team does not recommend this for inclusion in the plan. The 
vote is 0-6. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93022 

1993 PROJECiT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 
I 

These factors will be considered when a~plying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the'project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any -other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree 6f re1covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health a1nd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the pr<:>posed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting fr.om proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project withil') thE! next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed actio~ be:nefits more than one resource or service. • 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1i993 Work Plan. 

'"-.._./ Comments: 

( i 
\.._-;' 

- Pilot feasibility study. 
-Very experimental, technically feasible~ but a little too much money. 
- RFP might be most appropriate (Fry) (2i names were given- Podolski & ?). 
- Direct restoration project for murres. 
- Put dummy egg part into objectives (nc:>t consistent throughout write-up). 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VO:T'ES 6 · 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA 

y y y y y 
' 

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43;44, 
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Murres: Enhancing Productivity and Monitoring Recovery (93-
022) (93-049) - The vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: There are very 
limited techniques which can be :used to attempt to restore 
injuries to murres. This project :i.s evaluating the feasibility 
of enhancing the productivity'by u~ling decoys, dummy eggs, and 
recordings of murre calls to help improve breeding success. This 
would be considered time critical because the breeding behavior 
is pres,ently unsuccessful due to loss of breeding synchronicity. 
Joe asked that the title be shor;tened for input into the data­
base. The title is changed a9 f'ollows: Feasibility of Enhancing 
Murre Productivity and Limited Recovery Monitoring. 

Note: The agreed upon justificatictn statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93024 

1993 PROJECT E1VAL.UATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions.* 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of re!covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health atnd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the prbpo:sed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • ' 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project wi~hin thE! next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action enhances the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service. • 

RANK: X HIGH {5-6 votes) MEDIUM {4 vott3S) LOW (..$.. 3 votes) 
- - I -

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 11993 Work Plan. 

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

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES! 5 

~ NOAA ADNR USDii 

I 
ADEC USDA ADFG I y y N y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Coghill Lake (93-024) -The vote,was 5-l; DOI voted "no". ·pro: Re­
placement action for injured ,r~sources. Replacement activity is _ 
time critical because of seve~ely 1Clepressed stock. 

Note: The agreed upon justif.icatit::>n statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93025 

' ' 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

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

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

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action:, entJances the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed action benefits more than one resource or service. • 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work !Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Replacement Action. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES: 5 

II 
NOAA ADNR 

I 

USDI 

I 

ADEC USDA ADFG 

II 
y y N y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussio~ 8/28 - 9/2/92 

' --

Montague Island Chum Salmon R:estor.ation (93-025) - The vote was 5-
1; DOI voted no. Pro: Replacement of injured resources. This is -
consistent with the assumption of some limited direct restoration 
programs to be implemented. 'l:'he RT expects the Restoration Plan to 
identify this as an action to be implemented. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93026 
' ' 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions.* 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degrE;~e qf recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human Health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting fr9m proposed actions, including long-term and 

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

RANK: _HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votE!S) _LOW(~ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 199:3 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

-Need to do NEPA documents. 
- Does existing facility producing results ,outlined in this proposal (Hilbourn). 
- Agency will pick-up out-year costs afte~ construction (Montague). 
- Replacement Action. 
- Spies -- wants Peer Review of flies project (independent of agency people). Will not give 
recommendation for or against it until review. 
- 1) Vote contingent upon Peer Review. 
- 2) Phased approach with NEPA document first. 
- 3) Meeting # 1 & #2 then this is the project. 

Votina Record· . TOTAL YES VOTES 4 

i NOAA 

I 
ADNR 

I 
USDI 

I N y N 
' * Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-:44. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93026 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when applyiljg best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the project into catego-ries of "high", "medium" and _ 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned n~storation actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human ~eal~h and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the pr<:>posed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness.* · 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts.* 
7. Importance of starting the project withinthe next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action: enhanc:es the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed action: benefits more than one resource or service.* 

RANK: _HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 votes)_ LOW (..s_ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993: Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 W<>rk Plan. 

G Comments: 

! I 

\_/ 

- Need to do NEPA documents. 
- Does existing facility producing results outlined in this proposal (Hilbourn). 
- Agency will pick-up out-year costs after construction (Montague). 
- Replacement Action. 
- Spies -- wants Peer Review of flies proj~ct (indlependent of agency people). Will not give 
recommendation for or against it until re\{iew. 
- 1 ) Vote contingent upon Peer Review. 
- 2) Phased approach with NEPA docume,nt first. 
- 3) Meeting #1 & #2 then this is the project. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 4 

i NOAA ADNR USDJ• 

I 

ADEC USDA ADFG i N y N y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion ~/28 - 9/2/92 

Fort Richardson Hatchery Wat.er Pipeline (93-026) - This project 
proposes conducting a workshiop,with peer reviewers and doing the 
NEPA analysis only. Operatfon and maintenance costs for 1994-on 
were considered. Jerome state~ there needs to be analysis of 
what the ecological damage i

1

s.' Ken asked whether hatchery 
development is an appropria~e restoration tool without a restora­
tion plan being in place. Joe'stated the issues are if there 
were no risks, would you warit to do this project, or you want to 
do this project, but want.tq analyze the risks. If they are 
acceptable, you go ahead. ~yron stated having NEPA review would 
provide better informatio:n on whether this project should go 
forward. Pam stated the RT should vote on the merits of whether 
the project should go forwa~d and not the NEPA analysis. Mark 
stated the synthesis meetin~ will provide an opportunity to 
address future issues and is: imperative to go forward. Ken 
proposed going forward with ~hts project, pending the synthesis 
meeting. Art stated the 19~3 EIS should be made available to the 
peer reviewers prior to the syhthesis meeting. Jerome stated the 
project was based on legal opihion. Byron suggested voting on 
the full project and then NEPA. Dave stated the first step of 
the project is NEPA analysis. ;Ken stated if he votes "yes'', it 
needs to go forward with NE~A analysis. Pam asked is this 
project worth Trustee Council bonsideration. Art stated he would 
have to vote on the concept before voting on the elements. The 
vote on concept is 4-2. Th• vote on NEPA analysis, contingent 
upon the synthesis meeting ~his fall, is 3-3. Dave proposed 
voting on the entire project, hnd a synthesis meeting will be 
held this fall to determine the merits of the issue of wild vs. 
hatchery stock. The vote is ,3-3. Con: The percent contribution 
attributable to the Exxon•Valdez oil spill is uncertain. There 
are contributions which can't :be attributed to the oil spill. 
Only a third can be attrillut.edi to the oil spill. The problem in 
1989 was due to a management d~cision by ADF&G and taking no 
other action that would hav$ mitigated the overescapement. Pro: 
This project is absolutely ~ss~ntial. Damages will preclude a 
sport fishery in 1994 and 1995' on sockeye salmon on the Kenai. 
This would mitigate closure iof the fishery. Production of fish 
is very cost effective. 

Note: The agreed upon justifibation statements are highlighted. 



I 

u 

Bob provided comment on the following projects: 

93-026 (Fort Richardson Pipeline) - Fish and Game is complaining 
about wild stock. A clear evaluat.ion needs ~o be carried out. He 
is not entirely against this project; howeve=, there is not enough 
information. Jerome asked if Bob and the peer reviewers need more 
time for digesting informati,on~ Bob stated there has to be some 
evaluation of the effects th~ hatchery would have on fish popula­
tions, and he cannot recommend ~he project as proposed without some 
planning evaluation. This may or may not be occurring outside the 
EIS process. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93028 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Maniipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rankithe project into categories of "high", "medium" and _ 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of n!covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health cmd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of th~ proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

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

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1998 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 199.3 Work Plan. 

"'-/ Comments: 

- Replacement of oiled wetlands. 

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

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTE~ 5 . 

NOAA ADNR usD'I ADEC USDA ADFG I y y N y y y 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Wetlands Replacement (93-028) - Pro: This is the feasibiliiy aspect 
of direct replacement for oilec1 wetlands which the Restoration Team -
feels will surface through the Restoration Plan. Vote is 5-l; DOI 
voted "no". 

Note: The agreed upon justificaticm statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93029 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

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

I 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degr~e of reiCOVery .• 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 

I ' 5. Cost effectiveness. • . 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions. including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • . , 
7. Importance of starting the project wi'1thin thEl next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action en,hances the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed actio'l be.nefits more than one resource or service. • 

RANK: _ HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 vot1es) _ LOW (~ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1i99? Work Plan. 

U Comments: 

- 2,500 total acres in PWS that have been c;ut in the 1970's. 
- Benefit is long-range. 
- $400/acre to thin. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 4 

I NOAA ADNR USDI
1 

I 
ADEC USDA ADFG 

II y y N y y N 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Second Growth Management (93-029) - Pro: Before the work on second 
growth is done, the habitcl.t ,ne4ads to be linked to the injured _ 
resource and clear demons~ration of a restoration endpoint for 
resources. This project fits the assumption that something can be 
done now. Vote was 5-l; DOI voted "no". 

Note: The agreed upon just'ifica·tion statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93030 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

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

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

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

RANK: _HIGH (5-6 votes) X MEDIUM (4 vott3S) _LOW (~ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Worl< Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in ·1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

-Contingent upon escapement of 150,000 fish in 1992 if get 150,000 fish, will not do study. 
-Get results of fish escapement by 8/93. By this time, about 50% of project costs will be 
expended. 
- Continuation of R-113. 
-Peer Reviewer (Ray Hilbourn) verify m,ethod of enhancing sockeye fry through discussions 
with ADF&G to determine if we should do~ this project. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 5 

II 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

II y y N y y y 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93030 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

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

1 . The effects of any other actual or planned 1restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of mcovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human he~lth 1md safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the propo1sed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • ' 
6. Potential for additional injury resultil")g from proposed actions, including long-term and 

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

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - . - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 199,3 Work Plan. 

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

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES 5 
I 

NOAA ADNR USDI 

y y N 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/2a - 9/2/92 

Red Lake Restoration (93-03Q) ,- Pro: This is contingent upon a 
sockeye synthesis . meeting :brfng.i.ng experts together and upon 
escapement counts in 1993. ~he vote is 5-l; DOI voted "no." 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



STATE OF ALASKA 
DEPARTMENT OF FlSH AND GAME 

Umnology Section 
34828 Kalifornsky Beach 
Road, Suite B 

r DIVISION OF FISHERIES REHABILITA110l:L. 

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

~I • 

ENHANCEMENT & DEVELOPMENT rF.R.E.D.) 

To: Bob Spies FAX 51 G-373-7834 
Ray Hilborn FAX 206-545-7471 

cc: Lorne WhHe 
Joe Sullivan 

From:Dana Schmidt 
Principal Umnologist 
FRED Division, ADF&G 
Soldotna, AK 

Date: August 27, 1992 

Subject: Red Lake Restoration 

I have been asked by Joe Sullivan to provide you with a description of the 
procedures FRED division normally us~s for Lake Stocking for systems that 

1 .. have deficient numbers of spawners. "]Jlis prc)cess has not been Identified In the 
L-; Red Lake Restoration project (93030) which l~i under consideration. 

I 
I • 

\_____-./ 

Because the lake in question has been subjected to large escapements with 
subsequent poor production of smolt, I~ Is ·likely that the food resources of the 
lake were adversely Impacted. It Is ess~ntialthat these be evaluated and that If 
juvenile stocking were to occur, the level of stocking be based on available 
rearing potential of the lake wh.ich Is present c:tt the time the fish are added. 
Normally, FRED division undergoes thr~e years of water chemistry and sampling 
of the zooplankton community of lakes to be enhanced. Based on models 
developed from multiple lakes In Alaska,, a stocking rate is recommended for 
juvenile sockeye. Data used in making this determination include biomass of 
zooplankton Including seasonal trends, ~upho'tic volume of the lake, 
length/weight of fall rearing fry in the lake, and smolt agejsize from previous 
years. Under the damage assessment project,, a time series beginning In 1990 
provides for zooplankton data and their seasonal and interannual changes. 

Prior to the egg take and also prior to stocking, the historical data set will be 
used to determine the recommended fry carrying capacity of the lake. An 
estimate of natural stocking from the es~apement will be completed and these 
numbers subtracted from the hatchery based stocking level. These procedures 
will Insure the· carrying capacity of the zooplankton community will not be 



overtaxed by the fry stocking process. Survival of thermally ~arked animals 
will be used to evaluate the effectiveness' of the stocking program, H stocking 
does occur. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93031 

1993 PROJEGT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when appl~ing best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rankithe project into categories of "high", "medium" and -
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or pl:anned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions. including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project withilil tht~ next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed actiom enhances the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed actiom benefits more than one resource or service. • 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - ' - -
' 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 
-Proceed with hatchery modification ne~essary in advance of proposed 1993 take. Continued 
funding for the 1993 egg take is conting

1

1

ent 1

, upon insufficient 1993 smolt at migration to be 
reviewed by Chief Scientist and Restoration Team. ADF&G to cost out hatchery 
modifications. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOJ'E~ 5 

I NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG I y y N y y y 

• Restoration Framework. 1992. pp 43~44 . 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Sockeye Salmon (93-031) - Dave ,as}ced if this is a third party 
litigation issue. The RT statsd "no". The vote is 5-l "yes"; 
DOl voted "no". This project fs mitigation not compensation. 
Pro: This project is cost effeqtive and will be used to restore 
injured resources. 1~93 work is contingent upon insufficient 
smelt out migration. 

Note: The agreed upon justification stateme::1ts are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93032 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank ~he 1,pro}ect into categories of "high", "medium" and -
"low" priority. · 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned r1estoration actions. • 
I I 

2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human ~eal'th and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actio,'1s, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • ' 
7. Importance of starting the project within the· next year. • 
8. Degree to which the proposed action, enhances the resource or service. • 
9. Degree to which the proposed action:: berefits more than one resource or service. • 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM; (4 votE~s) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - ·, - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

~/ Comments: •. 
- Describe matching elements. These pinks are primarily up stream spawning and so should 
use the fish pass. Chances are excellent that filsh planting will not be necessary. 
- A site-specific analysis is required to meet ';NEF'A compliance requirements. 

Voting R~cord: TOTAL YES VOTES: 5 

II 

NOAA ADNR USDI
1 

I 
ADEC USDA ADFG ~ y y N y y y 

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44.' 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Pink and Cold creek (93-032) - The vote is 5-l; DOI voted "no". 
Pro: This project is part of the limited implementation package and _ 
is expected to be included in the Restoration Plan. It is cost 
effective and does not requir• longr-term commitment of resources. 

Note: The agreed upon justificatic::m statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93033 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restbration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these -
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the pre>ject into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or p!anned restoration acti,ons. * 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery.* 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health and safety.* 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the propc1sed actions to the expected benefits.* 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulti111g from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • ' 
7. Importance of starting the project w,ithin the next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injyry to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 199'3 Work Plan. 

Comments: - Under $500,000 (93051 Reep as is). 
- Concentrate more on broods than nest;s outside PWS. 
- Increase $ on blood chemistry (perhap~ 20K) (Fry). 
- A few broods found on periphery of oil, spill area 
* Population surveys or status work (objective #1) remove. 
-Add radio telemetry. 
• Eliminate nest boxes work. 
- 8 nest sites in PWS. 
* Reduce boat costs. 
-Ground truthing of Harlequin portion of S3051 should be here. 93051 purely office exercise. 
Overlap of 93033 with 93051 eliminate;this. 
Focus: - No oiled mussel beds connection. 
- Increase work on blood chemistry (201<). 
- Do more fecal samples to verify use of ':mussels. 
- Use local PWS. residents to capture live birds in winter, put on radios and collect fecal 
samples. ' 
Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTE§ (VotE! taken on concept. Budget to be reviewed 

when revised.) 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC 

I 
USDA 

I 
ADFG 

I y y y y y y 

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43·;~4 .. 
* • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
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Restoration Team Discussion ~/28 - 9/2/92 

Harlequin Duck Restoration (9i3-033 A,B,C) - Art asked if elevated -
blood perimeters can be attributed to the oil. Byron stated you 
would have to look at controi areas. Option A addresses current 
reproductive failure outside fW~. Option B addresses reproduc­
tive failure on the Kenai and Afognak. Option C addresses 
reproductive failure on the Alaska Peninsula. Dave asked if this 
project has changed. Ken sta~ed this should be a continuation 
project. Should Harlequin Ducks be studied? The vote is 6-0 
"yes''· Byron stated Option A; i~ responsive to our direction. 
Jerome stated that western PWS ~hould be dropped and subtracted. 
The budgets need to be very closely scrutinized. The vote is: 
Option A - 6-0 "yes"; Option B ; 1·-5 "no"; Option C - no support. 
33A Pro: This will help establ$sh the linkage between Harlequin 
productive failure and contin~ed hydrocarbon contamination and 
will provide habitat nesting ch~rac:teristics outside of PWS. 
Both of which are important c9m~onE~nts for any habitat acquisi­
tion efforts relative to the ~p~cies. Pam stated that she would 
like to see habitat characteriz~tion done on the Kenai coast. 
Pam asked if there will be so~e :savings on Afognak because of all 
the work being done there. Jer~rne stated the question is how big 
an area is the reproductive f~ilure occurring in. Ken asked do 
we need to know if reproductive ifailure is occurring on the outer 
Kenai coast to affect restoration. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93034 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 
' 

Restoration Monitoring 

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

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

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within thE~ next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injl!ry 'o the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - ' ' - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

' 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 
- Cliff nesters. 
-Eliminate objectives #2, #4 & #3. 
- Statistics on populations bad - impossible to determine population but definitely injury to 
birds. 
Focus: 
-Do objectives #1 but add paper search using boat survey data to predict colony location and 
little ground truthing. ' 
-Pigeon guillemot habitat is on cliffs (seconqary effect not direct effect). 
- Greatly reduce costs ( $1 00,000 + redt.Jction). 
- Forage fish study necessary for objectiye #3 but forage fish study not going forward. 
Combine: 
- 1) 1 month pigeon guillemot work, the,:t 
- 2) Boat surveys (if approved to go for~ard). 

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

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC 

I 
USDA 

I 
ADFG 

I y y y y y y 

• RestoratiOn Framework, 1992, pp 43~44. 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resol!Jrces Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/ZS - 9/2/92 

Pigeon Guillemot Colony Survey (93-034) - Art stated he has a 
problem with defining the restorat.ion endpoint for this species. 
Ken stated it is habitat pro~ection but may not be acquisition. 
Art asked if another set of ciomments will be received from Fry. 
Dave stated that Bob will get further comment from Fry. Mark 
stated Fry appears to be com~enting on a previous version. Ken 
stated that past notes indic~te a paper exercise was approved. 
This project contains only O~jective 1 (survey). Art agreed with 
Jerome and stated that without a clear restoration endpoint, 
there is no point in doing a isurvey. Dave stated that he sees a 
restoration endpoint. Ken stated based on today's information, 
we are continuing some studiss but we are willing to stop others. 
Art asked why this survey co~ld not be folded in with the boat 
surveys. Dave stated the rea~on these can't be combined is 
because of the late start. The vote is 4-2; DNR and ADF&G voted 
"no". Pro: Each year we keep! saying we need to do something. We 
feel it is important to do ad~itional work in 1992. We have not 
collected information on this

1

! species to make informed decisions 
on what habitat protection me~sures need to be taken to help the 
species recover. The majority of activity is near the intertidal 
zone. The subtle affects nee~ to be understood to effectively 
manage the activities in that zone. It would help to identify 
marine habitat. con: Traditibnal activities probably don't 
represent a threat. Existing: regulations and management will 
probably protect them from an~ potential threat. It is not a 
high priority. Mark stated w~ need to look at this species to 
see if anything besides habitat protection can be done. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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BOB SPIES REVIEW 

Bob gave the following comments on 6-0 and 5-l Restoration Team 
votes: 

93-034 - Bob stated Mike Fry: recommended against this because it 
provides very little for r~storation and getting a handle on 
recovery. This project include$ speculative techniques Ken stated 
that three objectives were eliminated and there was a $90,000 
reduction. Bob will ensure that t.his gets revisited by Fry. 

i . 



To: Dave Gibbons Date: Sept.8, 1992 
Acting Administrative Director 

Fr~Rutherford 
Restoration Team Member/ DNR 

Subject: EVOS 1993 Proposed Projects 

Upon returning to work folloWing nny leave of 8/31 - 9/04 
reviewed the voting record of my alternate on the Restoration Team, 
Mr. Art Weiner. I am satisfied witl~ his approach on all but four 
projects. In each of these instance~s he had some specific concerns 
that led him to vote no, resulting in their not being included in the 
Restoration Teams· recommended package. 

Following further conversations with the Chief Scientist and either 
the specific projects' program manager or other staff from the 
applicable agency involved in the project, I feel that the misgivings 
Art had concerning the technical merits of the projects and/or a 
desire to see an agency involved in cost sharing these projects can 
be addressed adequately during the development and review of the 
detailed study plans. Additionally, concerning project -=-93-034 
(Pigeon Guillemont colony survey), there is recent clarification that 
there is a greater opportunity for habitat protection than was 
previously understood. 

Therefore, because these projects are in my opinion important 
elements of the 1993 Restoration package, I am changing DNR's vote 
on the following projects so they can go forward as part of the 
Restoration Teams· recommehded package to the Trustee Counci 1: 

93-004/93-013 Pink Salmon documentation, enumeration, 
preservation of genetically di,screte wild populations in PWS; 

93-012 Kenai River sockeye: genetic stock identification 

93-015 Kenai River sockeye: salmon restoration; 

93-034 Pigeon Guillemont colony surv~y. 
. . 

,c__) : ';,: .•. : .. v~~r-';~~;s~~~c~ ;~.· ap ~~ ec) a~~·et: : .. ;;: ... : ~-' · .. ~>< . :::; y ·,::-: ; : .. ;" .. : \ . . : ; . : ·.: : : 



PROJECT NUMBER 93035 

1993 PROJECT EVAlUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when aJ!)plying best professional judgement to evaluate these -
projects. The purpose is to simply rank!the' project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
•low• priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned r·estoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of th~ p~oposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project within tht~ next year. • 
B. There is reason to believe that the injllry to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

the rate, and extent, and/or mechani$ms are not yet understood. • • 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1,993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Continuation of R-1 03C work. 
- Foraging of oiled vs. non-oiled sites ful')ded in 1989, 1991 & 192 -- no results evident to-
date. ' 

Objectives: 
-Eliminate #1 & #3. 
-Do objectives #2 pending results from 1'.992 field work. Very close coordination is need din 
mussel bed study. 
• Short study, do fecal samples, band chi.cks and look for last year's banded chicks at 3 sites 

·(reduced scope). 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES': 6 

ADEC USDA ADFG 

y y y 

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-;44., 
• * The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resource:S Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, :p.1, (paraphrased). 
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Restoration Team Discussion ~/28 - 9/2/92 

Black Oystercatchers (93-035~ 7 Dave stated the budget w~s not 
reduced very much. Objectiv~ ~ is being done. If there is no 
evidence of continuing injur~, ,it won't be done. This is pending -
results of 1992. The vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: It is important to 
determine if you have persis:tent 1::>ilinq conci tions in mussel beds 
which are an important food ~t~m for this species. It is a 
surrogate for the Harlequi·n puc;:ks~ The results can be extrapo­
lated. for other species that' use 11;he mussels. It is an indica­
tion of transfer to hiqhei l~v-1 feeders. 

Note: The agreed upon justifiqation statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93036 

1993 PROJEC7r EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoratibn Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applyihg best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the 'project into categories of "high", "medium" and -
"low" priority. 

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

indirect impacts.* · 
7. Importance of starting the project within! the next year.* 
8. There is reason to believe that the inju~y t~ thl~ resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) _MEDIUM (4 votes)_ LOW (..s_ 3 votes) 

..X.. Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Project complements 93038 - monitoriqg c.omponent of cleaned oiled mussels. 
-Do not have to do multi-year monitoring, 'wo,uld need to monitor cleaned sites and set asides 
for several years. ~ 
- Don't include oyster catchers and Harlequi~ ducks as benefiting (Byron). 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 6 

ADEC USDA ADFG 

II y y y 

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. • 
• * The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p.1 ';<paraphrased). 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Oiled Mussel Beds (93-036) - Art questioned if the budget for 
equipment is in line (another computer). The vote is 6-0 "yes". 
Pro: We still have persistent c',ontamination of oiled mussel beds 
as evidenced from 1992 field.work. Substantial recovery is not 
as far along as we would like it to be. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93037 & 93055 

1993 PROJECT EVAlUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when appl~ing best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank :the project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or pl¢1nned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of rEICOVery .• 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health c:md safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the p~oposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness.* 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting f~om proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts.* · · 
7. Importance of starting the project wi_thin thE~ next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

- I ' 

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

RANK: HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) X LOW(~ 3 votes) - - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 W.ork Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- NRDA Studies. 
- No link to restoration. 
-Work on non-oiled sites, comparing variability between control sites. 
- Seems late to be doing work. 
- Injury to intertidal area is pretty clear but if not then varied approach. 

Voting Record: 

I NOAA 

N 

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44., 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resource~ Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p.1 :,(paraphrased). 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Intertidal and Subtidal co~u~ities (93-037 and 93-055) - Byron 
stated the lawyers addressed this study in their letter and 
didn't think it should be done btacause of the methods used to 
date are valid. This project ~pptaars to question the validity of 
the methods used to determine 1 oiled and controlled sites in our 
damage assessment studies. i The validity of these methods was 
tested before they were implemented; it doesn't seem wise to 
revisit this issue. The vote is 0-6 "no". Con: There is no link 
to restoration. It seems to be litigation driven. 

Note: The agreed upon justifica1cion statements are highlighted. 
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PROJE~T NUMBER 93038 Lead.93023 & 93027 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Te:Chnical Suo0ort 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank: th~ project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degtee of r1ecovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human ihealth and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the propc1sed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • ' ·. 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project w:ithin the next year. • 
8. The project provides essential support to re~storation, monitoring, and/or damage 

assessment projects. 

RANK: ..X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIU~ (4 votes) _ LOW ~ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 199;3 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Do a phased study: 1) survey, then take to RT, 2) clean up as appropriate. 
-Inclusion of cleaning oiled mussel bed~ $1',50,000 with specific objectives for work. 
-Total cost now about $482,000 ($332,000 + $150,000). 
-Explain sequence (phases) of events (i.e., bt survey, 2nd results of mussel bed study & 3rd 
clean mussel beds). 
- Include all Trustees in Shoreline Survey. 
-40 beach segments survey (estimate for 1993 survey), this is a subset of FINSAP and also 
includes oiled mussel beds & private 10 sites. 
- 30 - 40 mussel bed sites can be cleaned for $150,000. 
- Rewrite study to include comments. 
- Fit oiled mussel bed study (#036) with, this project. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VO:J"ES 6 

I 
NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

y y y y y y 

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43.:44, 
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Restoration Team Discussion S/~8 - 9/2/92 

Shoreline Assessment (93-038) (93-023)(93-027) -Mark stated his 
Trustee Council member stated the level of treatment work needs 
to be determined before funding is requested. Sandor is commit­
ted to shoreline assessment but d()es not want to presuppose the 
need for treatment. This allows putting contracts in place and 
expanding them later. Art sta~ed a lot of the cleanup can be 
done manually. The vote is 6-CI "yes". Pro: The project will 
assess shorelines to determihe ,the extent of remaining hydrocar­
bons and the need for additibn~l treatment. Funds would only be 
spent if necessary. Treatme~t of oiled shorelines, where neces­
sary, will hasten recovery of ~njured resources and services and 
the services they provide. 1 

Note: The agreed upon justifidation statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93039 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Manipulation and/or Enhancement 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the prc1ject into categories of "high", "medium" and _ 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned 1restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of n~covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health ;md safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of th'e proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

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

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 
- Fucus recovery slowest in upper intertidal. 
- Testing seeded fabric to understand propagc~tion process, not as restoration activity is 
appropriate. 
- Doesn't make sense to use fabric on ecological scale, may be useful locally as a restoration 
activity. 
- We don't want to get into fucas hatchery project. 
-Delete last sentence on Objective 5. 
- Objective 4 added to original proposal by RT. No field component. 
-Delete UAF as cooperating agency. 
- Form 2A needs to show out year costs for final report. 
- CH 1 A will provide objective 4 informa'~ion therefore delete from this project. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES 6 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

y y y y y y 

\_) • Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43~44. 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Intertidal Communities (93-039') -· This is a combination-coastal 
habitat project. Jerome stated it appears all the changes were 
dealt with. Art questioned.if Objective 4 was dropped. Dave 
stated this is a different G>bject:ive 4 and the old one was 
removed. Art stated there appears to be a lot of in-state 
travel. Dave stated that this'. is; not unusual. Art questioned 
the use of a charter boat as opposed to a barge. Dave stated 
that the cost may be about the same because the price of the 
barge was reduced. Art sugges:ted having a bid for this service 
to obtain the best cost. Mark st:ated the Financial Committee may 
need to review the contractual it:ems. The vote is 6-0 "yes". 
Pro: The intertidal area is th,e ntost severely damaged habitat 
from the spill for habitat typ,es. Injury to the upper intertidal 
appears to be continuing and i.ts recovery is slow in many oiled 
areas. 

Note: The agreed upon justificat~ion statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93040 & 93054 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
I ' -

projects. The purpose is to simply rank ',the project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. ' '. 

1. The effects of any other actual or plan11ed restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of rE!COvery .• 
3. Potential adverse effects on human hea,th cmd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the p11oposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions. including long-term and 

indirect impacts.* , 
7. Importance of starting the project withiril the next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanism~. are not yet understood. • • 

RANK: HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUN1 (4 vo1tes) X LOW ( < 3 votes) - - : - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

I 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1':993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Delete non-agency organizations from cooperating agencies. 
- Project has value but duplicates other studies, this project started outside NRDA process 
(Spies). Project looks at treatment typesion 'recovery rates. Project is receiving funding from 
other sources. . . 
- Endpoint in information that helps dete'rmihe type and cleanup in future spills. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES! 1 
' ' 

ADEC USDA ADFG 

N N N 
* Restoration Framework, 1992. pp 43-'44. 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, val. 1, 1p. 1, (paraphrased). 
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Restoration Team Discussion $/26 - 9/2/92 

Long-term Ecological Recovery (93-·040) (93-054) - This is -the HAZ­
MAT proposal. Byron stated thi~ ~'as proposed as a cost share 
program; however, there is nd funding beyond 1992. Byron stated 
that he had asked Bob for some input on HAZ-MAT but he has not 
heard from him yet. Art stated this would be very appropriate to 
fund under the civil restitution funds because of the language. 
The vote is 1-5 11 no 11 • Byron vot~d yes. Con: This project seems 
more appropriate to be funded under the restitution budget. It 
appears that this should be loo~ed at in terms of an overall 
long-term monitoring program .developed as Project 41, which is 
the appropriate place for it. this is not time critical for 
1992. Any appropriate pieces could be picked up when the Resto­
ration Plari is in place. Byron, stated there was additional 
injury from cleanup and the tec6very should be monitored. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93041 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

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

1 . The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of mcovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health cmd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the propo·sed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within th13 next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1 993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Coordinate with existing monitoring prbgrams (i.e., RCACl. 
-NRC report on monitoring be used as guide (Boesch) (also*EPA look at guidance program 
examples of programs). 
-What are the bounds of monitoring (magnitudl3 of effort) (Boesch). 
- Have contractor prepare detailed strawman for use at the workshop. Challenge people to 
improve document "response to a model" rather than develop. (Applicable to phase II) 
-How does the $60,000 allocated to RPWG in 1992 fit into this budget? 
- Eliminate phase 3 discussion since phase 2 will define this. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES 6 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC 

I 

USDA 

I 

ADFG 

y y y y y y 

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43,44; 
I 

** The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resowrces D.amage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
I 0 the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, 

1
p.1 (paraphrased). 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Restoration Monitoring (93-041) - This project focuses-on a 
technical plan for monitoriag. Phase I was funded by carryover 
money from EPA. Dave asked.if EPA would ask for reimbursement. 
Ken suggested footnoting in.section 2A or 2B that this was EPA 
money given to the agency. •Art also questioned if another 
computer is necessary. Dave stat:ed this was presented as Phase I 
to be funded by the $60,000:on hand and Phase II needs to be 
funded. The vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: This planning needs to be 
conducted to develop the monitoring component of the Restoration 
Plan for next year and is tim& critical. It also defines the 
schedule for monitoring in the future. Dave questioned if the 
money should be double counted under RPWG. Mark stated we have 
approved money so it goes iri the approved column. Mark stated 
the remaining money has beeri obtained from the court and we have 
approval to spend it. 

Note: The agreed upon justificat.ion statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93042 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

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

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

indirect impacts.'* 
7. Importance of starting the project within the· next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 
- NOAA present more than link to injury in write-up to stress restoration/enhancement. 
-Work being conducted in 1992 on Killer Whales by private citizen. 
- Killer Whales were injured by link to oil is questionable. We cannot say if they were injured 
or not by oil. 
-Spies questions link to injury due to oil. ' 
-Why doesn't the agency monitor whales on their own funding? (Fry) 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTESi 6 

~~~~-----~N~oy_A_A _____ ~ ______ A_~_N_R _____ ~ ______ u_:_D_I~·--·+1---A-D_:_c _____ -+ _____ -u_s_:_A _____ -1~-A_D_:_G _____ _,i 
• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. 
• * The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p.1 (paraphrased). 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Killer Whales (93-042) - Da~e requested that RT members read the 
attorney comments which stated. the basic question still remains 
whether we are able to link the missing whales to the spill, and 
these missing whales do not appear to meet the definition of 
injury as proposed in the Restoration Framework Document. Spies 
maintained there is no link ito injury. The vote is 4-2; DNR and 
DOI voted "no". Con: The Chief Scientist does not believe there 
is a link to injury. While 'th~re is demonstrated injury to 
killer whales, there is no def~nitive link to injury according to 
the Chief Scientist. Injury to killer whales does not meet the 
definition of injury in the ~Restoration Framework. Pro: Despite 
the lack of a definitive lirik to injury, the project is justified 
in terms of enhancement. it is important to understand what 
recovery is occurring to the those pods that suffered a loss 
during the time of the oil ~pill. Because of the importance of 
the killer whale population :to the people in the spill area, we 
need to monitor the recovery of this species even though the link 
to injury is equivocal. By~on stated that, on the Chief Scienti­
st's recommendation to the ~rustee Council for the 1992 Work 
Plan, the killer whale project was postponed from 1992 to 1993. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



BOB SPIES REVIEW 
I 

\_) Bob gave the following comments on 6-0 and 5-l Restoration Team 
votes: 

93-042 - Bob maintains that there is no link to injury and this -
species is being treated di(ferently from the others. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93043 & 93044 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applying lbest professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank :the: project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. · 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degr!ee of rEICovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health cmd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of th~ proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness.* 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting f~om proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts.* 
· 7. Importance of starting the project withir:' th1~ next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

RANK: _HIGH (5-6 votes)_ MEDIUM (4'votes) _LOW (~ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1. 99G Work Plan. 

Comments:- Possible overlap concerning development of population model (Spies). Garrett 
& Eberhart have conducted a lot of work to develop population recovery model (this work 
done in conjunction with litigation). 
-This study does aerial surveys vs. boat surveys in project #45 (no overlap). 
-Bob Spies to fax this proposal out for quick turn-around Peer Review. What have we done 
in modelling so far? · 
- Eberhart still under contract to DOJ and they t3xpect model in several months (Saari). 
- USFWS did aerial feasibility study in 1991 by EVOS but no convincing results. 
- It is believed that no radio telemetry pup work is proposed this year by USFWS (USFWS 
funded pup work in 1992). 
Propose: 
-Defer until Friday p.m.: 

Question-

Question-

Relationship to WE3anling study to oiled mussel bed study 
(perhaps add this component to this study). 
Close look at existing population model for soon to be developed 
models. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES (Postponed pending peer review comment ) ' -
' 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

PLEASE SEE NEXT I PAGE FOR MORE INFO 
.. - ' Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43 44. 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p.l (paraphrased). 

September 8, 1992 page - 11 



PROJECT NUMBER 93043 & 93044 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these -
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the pmject into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. · 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of n~covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health 1md safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within th19 next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - ' - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

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

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

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 5 

i NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

II y y y y y y 

• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resolilrces Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p.1 (paraphrased). 
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Additional Information on Sea Otters 93043 & 93044 

Portion of Study* 

1. Aerial Surveys 

- Feasibility study funded in 1991 I USFWS did surveys in 1992 on own funds. Don Siniff 
believes need to complete data analysis before consider funding. 
- 120- 140K 
- 1993 work contingent upon findings & Peer Heview. 

2. Reproductive Surveys 

-Don Siniff believes it does not have to be done. 
-Delete 
- $24.2K cost removed from 8/24/92 draft projiect description. 

3. Population Model 

a. Eberhardt/Garrat - Generic model 
b. Include more parts into model 

- RFP cheaper? 
- USFWS stressing very strongly that they want to do modelling 
- 97K cost is total allocation. 
- Eberhardt/Garrat assist USFWS in population model. 

4. Sea Otter Habitat 

- Marine habitat, not terrestrial habitats ·. 
- Only fund data analysis (Don Siniff). No new data collection. 
- $45K estimated cost 
-Why not funded in close-out 1992 funds? = not part of 1989- 1991 Damage Assessment 
analysis (USFWS) surfaced during Restoration discussions. 
Total cost - 291 .9K 

*Bob Spies related discussions with Don. Siniff. Carol Gorbics also expressing conversation 
with Don Siniff. 

USFWS personnel present: 
Carol Gorbics 
Karen Oakley 

September 8, 1992 page- 13 
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Post·lt .. brand fax transmittal memo 7671jtofP-g" • 3 
To Do..~ <2 C,. b~DI\.)S From e,ci.:;, ~Qu~ 
Co. Co. 

SCIENCES Dept. 
Pho~\.O '!, 1 ~ .. 1 \'-\d-. 

FlUe~~~ S~o-~"H;\ Fax~ t 0 ":> "') ~ - J ~ :S l1_ 

August 19,.1992 ·-· 

To: Dave Gibbons, Interim Direc:tor, Exxon Valdez Restoration 
Team 

From: 

Re: 

Bob Spies, Chief Sden'dst ;t/; 
Review of proposed restoratic>n projects 93-043 and 93-044 
on sea otters 

In the August 12-1sth Meeting Qf th.e Restoration Team in Anchorage I 
promised to have these two proposals peer reviewed. Bob Garrott and Lee 
Eberhardt have not been available to r~view these, but our other peer 
reviewer for sea otters, Don Siniff, wasi able to take some time out ol his busy 
summer schedule to write the attacned :,review. As you can see from the 
Don's letter, he has serious reservations abDut the proposals in terms of the 
ability of the projects to produce the 'kind ot data that will support application 
to a population model, the track record, of the USFYVS in publishing the 
results of past studies and the number of man-years proposed for the work. 
On the basis of thes~ comments I feel t~at I cannot recommend support for 

( ; these projects on the basis of the sub~tted proposals. On the same basis it 
"-.../ would be equally difficult to recomiT\end. a project that combines the goals o£ 

this present proposal with those of other projects. 

cc: Bergman 
Broderson 
Montague 
Morris 
Rice 
Rutherford 

:2 I ::; 5 L il J; ~· o ~ I I i1 :; C o u t I , S 11 I t c S 

I 
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trn l UNlVERS11YOFMINNESOTA 
1 TWIN CITIES 
( 

I 
19 August 1992 

t>r, l\obert.Spies 
Applied Scieneea 
2155 Los Postia8 Court, Suite S 
Li~er.more, ~ 94550 

J)ear 8oba 

Oepartmen1 or Ecology, evoMion and Behavior 
109Zootogy 
318 Ch~.Jrch Strtet S.E. 
Minneapolis. Minnesota ~ss 

CG 1 2) ~$-4486 
f!'ax (612) 625-4490 

As we ha.va diacusse~ o• t.he phone, l have reviewed the PWS 
Project No. 93-043, ~3-044 on sea otters, for which tbay ~re 
requesting funding under ~e~tot'ation Monitoring/Re$toration 
HAbitat ~rotection. The follo~ir~g are comments I would make 
about this propos~l, along. tih(;t. 1~.nes that would be expected if I 
~ere consi~ering it a submi~sion to NSF, ~OE, NIH, or other 
funding agencies. 

It is diffieult to obtain a oood idea of what ha• been done, 
~nd thus it is difficult to ~derstand what will ba dona. Let me 
•uggQat ~ few problems I se&. 

As I understand it, the data will be collected via air, and 
with spring beach walks. With th~se t~ehni~es an4 consi~ering 
how they will help obtain their o:bjeotives, I am doubtful they 
~tch very well. Some notioh of abundance anO ~ietribution might 
be obtained, l:>\lt cet"tainly ri()t mo:r:talit;r estimates one eo\lld P\lt 
into a model. ~l! age 6-ata from 1~he oil kill I do not think will 
be useful for what th•Y ar& pr~po1~ing. Further, pup/adult ratio• 
will not give sufficient precisio1~ to obtain ;repro~\1Ctive data 
tha.t will help in a mo~el. ~a~terns of habitat use I WO\lld think 
are fairly well dooumented from p2:-evious studies. Have these 
previous c:iata bean conaidere~? ' Wbo is going to mo~itor the pupl 
being put out now? tz'his stu4Y :is· not mentioned here but X would 
thinlt could oi ve some good d~ta:. that would a.ssiat with the 
population model. Which bri~gs up tha question of who will do 
the population mo6el? ~he znc:>del that :Sob and :t.ee did fer 
reoovecy is somewhl!re ont!l eoul~~ be: updated as d9ta from the 
telemet~ studies becoml! &va~lable. Has this been eonsidere~? 

Thi~ i• a difficult task for me to 6o bec~use we have had 
(an~ continue to bave) exoellent coopl!r~tion from rws on our 
projects and thus I do not want to be overly critical. B\lt, I 
really do not undar•ta.nd how '~his :propo~al fits with their other 
work. They have a lot of data that needs publication so wa can 
see wh~re we ara going. 'l'he effor·t: they have in this project ~or 
the first year (~ril 1, 1993 to March 31, 1994) is 6.3S full 



. ... 

I>r. Jtobert spies 
Page 2 
19 August 1992 

t 1:1r1e equi V$.lents • :t ~ust c:annot imag-ine thi• pro; oct, as 
described, will taka that k:ind of effort. Further, if the people 
listet.! in ~he budget are current FWS employees, % woul4 th!M 
they already ha~e enough to do without taking on =ore. 

X am sor:y to sou.nd so,negative about all this, but thi• i• 
aimply not a complete enoug);l prpc)sal to ~udge very well. Maybe 
the FWS feel• we do not rieed ~o ,~rry ~bout effort and p~r•onnel 
but, as you know, this i• a.ma~or. part of every NSF gr&.nt, to 
make people aeeount for their time and to saa who wi11 ~o the 
\q¢rk. I hope these r¢marks . help you ~sk a few questio118. Call 
if I can discuss any of this en t:he phone. 

Sincerely, · 

JC?ozJ 
DOnald 15. Siniff 
Professor 
3aology, Evolution and Behav·.ior J)ept. 

t>BSsdkb 
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council 
Res1oratlon Office 

· · · ·. · 645 ·G" ·Stree~ Anchorage,:~ 99501 · · ·· · 
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (901) 276-7178 

August 21, 1992 

~01 Dave Gibbons, EVOS ~nterim Administrative Director 

J'ROXI 
p(:) 

Pamela Berg-mann, Qepart;ment of the Interior, EVOS 
Restoration Team Member 

StJBJECTI Review of Bri.ef; Proj~~~ Descript~on for Sea Otters 
.· '. ' 

• This correspondence is in·response to the memorandum dated A~gust 
19, 1992 from Bob Spie~. to .~you:. -~~garding "Review of propo·sed : 
restoration proj~cts 93-043 · .. ~::,~n,d ·, 93~044 on s~a otter~"~ .·.::;,YTh• · 
Department of ·the ·Interior (D0

1

I) :was very surpr1.sed and con·cerned 
to learn through this memorandum that Dr. Spies is recommending. 
that no sea otter projects g6 fOI"\iard for consideration in ·'the 
draft 1993 Work Plan. 

As you, members ot the Restoration Team, and Dr. Spies know from 
the discussions on this project during our Restoration Team 
meetings, the brief project description is comprised of more than 
the development of a population! model.~ Nonetheless, the population 
model seems to be the focus of Dr. Donald siniff's and Dr. Spies' 
comments. It appears that Dr. . sin iff's review and Dr. Spies' 
recommendation were made on incomplete information. 

We are disappointed that Dr. Spies would make a recommendation 
against funding any sea otter ~otk in 1993 without affording FWS 
representatives an opportunity 1 to provide both Dr. Spies and.Dr. 
Siniff with additional information t.o clarify and expand upon the 
brief project description.. Tpis dialoque should have occurred 
during the Augu~t 4-7, .1992, R~stpration Team meetings. However, 
as you know, there were no pee~ rev~ewers at.the meeting with sea 
otter expertise. Since the initiial d.iscussion of sea otters during 
the August 4-7, 1992 meeting, DOl has continually asked, and bas 
been continually been assured,1 t11at the FWS proqram manager be 
allowed to pa~icipate in a discussion with Dr. Siniff and Dr. 
Spies p~ior to· any recommendati:Ons being made. 

Following receipt of August 19, 1'.992: memorandum, I asked the FWS 
Program Manager, Carol Gorbics, ·• t~ cc::>ntact Dr. Siniff directly to 
discuss his questions and concerns. As shown in the attached 
report dated August 20, 1992, .. it appears that Dr. Siniff does 
support sea otter work in 1993. FWS is preparing a revised brief 
project description based on that conversation and will provide it 
to me, Dr. Siniff, and Dr. Spie$ by ~t'Uesday AUc;JUBt 25, 1992. 

State of Alaska: Departments of Ash & Game, Law,1Nat!Jral Resources, and Envlrorvnental Conservation 
United States: National Oceanic and AtmospheriC~ Departments of Agrio.Jtture. and lnter1or 

• • •, I 
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According to Ms. Gorbics; Dr. Siniff is willing to participate in 
a conference ·call at either 10:00 a.m. or 11:00 a.m. on August 27, 
1992. Since the Restoration ~e~ was prepared.to discuss the sea 
otter brief project description on August 27, 1992, please ensure 
that arrangements are made to set up a conference call ~ith Dr. 
Siniff at ·either 10:00 or 11:00 a.m. Thank you. 

Please call me if you have any ciuestions.· 

cc: Bob $pies 
Restoration Team 

I 
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X TOr Don Slniff ll"J!Itn9 Auguet 20, 1992 X 
w r 
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P ••• mnYJ~~cr~•-..P•h•on•e_.C~o•c~v•e•r~s•••t~i•o•n_.o.f•A•u•gu._s.~_.2.0~t~19~9~2~--~~~----~~~~----~~~~-----' 
~ DOn - I w&%lt.d to e&ptu~• ou~ phon• conv.rutiolra while 1t. wu fralh ic .-y mind. we A 
Z &tttusptecl to provide you additional inf~J:U:t1cu~ ca the propo•e<:l project dnoe ,ou x 
p telt you were tuking r•oC~t~mendaticn• ._.ith a lack of i.nformati.oa. ~h• fol.1owing ana r 
A tbe po1-nt• we oovereda A 

X Objecttve 1 - Aedd Survey•• You ~t;reet! that it \IOuld. be ueful to daftlop a :Z 
P lonq-tem pr09rut o'l aortit.oring th•~ ll:'ecovuy of aea otter• in PWS. You I' 
A 1oteren•t aura 1f thi• va. ~tw techni~• t.kll.k abeuld be u•IICI• ~. yCMJ A 
x agreed that it ahould be lett in with the underata~dinq that you·will p~ide x 
p tha batrn-ation 'l'um and Chief Scia~tiat with fi.n&l QUi.d.&nce ort tbb &f~ I' 

zoav£.w1t\q tbe rewl.u of th4a pr"iou..- studly. 'fht. v.Ul likely oocua: thi• fall 
A uu:t a Unal d1cido11 vill be 111ade at that tiM. 'l'hia objaot:ive will 1tay ill A 
Z the zoeviaed proiect vLth the aeoe .. &zy caveat. X 
p I' 
A Objective 2 • Reproductive Surveytz ·. You advbad that thb objeot:ive •hou1cl be A 
x d•l.t•d. lt 11 not u•eful to collect the reproductive data at thia ttme for X 

the variety ct r•uona w• ducuued •
1

on the phone. 'l'b11 obj~ive will be 
p deleted from the r.vi••d proj•ct. P 
A A 
X Objective 3 - Population Modela A PoP-u.latioll IIOdal haa aot. W.n ccmpl•tad l:ly x 

ourott ant.S Eberhardt, and, aecctdin.~ to n~Js cocvaraation• with Oa.nott, they P 

-.... 

hav• ao obligation• to complete it, ~~ h.ave not pl&JlJI tc ccepl.~• J.t, at .. 
laut in th• n.u futuzoe. fou aq·:-ee<l that a population modal 1houl.d ~ done n 
uain9 availabla intarmation, includihq carga•• LnformatLon aD4 data f~cs tba X 
l992/~i9l W8&nl£.n9 etudy. ~hi• obj•Ftive will 1tay in the ~•vLted p%cject. ~ 

Obj•etive•-·~ 5 • Sea- ottar·-H~it~tt .. Yc>U· aczreecl- th&t.-, Uthouqh DC --· ~ 
additional fedi.ng ahcrdd· ~ ~ovJ..4«S·'for-t.he- U.elct·-collection· of·-4ata, ""lllrDJ-
houe affort. •boule! be clone, includ~ t.ns. tc aynthali .. available data. I' 
~ .. cb;ectiv•• wi11 atay in the r8V~ad p~jeot. A 

'1'ha buc:1c;et will be altered.. to reflaot: the l-aclc ot thlt r•prcduotive •urvey•, hoWeftr, 
it will not be & Wbat&nt1&1 chan;e. We will al1o provide you with the budget 
iu.torma~ion for the au1&1 aurvey1, ' 

The revhe<S prcjeet v111 ~ provid~ to you by lfu•"day, Augu.t 25, for cU.acuasioa at 
the Jl'I' uetiC9 on Au9U•~ 2C or .27. I w11.1 ,pa•• tl'li• NmO and ycuzo IChedule cas to 
Pa.mela Bargann (Departm8nt of Interior Rea',~oraticnt 'l'eam lllfiCilber) a.nc1 Bob spaa. I 
will &110 provide ~- with your at:hadul• ~~~ Auguat 2~ anc1 27 to f&c:U.I.tate a 
conference ea11. . 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

sea Otter (93-043) (93-044) ... The 1992 aerial surveys would have to 
be reviewed by the peer revi~wers. The habitat information needs 
to be fast tracked. Pro: There is significant evidence of injury -
and without this information, it will be impossibie to determine 

I . o 

the extent and rate of recovery. There were no restorat1on funds 
allocated in 1992 for sea 9tters, and the aerial surveys will 
provide the first overall population estimates for sea otters 
followin~ the spill which will be used in restoration planning. 
The vote is S-1; ADF&G voted'"no" .. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



\ ; 
-..._./ 

( 

I • 

\_) 

PROJECT NUMBER 93045 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these -
projects. The purpose is to simply rank 'the project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. · 

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

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within thE~ next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanisms' are not yet understood. • • 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

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

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES 6 ' 
' 
' 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

y y y y y y 

• Restoratton Framework, 1992, pp 43-44 .. 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resource.s Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p.1· (paraphrased). 

September 8, 1992 page- 8 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 ·- 9/2/92 
' 

Boat surveys (93-045) - Art stated that the budget is way out of 
line, and outboards do not ne~d 1to be replaced every year. The 
vote is 6-o. The cost of equipment was questioned. In the detailed 
budget,. the range of gas costl need!; to be addressed. Pro: J:n order 
to understand the rate of recovery of these injured resources, it 
is appropriate to monitor th~se' on an alterna~e year basis until a 
monitoring plan refines this~ J:t provides information on multiple 
species which were injured. · 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93046 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank ~he' project into categories of "high", "medium" and -
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or plann~d restoration actions.* 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of re,covery. * 
3. Potential adverse effects on human t;lealth a1nd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the prbpo:sed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting fr'om proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts.* · , 
7. Importance of starting the project withiri thet next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injdry t,o the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

the rate, and extent, and/or mechani~ms are not yet understood. • * 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

G Not recommended for inclusion in 1 ,993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Cooperating agencies should be Trustee Agencies only and no contractors or cooperators. 
- Specify that a recommendation be mad'e iri report on restoration options/actions. 
- Highlight agency contributions other than j'ust this work in proposal. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES: 6 

I I I 
i 

i I 
ADFG NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA 

y y y y y y 

• RestoratJOn Framework, 1992, pp 43-~4.', 
• *The 1991 State/Federal Natural ResoUrces Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for L/ the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p. 1 '(paraphrased). 

September 8, 1992 page- 10 



Restoration Team Di$cussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Harbor Seals (93-046) - Jerome st.ated last year it was determined 
that this project would wait a year and be reconsidered this 
year. The data from surveys will be compared to post-spill data 
to determine recovery rate. This. is proposed as a two-year 
project, 1993-1994, with a final report in 1994. Dave suggested 
adding "for a one-year period only" so that it does not imply 
funding for two years but for 1993 only. Art stated that regula­
tion of take is necessary, and if not done, may promote self­
regulation. The vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: The rate of the recov­
ery of Harbor Seals is unknown~ They were not monitored last 
year and it appears appropriate to monitor them this year to 
determine the rate of recov~ry~ There is also some rationale for 
going forward with this study because it would monitor recovery 
of a subsistence resource. It is important to understand what is 
happening with harbor seals .to help to manage the species for 
that service. It would be helpful to the regulators and subsis­
tence users. It would also characterize habitat use as part of 
the habitat protection strategy. 

\_; Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 

\\._./ 
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PROJECT NUMBER 9304 7 & 93056 
(93056 subsumed in 93047) 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to ev-aluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank'the project into categories of "high", "medium" and -
"low" priority. · 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of n~covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health cmd safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within tht3 next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

the rate, and extent, and/or mechanism$ are not yet understood. • • 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - ' - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1. 993 Work Plan. 

\_..;i Comments: 
- Remove UAF from cooperating agencies cateoory. 
- Reflect budget changes (pg #4, item #3- change 93 to 114K & change 94 to 12K). 

Also change forms from 2A & B to 3A & B (Form 2A/part II - P.S. 7K/travel 
0/C.S. 223/Com 0/Equip 0/Total: Same) 

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

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTE~ 6 , 

~~~~--N~o~:~A~-+--~A~~-N~R---1~--u~:-D~I: __ +-__ A_~_E_c __ ~ ___ us_:_A __ ~---A-~_F_G~~ 
• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43~44. 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resourc~s Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, 'p.1' (paraphrased). 

September 8, 1992 page- 15 



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

Subtidal Monitoring (93-047) (93-056) - This project is contingent 
upon the closeout reports. By~on stated the restoration endpoint 
is natural recovery. Dave statied the intertidal fish were 
dropped because there was no, indic:ation of absolute injury. Art 
stated that Spies did not have '

1
any adverse comments to this 

project. Mark had recommended adding microbiology. Dave ques­
tioned the cost for equipment. The vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: This 
study was postponed in 1992 to pe conducted this year. Damage 
assessment information thr~u~h ~991 showed continuing contamina­
tion and evidence of injury to 1,sul:ttidal environment resources. 
The purpose of the study is to det.ermine and monitor the rate of 
natural recovery. 

Note: The agreed upon justi!ication statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93048 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Te'chriical Support 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank th~ project into categories of "high", "medium" and -
"low" priority. ' 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned ll'estoration actions. • 
2. Potenti.al to improve the rate or degfee 'of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human .he~lth and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits.* 
5. Cost effectiveness. • · · 
6. Potential for additional injury resultil")g from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year. • 
8. The project provides essential support t,o restoration, monitoring, and/or damage 

assessment projects. 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan . 

.2l Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

Cost prohibitive (1 0-100 million) and alternative service will be available in 3-5 years (new 
information obtained). 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES; 

NOAA ADNR USDI: ADEC USDA ADFG 

N N N I I 

N N N 
I 

[\._ ... ,) • Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. 

September 8, 1992 page- 2 



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

communication system (93-048) ~ 'l'he vote is 0-6. There was no 
support. Con: This is not qost effective. The service will be 
available in 3 to s years at s~s:tantially less cost. 

Note: The agreed upon justifi~ation statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93049 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Restoration Monitoring 

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

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

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project wit hi~ thE~ next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that the injury to the resource and/or service is not restored, but 

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

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1'993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

-Do limited amount of work in conjur:~ction with decoy project #1 0 on Barren Islands (when 
out doing project #1 0 also do monitoring) 
- Do not monitor this year other than above. 
- Past years data in control for 1993 work> 
-Long-term recovery for murres, so do 110t monitor every year. 

Voting Record: TOTAl YES VOTES, 6 

~~~~-----N_o~vA _____ A __ 4-_____ A_D_vN_R __ -4---------u-:D_I~~.+I---A-~-E-c __ -r---u-~_D_A _____ -r _____ A _____ ~_FG _____ _,ll 
• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-~4. 
• • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. 1, p.1· (paraphrased). 

September 8, 1992 page- 9 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

See 93-022 for Restoration Team niscussion 

Note: The agreed upon justif.icatio1n statements are highlighted. 
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BOB SPIES REVIEW 

Bob gave the following comments on 6-0 and 5-l Restoration Team 
votes: 

93-049 (combined with 93-02!2) - Mike Fry commented that it is 
important to do monitoring on three to five year intervals. Pam -
stated that Fry's comments appec:Lr to apply to the first round 
rather than the current. 

Bob stated that he would generally recommend those projects 
receiving 5-l and 6-0 votes. Mark asked Bob _for comments on final 
recommendations. Bob asked. if the package is going out on the 
14th. Mark stated "yes" and there is difficulty in finding time to 
do proper review. Pam stated it would be helpful to go through 
Bob's comments on 4-2 votes. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93050 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Technical Support 

These factors will be considered when appl~ing best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the project into categories of "high", "medium" and -
"low" priority. 

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

indirect impacts.* · 
- 7. Importance of starting the project Within the next year.* 

8. The project provides essential support to restoration, monitoring, and/or damage 
assessment projects. · 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

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

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

- ADNR to determine item #2. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES .§ · 
' 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

N y y y y y 

* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-144. 

September 8, 1992 page- 4 



Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/~2 

Update: Restoration feasibility (93-050) - This project provides 
an annotated bibliography of all literature out there for use by 
the PI's. This project is proposed to update information and 
write abstracts of each citation. Ken asked how much the current 
version is being used. Art ·stated that logically the library 
should do this and write the abstracts so that all the informa­
tion is in one place; having just a title is inadequate to most 
people. The vote is 3-3; DOI, NOAA, and Forest Service voted 
"no". Con: This project will only provide slightly more de­
tailed information than is c,urrently being provided by OSPIC. It 
is fairly redundant with work which OSPIC is already doing. 
There is some question about how much use the current version is 
receiving. It is not time critical. Pro: It puts in one volume 
a listing of the available 11terature on oil spill. Interested 
parties can get copies without going to the library. It provides 
annotated information, i.e.,. an abstract of each citation and 
provides information regardipg acc:ess to the literature, address­
es and contact numbers for users 1~o obtain papers and studies. 

\_) Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93051 A 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Land Inventory 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to ev..aluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the prc)ject into categories of "high". "medium" and 
"low" priority. ' 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree',of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human'· health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the p

1

roposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • · 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year.* 
8. The project inventories habitat impor~ant to the restoration of impacted stocks or species. 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 vo1tes) _ LOW (.!£. 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 199.3 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

/ ·, Comments: 
\_) 

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

1) Synthesis 8 existing information (goes to 93060 & 93061 ). 
7) Remote Sensing/GIS Technica 11 Support (put into 93061). 
3) USFWS already has informatiQn GIS em Sea Bird colonies (put into 93060). 

6) Wetlands - USFWS check wetland m~pping :status. {USFWS) 
• 4) M. Murre lets - Use dawn watch but also ust~ some limited Radio Telemetry {Fry) USFWS 
lead with USFS cooperation on this compornent. 
*5) Harlequins- 93033 overlap with this c6mponent. {ADFG) Reduce overlap. 
- HPWG lead with cooperative agencies 'as co-1t~ads. 

• Both are to key on habitat characterization {stands of vegetation). 

Votina Record· . TOTAL YES VOTES 6 
' 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

y y y 
' 

y y y 

' (_j • Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43744. 

September 8, 1992 page- 2 



PROJECT NUMBER 93051 B 
revisit on 8/12 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Land Inventory 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank; the prclject into categories of "high", "medium" and _ 
"low" priority. · 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned ll'estoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or deg~ee of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of th,e proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting .the project within the next year. • 
8. The project inventories habitat important to the restoration of impacted stocks or species. 

RANK: HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

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

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES NO VOTE TAKEN, SEE VOTE ON 93051A 

~ NOAA ADNR USDI ' I ADEC USDA ADFG 

II 
* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44 .. 

September 8, 1992 page- 8 



Restoration Team Discussion 8(28 - 9/2/92 

Habitat Protection (93-051) -.B 1Nas removed because it is built 
in as part of A. The correbt;total is $1,691,000. Art ques­
tioned the equipment for the •tream habitat assessment portion. 
Jerome stated that some of this lNas last year's. Art stated 
there should be some way to revil:~w and consolidate GIS to get 
some cost savings. Dave stated lNhen the detailed study plans 
come back, the budget should be closely scrutinized. Mark 
questioned the personnel costs. Byron asked if there should be a 
requirement to list out position~;. Mark stated "yes", and he 
assumed this was an oversight which should be corrected. Art 
asked if some of the work can :be piggy backed. Ken stated this 
project and stream asses~ment ;should be rolled together. Dave 
stated that some remote GIS t~chnical support has not been done. 
Ken stated that some better direction and coordination needs to 
be provided on levels of precision required. Mark stated that 
coordination of the field wor~ and data processing may reduce the 
budgets substantially. Ken s~ated the disconnect has been an 
insistence that objectives for stream assessment can not be 
incorporated into channel typing. Art questioned who will do the 
radio telemetry work. Byrom stat:ed that this project description 
is unacceptable to him. Dave !stated there needs to be additional 
discussion. Ken stated that Ken Holbrook's work needs to be 
cleaned up and some more budget review done. Mark Kuwada was 
asked for some input. Mark K •. stated there was direction to do 
channel typing which was ba~ed on a figure of $250,000 for one 
year's work. His impression ~as that channel typing procedures 
specific to the oil spill would be developed and would allow them 
to provide habitat informatiori to be used to compare public vs. 
private lands. On the stream habitat assessment, there were 
three components: 1) documenting the number of streams and 
location, 2} putting together a GIS that portrayed them in 
digital format, and 3) channel: typing to give some relative value 
to public and private lands~ Ken stated that this budget was 
put together very fast. Pam s~ated that someone needs to spend 
some time today reworking the budget. Mark K.'s assumption was 
there would be a field crew out for only a few months. Ken 
stated that you want the inior~ation for the whole spill area so 
you can extrapolate. Dave sta~ed that the cost for channel 
typing is very high. Dave ask¢d Mark K. his view of coordinated 
logistics. Mark K. stated they can't carry anyone else on the 
helicopter so you would hav~ to make double trips. Mark K. 
stated he doesn't understand why they can't take some of the 
measurements needed for channel typing. Mark K. stated he would 
need to get the information from Kim Barber to rework this 
budget. The Restoration Team provided direction to consolidate 
the logistics of stream habitat assessment and channel typing and 
significantly reduce the channel typing portion. Combination of 
the logistics for Marbled Murrelets also needs to be explored. 
Art stated the logistic support is $340,000. Ken questioned the 



(_) 

I 

necessity of walking every stream on private lands. Mark K. 
stated that depends on whether: you want just a guess. Pam stated 
the title is misleading and.sh~uld be changed. The title was 
changed to: Habitat Protection~ Information for Anadromous Streams 
and Marbled Murrelet. The vot~ is 6-0 "yes". Pro: Thi~_ project 
supports the habitat protec~io~ process through collection of new 
information. The channel typipg and extrapolation portions need 
to be beefed up in the description. Art stated he assumed the 
choice of Katchemak Bay was for practical reasons. Pam stated it 
was. 

Note: The agreed upon justifi7ation statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93052 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Land Inventory (Habitat Protection! 

These factors will be considered when applying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the pr,oject into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

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

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year. • 
8. The project inventories habitat important to the restoration of impacted stocks or species. 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 
- Objectives: 

#4- Continuation of Damage Assessment which was not funded in 1992 so do not 
do in 1993. 

#3 - Part of Habitat Protection Work Group, do not do. 
#2-
#1 -

- Dead birds but cannot measure continuing injury after bodies. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTE 1 

U • Restoratton Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC 

I N N y N 

September 8, 1992 

USDA 

I 
ADFG I N N 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Bald Eagle Habitat: Identificatioll and Protection (93-052) - The 
vote is 0-6 "no''· Con: Bald e~gles seem to have fully recovered. 
The Chief scientist indicates theJ~e is no continuing injury. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93053 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Technical Support 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or plan~ed restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degJ!'ee of rt~covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human he~lth and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the p~opo,sed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • ' 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within thte next year. • 
8. The project provides essential support t'o restoration, monitoring, and/or damage 

assessment projects. 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Necessary for data interpretation and data'. base management. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES 6 

' NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA 

y y y y y 

ADFG 

y 

\__) • Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43•,44. 

September 8, 1992 page- 6 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Hydrocarbon Data Analysis (93-053) - Art questioned that-the PI 
is a biologist. Ken questioned the finish date of 2000. The 
vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: This is •a technical support project that -
provides hydrocarbon data anal~sis interpretation to all other 
client restoration projects.. · 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93057-A 
OA GIS 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Technical Support 

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

1 . The effects of any other actual or planned 1restoration actions.* 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of necovery. * 
3. Potential adverse effects on human he(!lth ;and safety.* 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the propctsed actions to the expected benefits.* 
5. Cost effectiveness.* 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts.* 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year.* 
8. The project provides essential support to re·storation, monitoring, and/or damage 

assessment projects. 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

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

Votina Record· TOTAl YES VOTES 6 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

y y y y y y 

LJ * Restoratton Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. 
II I I I 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/~8 - 9/2/92 

GIS (93-057A) - Dave stated th~ price tag for damage assessment 
closeout is high. Ken stated ~he funding request for the remain- -
der of the year is too high. Mark stated restoration will need a 
reasonable, cleaned-up database to utilize damage assessment 
data. Art stated that what is,proposed is QA/QC, which is 
similar to writing a final report. Mark stated this is a damage 
assessment closeout project. Byron stated it is almost 100% 
personnel cost. The vote is 6~0 "yes". Pro: the GIS Work Group 
will approve expenditure of funds which will only be expended as 
needed. This is a damage as

1

sessment closeout project to provide 
a QA/QC database. Pam stated she wants to revisit the costs 
(base funding). Pam wanted ~n'answer to the following prior to 
voting: Of the total budget, how :much is available to respond to 
specific request versus how mu6h is needed to have the system up 
and running? 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



I 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93057-B 

1993 PROJECT EVAILUATION FACTORS 

Technical Support 

These factors will be considered when appl~ing best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the. pro,ject into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of n~covery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human hea.lth und safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • · 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project within tht9 next year. • 
8. The project provides essential support t'o restoration, monitoring, and/or damage 

assessment projects. 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - ' - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: - How many weeks of work is actually available? What percentage of the total 
is fixed overhead? 

Correct FTE definition on spread sheets. 

Votina Record· TOTAL YES VOTES 6 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

y y y y y y 

• Restoratron Framework, 1992, pp 43~44; 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

GIS (93-0S7B) - This will be revisited. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



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

GIS: Restoration (93-057B) - We are showing $140,000 to do 
restoration GIS. The work done by DNR for that project needs to 
be reapproved by the GIS Work Group. If the GIS Work Group does 
not approve sufficient work to use up that money, the only fixed 
charge is contract maintenance, and the rest will be returned to 
us •. The vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: The GIS support is needed for 
the 1993 _restoration program~ This level seems to be appropri­
ate. We will only approve what is necessary. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93058 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Land Inventory 

These factors will be considered when ~pplyin~~ best professional judgement to evaluate these­
projects. The purpose is to simply ran.k tne project into categories of "high", "medium" and 
"low" priority. 

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

indirect impacts.* 
I 

7. Importance of starting the project witt]lin the next year.* 
8. The project inventories habitat important to the restoration of impacted stocks or species. 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) 
i 

MEDIUM (4 vt:>tes) LOW (~ 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

G _x_ Not recommended for inclusion in' 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- No funding request for 1 993. 

- "Grand Plan" for Habitat Protection. 

- Remove 93058 because presentation rather than project. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 0 



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

Habitat/land Protection and Acquisition (93-058) - This is an 
overview which should be included with other projects. Pam 
recommended that this be deleted l'ecause it is not a project with 
its own budget but simply a des,cription. Dave stated this should 
be deleted with discussion in the Restoration Plan. Ken stated 
that this should not be killed ,bec:ause the public will not know 
what happened to their proposal's for habitat acguisi tion. Dave 
suggested putting all these under imminent threat. Ken stated 
the problem with that is willin'g e;ellers. Dave suggested stating 
this was a comment and not cons,ide~red an idea. Joe suggested 
adding a comment that "all of these ideas were referred to the 
Habitat Protection Work Group for consideration". Art stated 
that not showing the public what was done would be a mistake. 
Byron stated this is a packaging problem. Byron suggested using 
this as an introductory narrative to habitat protection and 
acquisition. Joe suggested giving projects with A and B new 
numbers so that computer sorts ~ill work properly. Mark suggest­
ed getting rid of the A and B and making it one project. The 
vote is 0-6 "no". Con: There will be a write up in the introduc­
tion to the projects section .whl.ch will track the public's ideas. 
A cover sheet will recommend that this discussion be included in 
the draft Restoration Plan. It is not the intent of the Restora­
tion Team to vote against habitat protection. (The dates need to 
be fixed.) 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93059 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Land lnve1ntory 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or planned mstoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degr~e of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human ~ealth and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • · 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within. the next year. • 
8. The project inventories habitat importc:mt to the restoration of impacted stocks or species. 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM· (4 vote1s) LOW ( < 3 votes) - - ' - -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 WC>rk Plan. 

Comments: 

-Two parts: 
- USFS lead on $24,600 (do not show'The Nature Conservancy (TNC) as lead agency) 
-O.K. TNC to collect data in near term (LJSFS) 
- TNC as cost-share agreement (both: sidt~s contribution to data collection) not sole-
source contract. 
- $5,000,000 as cap on set-aside money- not part of 1993 Work Plan project budget. 
- Split 50/50 State & Federal. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 6 

I NOAA ADNR USDI 

I 
ADEC USDA ADFG i y y y y y y 

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

Imminent Threat Habitat Protection (93-059) - Dave was concerned 
with Table 3A's general administration cost. Ken stated he will 
double check the calculations. Pam suggested showing the TNC 
($42.2) contract and the $5~ for possible imminent threat acqui­
sition as separate A and B :{93-059A and B). Dave will do the 
three-page write up. Renu~be~ing will be addressed later. The 
vote is 6-0 "yes" on 59A. TN~ (93-059A} - new title: Identifying 
and Categorizing Available pata Sets for Habitat Protection. 
Dave suggested adding "the ,lead agency for A will be determined 

I I I I 

by the Trustee counc1.l," an.d Forest Serv1.ce has the lead on B. 
There will not be a 3A. Th,e vote on 59B is 6-0 "yes" for the $5m 
project to go forward to th~ trustee Council. Pam questioned 
whether $5m is an adequate ,amc;mnt of money. 59B is for imminent 
threat and not large scale ~cquisition or habitat protection. 
Pro: We need to maintain ou~ options on parcels that may be 
threatened or have lost oppbrtunity. We need to be responsive to 
the needs of the resources 'injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill 
and to the people's concern~.' 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 
I 
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PROJECT NUMBER 93060 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Land Inventory 

These factors will be considered when CIPPiying best professional judgement to evaluate these 
projects. The purpose is to simply rank the project into categories of "high", "medium" and _ 
"low" priority. 

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery. • 
3. Potential adverse effects on human; health and safety. • 
4. Relationship of expected costs of the prop1osed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year. • 
8. The project inventories habitat important to the restoration of impacted stocks or species. 

RANK: X HIGH (5-6 votes) MEDIUM (4 votes) LOW ~ 3 votes) - - . -
Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in .1993 Work Plan. 

\, __ ) Comments: 

- 93060 initial data base collection. 

- Assume no agency cost for providing data to TNC. 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTE~ 6 . 

~~~~--~N~Oy_A_A __ ~ ___ A_~_N_R __ ~ ___ u_:_D_I __ -+ ___ A_~_E_C __ -+ ___ -U_S_:_A __ -+ ___ -A_D_:_G __ ~~ 
* Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43~44. 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Habitat Protection: Accelerated Data Acquisition (93-060). The 
cooperation with the Nature Conservancy involves identifying 
relevant agency and non-agency data. The vote is 6-0 "yes". 
Pro: We need to acquire certain pieces of information prior to 
making habitat protection a;nd' imminent threat decisions. We need 
to move along quickly on the imminent threat process which 
includes acquiring as much ',relevant information as possible and 
to identify data gaps and reformat data. 

Note: The agreed upon just,ification statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 93061 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Land Inventory 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or planned restoration actions. • 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery.* 
3. Po.tential adverse effects on human he',alth and safety. • 

- 4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed a:etions to the expected benefits.* 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting from proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • · 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year.* _ 
8. The project inventories habitat important to the restoration of impacted stocks or species. 

RANK: K HIGH (5-6 votes) _ MEDIUM (4 vc,tes) _ LOW (.:f. 3 votes) 

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in .1993 Work Plan. 

~~~ Comments: 

- Unanswered question from project 93051. 

- Continues on after completion of 93061 . 

- By January 1, 1993, return to Trustee Council with detailed plan using 93060 & 93050 
•portion) as basis for ID holes in database, (H()w, Who & What) 

Voting Record: TOTAL YES VOTES 6: 

II 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG I y y y y y y 
I 

\_) • Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. 
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Restoration Team Discussion 8/28 - 9/2/92 

Habitat Protection: New Data A,cquisition (93-061) - The vote is 
6-0 "yes". Pro: We need to move along quickly on the habitat 
protection process, and this infc•rmation will ~nable us to make 
informed decisions and fill da'rta gaps. The lead agency is to be 
determined. 

Note: The agreed upon justification statements are highlighted. 



PROJECT NUMBER 930063 

1993 PROJECT EVALUATION FACTORS 

Damage Assessment 

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

1. The effects of any other actual or plartnedl restoration actions.* 
2. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery.* 
3. Potential adverse effects on human health and safety. • 

' ' 

4. Relationship of expected costs of the proposed actions to the expected benefits. • 
5. Cost effectiveness. • 
6. Potential for additional injury resulting ,frorn proposed actions, including long-term and 

indirect impacts. • 
7. Importance of starting the project within the next year. • 
8. There is reason to believe that there :is continuing injury to the resource and/or service, but 

the extent and/or mechanism is nof understood. • • 

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

Recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Not recommended for inclusion in 1993 Work Plan. 

Comments: 

- Previously project R 105 
- Funded as restoration implementation project in 1992 
- Fund for Restoration close-out project until the sole purpose of removing field equipment 
needed for 1992 activities 

Voting Record· TOTAL YES VOTES 

NOAA ADNR USDI ADEC USDA ADFG 

See Attached Note For More Info 
• Restoration Framework, 1992, pp 43-44. 
* • The 1991 State/Federal Natural Res0urdes Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan for 
the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. 1991, vol. ( p.'1 (paraphrased). 
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Restoration Team Discussion!S/28- 9/2/92 

survey and Evaluation of Instieam Habitat and stock Restoration 
Techniques for Anadromous Fish (SI2-105) - Ken stated that the 
PI's may have put in strong wording to justify this program. Pam 
agreed and stated it may be:confusing and not supported by the RT 
and Chief Scientist. The vote is 6-0 "yes". Pro: This is Trustee 
council equipment and we need '.to get it back. This is money to 
remove field equipment that. was 1:unded in 1992, and this project 
is not being recommended for 1:uncling in 1993. 

Note: The agreed upon justificat:ion statements are highlighted. 
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TO: 

Exxon Valdez Oil SpU~I rrustee Council 
645 G Street, Anchorage, iAiaska 99501 

Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178 

Administrative Record 

FROM: Dave R. Gibbons ~ 
Interim Administrative Director 

SUBJECT: Restoration Team Voting Record 

November 25, 1992 

The voting record displayed on the 1993 Project Evaluation Factors forms for 
each project reflects the Restoration Team views on the technical merits of the 
project. The enclosed 2 page vot:i.ng:record displays the thoughts of the 
Restoration Team on the value of eacn project to the 1993 work plan. A project 
may have technical merit yet not be appropriate for one reason or another (ie. 
legally possible) to be incorporated into the recommended 1993 Work Plan. 

State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, Natural Resources, and Environmental Conservation 
United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture and Interior 



RESTORATION TEAl-l VOTING RECORD 

(_) August :1~8, 1992 

Project f! ADF&G ADNR .ADEC USDA NOAA USDI 

01* N N N N N N 
02 y y y y y N 
OJ y y ,y y y y 
OS y y y y y y 
08 y y y y y y 
12* y N y y y N 
14* y N y y y N 
15* y N y y y N 
].6 y y y y y N 
18 y y y y y N 
21* N N N N N N 
24 y y y y y N 
25 y y y y y N 
28 y y y y y N 
29 y y y y y N 
30 y y y y y N 
32 y y y y y N 
43,44 N y y y y y 
45 y y y y y y 

September 1, 1992 

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

L' 38 



26* y N y y N N 
y y y y y N 

L~ 
y y y y y y 
y N N N N N 

33C No support for this level (option) 

september 2, 1992 

Rl05 y y y y y y 

34* N N y y y y 

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

*Projects not moved forward for now 

39 




