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CHENEGA CORPORATION
Post Office Box 60
Chenega Bay, Alaska 99574-0060
(907) 573-5118

MEMORANDUM
TO: Public Advisory Group
FR: Charles W. Totemoff, Native Landowners Representative
RE: EVOS Restoration Projects’ Comments

DATE: January 6, 1993

Project No. 93002: Sockeye Overescapement.

This project appears to be one of an abundance of fish in 1989.
The plan is to study the Kenai Peninsula, Tustumena and Kenai River
Lake system; also Kodiak and Red Lake system. The proposal is
merely to collect data. Its high priced, $714,600. We believe
that the Red Lake project makes sense; however, we are concerned
about what appears as a disproportionate amount of money spent on
indirect effects the Kenai River area.

Suggestion:

Why not cut down a little bit on the Kenai River Lake system and
include additional research at Eshamy and Jack Pot re: sockeyes?

Project No. 93003: Effect of 0il on Pink Salmon Eggs.

The budget is for 'a two year cycle at $686,000 total, including
contractual of $200,000. This project appears to involve work
through PWSAC, and is certainly of importance to the entire oil
impacted area.

Project No. 93004: Preservation of Wild Populations of Pink
Salmon Impacted by EVOS.

The budget is $899,000, including $168,500 contractual. These take
place in the Cordova area. No specific areas have been identified,
however. However, the important thing about these studies is that
they appear to relate to the health of the wild stock and the
impact of oil. The write up is a little bit confusing. Please
tell us where the streams are, and what information is anticipated
to be collected.
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Project No. 93005: Cultural Resources Information, Education, and
Interpretation.

This is a six month project with a budget of $399,400. The
proposal is to let the publie know about the value of cultural
heritage information preserved in archaeological sites. Basically,
it is not clear whether the purpose is to explain what is valuable
or what is archaeological. ADNR proposes to organize and promote,
from oil spill affected communities, groups to go out and conduct
archaeological work. This is extremely sensitive; the affected
Native community ought to be able to contract their own
archaeologists to conduct mitigation efforts without public
involvement. We suggest that grants be provided to the affected
ANCSA Corporation, Tribes under ARPA, to hire archaeologists to
undertake the mitigation efforts in conjunction with ADNR
oversight. :

Project No. 93006: Sites of Specific Archaeological Restoration.

The budget for this project is $259,000. This is a nine year
program involving monitoring, restoration assessment, field work,
and proposed restoration assessments and treatment actions. We
note that the environmental compliance description requires
compliance with the Historical Preservation Act, the Archaeological
Resources Protection Act, and the Native American Graves and
Repatriation Act. The United States Forest Service and the
Department of the Interior are both involved. Thus it is necessary
to consult with the Native landowners, as a matter of law. The
Pacific Rim Village Coalition joint venture proposal contains
information on these acts and their relationship to cultural
resources. Specifically, the Federal agencies, and to the same
extent the State agencies, must consult with the Native landowner.
In addition, contracting could be required. It is unclear how
implementation of the program will occur 1in 1light of the
environmental compliance section. The idea is important; the
manner of implementation 'is unknown. The agencies must be aware
that, Natives already suffered the oil spill’s impact on cultural
resources, ANCSA land owners must be an integral part of cultural
resources restoration and protection work.

Project No. 93007: Archaeological Site Stewardship Program.

This program focuses on training local residents to protect
archaeological resources and obtaining agreements with private
landowners and agencies to participate in the stewardship program.
Personnel is high at $94,000 and contractual is $46,000. The total
budget is $194,000 for a two year program. Again, we believe that
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the personnel costs might be cut down in favor of direct
contracting for protection and stewardship with ANCSA land owners.

Project No. 93008: Archaeological Site Patrol and Monitoring.

The budget for this project is $297,000, of which $117,500 is
contractual. This program 1is to be coordinated with the
Archaeological Site Stewardship Program. Environmental compliance
requires the consultation requirements previously discussed. Alot
of the program involves watching certain sites by patrol and
monitor. Annual reports are required. Who will be the field
personnel? How will this be controlled? The project is necessary;
implementation should involve ANCSA corporation consultation and
involvement at every step of the way.

Project No. 93009: Public Information, Education and
Interpretation.

Budget: $316,700

This project involves public information outreach in order to
inform and educate the public on the effects and impacts of the
Exxon Valdez oil spill and to enhance eco-tourism. .

The program is presently slated with an emphasis on the communities
of "vValdez, Whittier, Cordova, Seward, Homer, Kodiak, and the
Municipality of Anchorage." Public information should emphasize
interested Native communities in the spill impact area. Alaska
corporation have cooperated in the past with the governments and
have worked with the National Park Service (Port Graham and English
Bay) and the Alaska Department of Fish & Game and the USFS
(Chenega). One of the problems with this project is that it will
more than likely (because the state and NPS involved) involve use
of ANCSA lands, whether intentionally or not. It also is a source
of advertising of ANCSA ownership interest and perhaps tourism
projects.’

Project No. 93010: Reduce Disturbance Near Murre Colonies.
The budget for this project is $56,800. This is probably a really

good project. It seems to affect the Port Graham, English Bay, as
well as the Chignik Bay areas.

1 We note that a DEC publication made available to the public several years ago depicted oil
damaged beaches in PWS, the Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak and the Alaska Peninsula. No mention was made of the fact
that the uplands were privately held by ANCSA corporations. MWe are concerned that such future publications
serve to educate the public on private rights, as well.
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Project No. 93011: Harvest Guidelines to Aid Restoration of River
Otters and Harlequin Duck.

Harlequin Ducks are of importance subsistence wise. The total
budget 1is $11,200. Basically, what is proposed is to make
recommendations on season and bag limits to the Board of Game.
There ought to be more local community input as a part of this
function. The local advisory groups for the Board of Game must be
consulted as a part of this process.

Project No. 93012: Genetic Stock Identification of Kenai River
Sockeye Salmon.

The budget for this project is $300,600.

We are uncertain how this project is distinguishable from 93002.
It also seems like it is expensive and far removed. How does this
project relate to the restoration program?

Project No. 93014: Quality Assurance for Coded Wire Tagged
Application and Fish Restoration Project.

The budget for this project is $94,800. The purpose of this is to
study the coded wire tag system. We believe training should
include assisting local employment. We support this project, which
also examines the effects of an o}l spill.

Project No. 93015: Kenai River Sockeye Salmon Restoration.

The budget for this project is $732,600. Why is this needed?
Basically, it looks as if ADF&G wants to replace some escapement
monitor equipment.

Project No. 93016: Subsistence Restoration Project.

This is a combination project between the ADF and NOAA which has a
two year life and a budget of $360,000, of which $135,000 is
contractual. It is sort. of a blow up of an earlier Chenega
proposal. There is some coordination and community mapping.
However, it is again going to be from outside the community looking
in. The project does include all of the affected Native villages.
However, personnel could be reduced in favor of local hire, with
oversight by the agencies.
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Project No. 93017: Subsistence Restoration Project

Funds Available: $360,300 of which $135,000 is presently
contractual.

This is a two year study to restore subsistence use of fish and
wildlife damaged by the Exxon Valdez, and includes community
meetings to identify and map specific areas and resources of
continued concern to subsistence users. Some of our members have
started auto-cad mapping their lands. It would seem that this
would certainly assist in presenting a focused approach to the
Trustees Council, and establish a past pattern. In addition, the
project includes, at least in part, Chenega’s proposal for funds to
be made available to support subsistence food sharing program
between communities. Further, samples will be collected, and there
will need to be imputing with regard to the planned 1993 spring
shoreline survey.

The "How" section of 93017 is especially important. Discussion
concerns "involving subsistence users and decisions affecting
mitigation ...." and also discusses the subsistence study. We
support this project. We also believe that data and resources
owned by the ANCSA corporations may be available, and ANCSA
corporations must be consulted regarding work scope.

Project No. 93018: Enhanced Management of Wild Stock, PWS,
Emphasis on Cutthroat Trout and Dolly Varden

Budget: $285,300 - 18 months

This project would involve monitoring of weirs, obtaining scales,
and so on. The areas include Native corporation owned lands (for
example, Eshamy Lake which is surrounded by Chenega lands). The
program is oriented towards sparts fishermen. However, the
agencies do need to consult with the ANCSA corporations regarding
access, and the public needs to be educated regarding the fact that
the habitat impacts, to a large extent, riparian and littoral
interests of ANCSA corporations.

Project No. 93019: Mariculture Project.

This project seeks to restore services by introducing a new
technology in order to restore or enhance populations. It is
strongly supported by the Chugach area villages and village
corporations. A State AG legal opinion was requested.
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Project No. 93022: Evaluating the Feasibility of Enhancing
Productivity of Murres by Using Decoys, Dummy
Eggs, and Recording of Murre Calls to
Stimulate Normal | Densities at Breeding
Colonies.

The budget for this project 1is $281,000. Even Dr. Speese liked
this one.

Project No. 93024: Restoration of Coghill Lake Sockeye Salmon
Stock. '

The budget for this project is $191,900. This is a pretty
complicated study in order to figure out all sorts of things about
sockeye. Our question is, why are you proposing so much to study
Kenai River Sockeye, and so little to restore sockeye in PWS?

Project No. 93025: Montague Island Chum Salmon Restoration.
Budget: $81,500

The project appears worthwhile and is supported.

Project No. 93026: The Fort Richardson Hatchery Water Pipe.

The project total is $3,617,000. There are even typos in the WHEN
(which starts at 1992 and ends in 1984). We fail to see how this
project is oil spill restoration oriented. '

Project No. 93028: Restoration and Migration of Wetland Habitat
for Injured Prince William Sound Fish and
Wildlife Species.

We need further information concerning this project which involves
fixing a water course. It is not altogether clear what is intended
to be accomplished.

Project No. 93029: Prince William Sound Second Growth Management

This project is intended to inventory data bases, habitat, and to
improve habitat for “pink and chum salmon harlequin duck, marbled
murrelet, river otter and bald eagle. It may involve acquisition
of habitat and is important from a land owners perspective as well
as for the public perception of restoration of critically injured
habitat.
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Project No. 93030: Red Lake Restoration (Kodiak Island).
Budget: $77,200

Perhaps the money should be transferred from 93002 to Red Lake and
reduce the Kenai River and Lake system’s attention.

Project No. 93031: Red Lake Mitigation for Red Salmon Fishery.
Budget: $153,700

The project is intended to improve a hatchery, with a large
percentage of the budget going to eguipment.

Project No. 93032: Pink and Cold Creek Pink Salmon Restoration.
Budget: $36,000

This proposal is to evaluate pink salmon escapement, bypass bariers
and evaluate fish passage through barrier bypasses. It appears to
address short term needs and is thus an important part of the
overall restoration effort.

Project No. 93033: Harlequin Duck Restoration Monitoring Study in
PWS, Kenai, and Afognak.

Budget: $717,900

All ADF&G. The project is fairly technical, but is intended to
characterize nesting habitat, reproductive failure, and whether or
not reproductive failure exist elsewhere than western PWS, i.e.:
the Kenai coast and Afognak Island. It therefore is land specific,
important to subsistence users, and should involve ANCSA
corporation consultation.

Project No. 93034: Pigeon Guillemot Colony Survey.
Budget: $165,800

The purpose of this study is to conduct a colony census and to
figure out how badly damaged the populations are. The areas
include, Naked Island and Afognak Island. The location of most of
the study will be primarily focused in the Western PWS. This seems
to be an important study, with the identification and mapping of
the colonies within the area of the EVOS. We believe uplands use
will occur. Therefore, Native landowner consent is required.
Question: 1Is this a habitat acquisition study?
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Project No. 93035: Potential Impacts of Oiled Mussel Beds on
Higher Organisms

This is another Fish & Wildlife Service sponsored study. It,
however, ties into the oil musseled beds studies referenced above.

The information is important in order to obtain a further
understanding of the adverse effects of ©persistent oil
contamination. Chenega is an area with a high degree of persistent
0il contamination. Although this study focuses on oyster catchers
and harlequin duck, the source of pollution to be examined is oiled
mussel beds. We believe that the study is imperative. We would
also suggest studies on the effects of persistent oiling on
octopus. Octopus are also a primary food source of harbor seals.
The less octopus, the less harbor seal. Perhaps this interplay on
persistence also should be examined.

Project No. 93036: Recovery Monitoring and Restoration of
Intertidal Oiled Mussel Beds in PWS.

Total Budget: $404,800

This project involves the sampling of mussels and sediments for
petroleum hydro carbon following a protocol established by NOAA and
the DRDA process. In addition, there will be efforts to identify
new areas of continued contamination. Presently, the National
Parks Services surveying and sampling mussels and sediments along
the Kenai Peninsula. It is anticipated that the project may be
extended to the Kodiak area. This project is supported and is
important, especially to the human populations in areas with
continued contamination.

Project No. 93038: Shoreline Assessment, Restoration Monitoring.
Total Project: $520,700

This project is for a term beginning January 1 and ending September
30, 1993. It is divided into two phases; phase one is a physical
survey of selected shoreline and phase two is restoration of land
and resource uses by light duty pickup during and after survey. 1In
addition *“larger scale treatment work, if necessary, would be
- identified on work orders and restoration crews from Chenega, Port
Graham or other areas would be hired to preform the identified
work."
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The areas include Knight, LaTouche, Evans, Errlington, Green and
Disk islands in Prince William Sound and Tanzina Bay, Windy Bay and
Chugach Bay in the Gulf of Alaska. :

Chenega Corporation successfully bid upon Exxon clean-up contracts
in 1991 and 1992. Further, additional determination is planned for
clean—-up of oiled mussel beds and the 1993 spring survey of mussel
beds (93036, see infra). Further, the Trustees Council allows for
additional funds to expand the effort.

This project is very important and both to the health of the

resources as well as the residents of contaminated areas. Any
restoration-related activities on or adjacent to ANCSA lands should
also involve the consent and consultation requirements. In

addition, the project, upon completion, if maps are created, should
identify individual ANCSA corporation ownerships.

Project No. 93039: Herring Bay experimental and Monitoring

Studies.

Budget: $507,000

This study focuses on fucus and limpets. It is especially
concerned with the Herring Bay area. It is proposed that there
will be 3-4 10 day visits to the Herring Bay area during the summer
low tide, with equipment. It‘’s an ADF&G project and the
contractual amount is $478,700. The study will look at other
invertebrates, including barnacles. Question: Is data to be

examined from any other areas, or will there be extrapolations?
It’s an important study. What is planned for follow—up?

Project No. 93041: Comprehensive Restoration Monitoring Program
Phase 2: Monitoring Plan Development.

This is to design the monitoring component of the restoration plan.
It’s going to be looking at a number of different flora and fauna
groups as well as archaeological resources that were injured.
Basically, it’s going to involve "monitoring“. It is thought that
‘resources and services that are not recovering quickly will be used
as candidates for restoration actions and resources and services
that are found to be recovering faster than anticipated may allow
for an earlier completion of the restoration end point. The
problem is, what are you studying, where are you going to study?
Is the budget sufficient?
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Project No. 93042: Recovery Monitoring of PWS Killer Whales.
Budget: $127,000

This is a study project, again. It is importance from an
aesthetics stand-point, the importance of a feeling of well being
by residents, and the need to restore such services. That is,
killer whales are beautiful animals and native to PWS waters.

Project No. 93043: Sea Otter Population Demographics and Habitat
Use in Areas Affected by the EVOS.

Budget: $291,900

This study looks at what happened to the sea otters, and whether or
not areas ought to be purchased for sea otter habitat for possible
protection. 1It’s an interesting project. :

Project No. 93045: Surveys to Monitor Marine Bird and Sea Otter
Populations.

Budget: $262,400

This is a boat survey program. Purpose is to figure out whether
marine bird and otter populations are recovering. Also to look at
habitat protection. The project is a worthy study, and is
supported.

Project No. 93046: Habitat Use, Behavior and Monitoring of Harbor
Seals in PWS

Budget: $230,500

The project will involve aerial surveys and visits to Chenega Bay
and Tatitlek once a year to discuss “survey results with
residents.* It is recognized that seal 1is important for
subsistence purposes, but aerial visits do not appear to provide
sufficient information. We know there aren’t many harbor seals.
Did they die or leave? Besides looking at food sources and source
contamination, why not involve the affected communities more? See
also comments to Project No. 90035 - octopus populations should
also be examined, the effects of oil persistence on harbor seals
directly and indirectly should be examined. 1In addition, Native
community input is very important. The project, as structured has
little to no involvement. We also have information to share, and
concerns.
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Project No. 93047: Subtidal Monitoring Récovery of Sediments
Total Budget: $1,700,000.

An important project, which appears ready to identify oil
persistence and toxicity. This project involves recovery of hydro-
carbons and subtidal sediments over a two year period. Oiled sites
include Chenega’s Sleepy Bay require such heavily oiled sites and
Port Graham’s Windy Bay. We recommend additional upper tidal
research.

Project No. 93050: Update Restoration Feasibility Study No. 5.
Budget: $10,200

Purpose is to add additional information to the existing DNR data
base, which will be made available to the public. The information
should be useful to any modifications to the restoration plan.
However, private landowners should be identified.

Project No. 93051: Habitat Protection Information for Anadromous
Streams and Marbled Murrelets.

Budget: $1,179,800

Purpose is to obtain information on habitat protection and
acquisition. This is an important project for ANCSA corporatlons
It’s unclear what is planned, however.

Project No. 93052: Identification and Protection of Important
Bald Eagle Habitats.

Budget: $188,000

See comments to Project No. 93051. Mapping and GIS are also
anticipated. Jurisdictional ownership should be included.

Project No. 93053: Hydrocarbon Data Analysis, Interpretation, and
Database Maintenance.

Budget: $105,500

The purpose is to gather hydrocarbon data of areas affected by the
oil spill to figure out whether or not oil is weathering. This is
a pretty complicated project, but it could be very important from
a recovery standpoint. What is the reporting period? How is data
anticipated to impact the Restoration Plan. Why such a limited
study?
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Project No. 93057: Damage Assessment GIS.

Again, this would be useful for the purposes of land acquisition
and habitat acquisition and protection. The more GIS is developed
the more information the Trustees will have to work on injured
resources restoration. However, ANCSA corporation ownership must
also be described.

Project No. 93059: Habitat Identification Workshop.
Budget: $42,300

It appears that the basic point of this program is to figure out
when habitat is necessary to be protected and acquired, and where
the immanent threats are. 1It'’s data gathering, and the cost is
$42,300. It will be strictly contractual. The parameters are not
clear.

Project No. 93060: Accelerated Data Acquisition.

The purpose of this program is to put together in a quicker fashion
a data base with numerous layers, each of the layers to be worked
on by various agencies. The total cost is $43,900, all of which is
contractual. The goal is to accelerate the habitat protection and
acquisition office by collecting an organized resource data to
evaluate habitat protection and acquisition proposal.

Many of the data base layers appear important for restoration
planning and assessment. It’s not a big ticket item, and would
certainly assist with implementation of a restoration plan. When
and what data will be made public? What are the plans are for
analysis? How will the data be analyzed? How often will it be
updated? And what are the criteria?

Project No. 93061: New Data Acquisition.
‘Budget: $535,000

This a 9 month project. The idea here is to evaluate habitat
protection and acquisition proposals, to develop new data to
evaluate such options, including long term protection and
acquisition of habitat. See questions to 93061. This project is
supported.
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Project No. 93062: Restoration GIS.
Budget: $138,400

The purpose of this project is to provide statistical and spacial
analysis and GIS mapping support for “approved restoration
projects". Does this include all restoration projects? It should.
It looks like an interesting program, and develops a series of
themes for habitat protection. :

Project No. 93063: Survey and Evaluation of Instream Habitat and
Stock Restoration Techniques for Anadromous
Fish.

Budget: $59,400

This project is going to develop proposals and designs for instream
habitat and stock restoration projects. 1It’s more study in order
to figure what other project designs can be implemented with regard
to restoration of anadromous streams. The idea is to retrieve
equipment, analyze data, collect additional engineering design data
and prepare new project proposals. It is unclear, however what the
point is.

Project No. 93064: Habitat Protection Fund

The project term is to begin on October 1, 1992 and there’s no date
set to end. What are the plans with regard to habitat protection
and acquisition? Is this a project which will require annual
funding? Or is this a sinking fund?

Project Title: Coordinated Recreation Restoration Planning
: and Assessment.

This is the Alaska Park Service Proposal. It is strongly supported
by Chenega Corporation, Tatitlek Corporation, Port Graham
Corporation, English Bay Corporation and Chugach Alaska
Corporation. The idea, to involve ANCSA corporations in public
recreation and environmental restoration, is sound public policy.

Project title: Chugach Resources Management Agency.
This is now a joint proposal involving a facilitating restoration

projects and direct contracting. The request for direct
contracting is not a new proposal, but rather, is intended to
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implement settlements and laws. We are encouraging the PAG to
encourage the Trustees and the agencies. The proposal also
involves a comprehensive methodology for facilitating work project
equipment and other needs. It is suggested that the CRMA would
constitute a basic method of reducing project costs, and at the
same time, assure that work is carried out efficiently, by
interfacing agency needs with regional support groups.

CWT:cb/pr/1-4.mem
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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99519-6650
(907) 343-4906

Tom Fink, ‘Vo L, I 77:) A X

Mayor

Municipalgy
of
® Anchorage

ENTERPRISE ACTIVITIES

January 5, 1993

Mr. E. Bradford Phillips, Chairman
Public Advisory group

Phillips Cruises & Tours

P.O. Box 100034

Anchorage, Alaska 99510-0034

Dear Mr. Phillips:

As utilities manager of Anchorage, I am writing to express my support for the
Fort Richardson Hatchery Water Pipeline project that has been proposed for
funding in the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Restoration 1993 Draft Work Plan
(Project Number 93026). As a result of the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill,
overescapement of sockeye salmon occurred in the Kenai River in 1989. These
spawners yielded more juveniles than the ecosystem could support and, as a
result, few smolts were produced. Studies in 1992 estimated only about
00,000 outmigrating smolts, but 400,000 returning adults are required to
Qet the minimal escapement goal. Smolt production in previous years was
so weak and there is not yet any sign of recovery. Consequently, adults
returning in future years are not expected to meet escapement needs and
closure of the Kenai River to commercial and sport fishing is antlclpated in
1994, 1995 and perhaps for a number of years beyond

The annual average estimated harvest by Kenai River sport fishermen is
107,000 sockeye salmon. The value of the sport fishery alone is $10,000,000
per year. This loss of angling opportunity will have serious and far
reaching impacts for fishermen throughout southcentral Alaska. Other
proposed projects (Number 39012 and 93015) attempt to reduce the losses to
commercial fisheries, but only the Fort Richardson Hatchery pipeline could
provide substantial alternative opportunities for Alaskan sport fishermen and
help to maintain the quality of life that they now enjoy.

The Fort Richardson hatchery currently provides some catchable trout and
salmon for the areas that have been most severely impacted by the oil spill.
The proposed project will fund the construction of a water pipeline system to
deliver water from the Municipality of Anchorage’s water treatment plant to
the hatchery. This will immediately double the hatchery’s fish production,
increase operational reliability and increase efficiency. This project will
provide an additional 250,000 large rainbow trout and 50,000 catchable-sized
king salmon for landlocked lakes as well as 800,000 king, 600,000 silver and.
2,000,000 pink salmon smolts which are expected to provide over 140,000
angler days. These fish will be released beginning in 1994 in areas
cessible to the fishermen who will lose recreational opportunities on the
‘nai Peninsula and will redirect pressure away from other wild stocks. Wild
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stocks will be further protected because Alaska has the strictest f£fish
disease and genetics regulations and policies in the United States. Before
any hatchery fish are released, stocking plans undergo thorough public, state
and federal review to ensure protection of wild stocks. Though these fish
will be used primarily to mitigate losses to sport fishermen, some will also
contribute to commercial fisheries in the impacted area. This project will,
therefore, serve several user groups.

The proposed project has an estimated capital cost of $3.6 million. All
increased operating expenditures, however, will be funded by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game. (Note that no state General Funds are used to
operate the hatchery; it is funded by 25% Fish and Game receipts and 75%
Federal
insignificant impact on the Municipality of Anchorage’s water supply.

matching monies.) The hatchery water usage will have an

Each summer, thousands of people from all corners of the world converge on
" the Kenai Peninsula anticipating a unique outdoor Alaskan experience. Many
of the fishermen target the Kenai River where a world class fishery has
existed for both king and sockeye salmon. In addition, hundreds of thousands
of angler days are spent on the Kenai River by resident Alaskans pursuing
salmon.
roadside locations. This project will affect more people than any other
proposed project and restore services that will otherwise be lost for an
extended period of time.

Many of these people have no opportunities to fish other than at

Your support for, and subsequent Trustee Council approval of, this project
will ameliorate the impact from the loss of one of the most important and
valuable recreational fisheries in the state. It is my hope that the Public
Advisory Group will seriously assess the merits of this project and consider
the social and economic benefits that this project will provide to the
Municipality of Anchorage, the Kenai Peninsula and the fishing/tourism
industries of our state.

Sincerely,

L

Will Gay

Executive Manager
Enterprise Activities

ccC:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mike Barton, Regional Forester, U.S. Forest Service

Charles Cole, Attorney General, State of Alaska

Dave Gibbons, Interim Administrative Director

Curt McVee, Special Assist. to the U.S. Dept. of Interior Secretary
Steve Pennoyer, Director, U.S. Department of Commerce

Carl Rosier, Commissioner, Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game

John Sandor, Commissioner, AK Dept. of Envir. Conservation
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Cook Iniet Seiners
Association . I ¢
PO. Box 4311 |
Homer, Rlaska 99603
235-2656

December 31, 1992

E. Bradford Phillips

Phillips Cruises & Tours

P.O. Box 100034

Anchorage, Alaska 89510-0034

Dear Mr. Phillips:

Cook Inlet Seiners Association (CISA) is writing to convey our ideas and
concerns about restoration of the outer coast of the Kenai Peninsula as a
result of the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill. CISA is a Homer based non-
profit organization that represents salmon seiners in the Lower Cook
Inlet. Eighty-five percent of the permit holders for this area are members
of CISA while over ninety percent are residents of the Kenai Peninsula.

As you are aware, the Lower Cook Inlet was one of the most heavily oil
spill damaged area in Alaska, second only to Prince William Sound. |t
cannot be disputed that the Lower Cook inlet was seriously damaged by
the oil spill. This is graphically displayed by the map on the cover of the
Exxon Valdez Oi1 Spill Restoration 1993 Draft Work Plan.

Since the calamitous impact of the oil spill in 1989, the Lower Cook Inlet
has suffered run failures across almost all species of salmon and
throughout most of the geographic area. Prior to this time, the Lower
Cook Inlet supported healthy salmon fisheries that economically benefited
the entire region as well as the state.

In early December of this year, at CISA's Annual Membership Meeting, Dr.
Joe Sullivan was a guest speaker. During the meeting, CISA members
expressed concern because there were no specific project preoposals in the
1993 Draft Work Plan for the Lower Cook Inlet. We were informed that in
order to have our concerns and ideas most effectively presented and heard,
CISA needed to become more intimately involved in the entire Trustee/



Restoration process. For example, we were encouraged to have a CISA
member attend the Trustee meetings in Anchorage which we did. Also, we
were told that CISA needed to present our projects directly to the
Trustees rather than have the local Department of Fish and Game do so.
Prior to this time, we thought that the best route to use was to go through
Fish and Game. Obviously, by way of this letter, CISA is directly
advocating our proposals and ideas. In addition, we trust this letter clears
up any misconceptions about why CISA has not directly addressed the
Trustees about restoration of the outer Kenai Peninsula until now.

CISA believes that Exxon Valdez 011 Spill Restoration studies and findings
that have been conducted in Prince William Sound are also applicable to
the outer coast of the Kenai Peninsula. Salmon in both areas are primarily
inter-tidal spawners. This reasoning should also include studies proposed
for the Sound in the 1993 Draft Work Plan and those that will follow in
coming years. CISA would use the information from the Restoration
studies and findings in the Sound as scientific basis in developing and
proposing oil spill restoration projects in the outer coast of the Kenai
Peninsula. |f CISA is correct in this assumption, we need and request
this to be specifically and clearly stated and acknowledged by the
Trustees at the appropriate level of the process. If CISA is not accurate
in this assumption, then we also need to know this because it will vitally
impact our proposals to the Trustees. If CISA cannot use Prince William
Sound studies and findings as a basis for project proposals for our area,
we are requesting that identical studies be conducted in the outer coast of
the Kenai Peninsuta. As was stated above, this area was the second most
heavily oil spill damaged area in the state; there is a dire need of
restoration mitigation activities. If additional studies need to be
conducted beyond those in the Sound, it is imperative that they begin in
1993. This region has long been ignored; it requires and deserves equal
focus, attention, and restoration.

Thank for the opportunity to express our concerns and ideas on this most
important issue.

Smcerely,
AlRay C? Presment

Cook Inlet Semers Association




Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

Restoration Office
. 645 "G" Street, Anchorage, AK 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

'MEMORANDUM

To: Trustee Council

From: Dave Gibbons
Interim Administrative Director, and
Restoration Team

Date: September 11, 1992

Subj: Initial Screening of 1993 Projects

1993 PROJECT IDEA SCREENING CRITERIA

The following criteria were used as threshold criteria to screen
ideas submitted by the general public and State and Federal
agencies. The first set of three critical factors were used to
screen all -ideas. If an idea failed to comply with any one of
these factors, it was not forwarded for further project description

. development. If a project met these criteria, it was subsequently
next subjected to either the set of damage assessment or
restoration idea criteria, dependent upon its category of proposed
work. These criteria and a brief description follow.

CRITICAL FACTORS

1. Linkage To Resources And/Or Services Injured By The Exxon
Valdez 0il Spill

The settlement documents specify that the use of the restoration
trust funds must be linked to injuries resulting from the Exxon
Valdez oil spill. The following is the definition of injury:

"A natural resource has experienced "consequential injury" if
it has sustained a loss (a) due to exposure to oil spilled by
the T/V Exxon Valdez, or (b) which otherwise can be attributed
to the oil spill and clean up. "Loss" includes:

- significant direct mortality;
- significant declines in populations or productivity;
- significant sublethal and chronic effects to adults or
any other life history stages; or
- degradation of habitat, due to alteration or ,
. o contamination of flora, fauna and physical components;
‘._ S0 7 "7 < of the habitat." (Aprll 1992 Restoratlon Framework)

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



A link must be evident from the 1993 idea submitted and the above
criteria for injury to resources or services.

2. Technically Feasible

Are the technology and management skills available to successfully
implement the restoration idea in the environment of the oil spill
area?

3. Consistent With Applicable Federal And State Laws And Policies

Is the restoration idea consistent with the directives and policies
with which the Trustee agencies must comply? Some factors
discussed included:

~ third party suit? ‘
- legal under existing laws and regulations including
the settlement agreement?

Damage Assessment Ideas

1. Project Previously Funded For Close-Out?

Was the idea funded in the 1992 Work Plan for close-out and final

report preparation? If so, it should not receive additional
funding.
2. 1993 Close-0ut Project

Should this idea be funded in the 1993 Work Plan for close-out?
Only considered with respect to those projects funded for damage
assessment continuation in the 1992 Work Plan can be considered.

3. New Project Where Injury Is aApparent

Is there a substantial amount of new information to demonstrate
injury to resources and services? Injury to resources and services
as defined in critical factor 1.

4. Damage Assessment Continuation

Are the injuries to resources and services fully understood or is
there a opportunity to understand new injuries? The life span of
the injured resource should be considered since many species are
long-lived and the injury may occur in different life stages, or
have temporal stock separation such as odd/even pink salmon year
classes. '

General Restoration Ideas

All .restoration ideas were evaluated using the four criteria

described below. “If an-'idea had a clear restoration end point -and . --

2



was either time critical or a possible lost opportunity and was not
a long-term commitment, it was forwarded for further development
and consideration. :

1. "Is There A Restoration End-Point?

What is ‘the restoration end-point? A restoration end-point
includes actions to restore, replace and enhance natural resources,
monitor natural recovery or involves acquisition of equivalent
resources or services. If there is no identifiable restoration
end-point, then the project was not recommended for further
development. :

2. Time Critical To The Recovery Of The Injured Resource/Service;
Must Be Conducted In 1993

Would a delay in the project result in further injury to a resource
or service or would we forego a restoration opportunity? This
information is critical to support near-term future conditions.

3. Opportunity Lost If Not Funded In 1993 (Related To Method Of
Recovery) ‘

Other considerations that were taken into account in developing the
restoration program included opportunities to combine work or
logistics with other projects in order to reduce costs. The intent
of this criterion is to identify those project ideas that need to
be implemented now or the opportunity will be lost. Is there some
factor that will make it impossible to conduct the project in the
future?

4. Involves Long-Term Commitment

Until a restoration plan is completed, annual restoration
activities requiring a long-term commitment should be limited to
those projects that do not have irretrievable commitment of funds
to future vyears.
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INITIAL RESTORATION TEAM REVIEW OF 1993 PROJECT IDEAS

Critical Factors

No Unknown

1. Linkage to resources and/or services injured by
the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

2. Technically feasible.

3. Consistent with applicable Federal and State
laws and policies.

Damage Assessment Ideas

. Project previously funded for close-out.
1993 close-out project.

New project where injury is apparent.

Damage assessment continuation.

PR

General Restoration Ideas

1. Is there a restoration end-point?

2. Time critical to the recovery of the injured
resource/service; must be conducted in 1993.

3. Opportunity lost if not funded in 1993. (Related to
method of recovery.)

4. Involves long-term commitment.

Recommendation

Approved for preparation of brief project description.
Rejected.
Combined with ideas:

Comments:
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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

645 G Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

To: Trustee Council
SCEIVE]
From: Dave R. Gibbons : !s
‘ Interim Administrative Director T Eﬁ?
JEN T L RS
Date: December 16, 1992
ENNGN vaLDE LE,
Subj: Trustee Council Meeting Notes TRUSTE ";; '“
ﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂa?ﬁﬁ REGURY

The following are my notes from our meeting last Friday:
TRUSTEE COUNCIIL MEETING NOTES
12/11/92

By Dave R. Gibbons
Interim Administrative Director

Members Present:

Trustee Council

John Sandor+ (ADEC)
Mike Barton (USFS)
Charlie Cole (ADOL)
Carl Rosier (ADF&G)
Steve Pennoyer (NMFS)
Curt McVee (USDOI)

Restoration Team

Dave Gibbons (IAD)
Mark Brodersen (ADEC)
Marty Rutherford (ADNR)
Jerome Montague (ADF&G)
Byron Morris (NOAA)
Pamela Bergmann (USDOI)

Ken Rice (USFS)
¢ Chair

Trustee Council (TC) moved to approve the election of
officers made by the Public Advisory Group (PAG)
(Resolution #4).

MOTION:

Administrative Director (AD) will convey the following TC actions
to the PAG concerning their four Resolutions:

1. Operating Procedures resolution (Resolution #1) tabled
until next meeting.
2. Tabled resolution #2 until next TC to work with Native

land owners and other residents in oil spill affected
area. ‘

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



3. Resolution #3 - Approved to Delay Approval 1993 Work Plan
until after their January 6-7, 1993 meeting.
4, Resolution #4 - Approved officers.

On all Resolutions tabled; staff will do further background
work to assist TC (with much lead time). Restoration Team
members check with their respective agencies on the adoption
of resolution #2.

1993 Work Plan
Time Critical - Proijects TC approved NEPA Compliance funding
only:
1. 93032 - $5,000 approved (Pink & Cold Creek Pink Salmon
ladders).
2. 93019 - Tabled until January 19, 1993 meeting.
3. 93030 - No motion to approve. ‘
4, 93031 - No second on motion to approve.
5. 93046 - $3,000 approved Harbor Seals.
6. 93026 -~ Tabled until January 19, 1993 meeting.
Time Critical project with NEPA Compliance that TC approved:
1. 93045- Boat Survey $262.4 approved.
Timeline

Comments on proposed timeline due from TC by mid-week. No
comments will be accepted to lengthen this timeline.

Strengthening Process

Trustee Council will solicit comments for all fronts to
improve organization. ‘

State approved position description available now.

Advertise Administrative Director position.

MOTION: Mr. Barton and Mr. Rosier will <c¢oordinate the

announcement for application of Executive Director using
applicable agency guidelines.

MOTION: I move that the Trustee Council agrees that the

acquisition of approximately 7,500 imminently threatened
land in Kachemak Bay State Park meets our restoration
criteria. The TC approves the expenditure of up to
$75,000 for the completion of NEPA documentation for
spending $7.5 million to acquire approximately 7,500
imminently threatened lands in Kachemak Bay State Park.
The TC approves the designation of the U.S. Forest
Service as the lead agency for ensuring that appropriate
. NEPA documentation is completed. The TC requests that
appropriate NEPA compliance be completed as soon as
practicable so the TC may then take final action.



Next Meeting
Continuation meeting is scheduled for January 19 @ 8:00 a.m.

MOTION: Under the circumstance that the Trustee Council member or
their first alternate is not available, the TC member can
appoint a second alternate.

MOTION: Administrative Director draft milestone meeting schedule
for next TC meeting for calendar years 1993 and 1994.

Each member of the TC requests to receive a copy of the TC meeting
transcript.
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Exxon Valdez Oil prll Trustee Counc:l

Restoration Office
645 "G" Street, Anchorage, AK 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

"MEMORANDUM

To: Trustee Council

From: Dave Gibbons A
Interim Administrative Director, and
Restoration Team

" Date: September 11, 1992

Subj: Initial Screening of 1993 Projects

1993 PROJECT IDEA SCREENING CRITERIA

The following criteria were used as threshold criteria to screen
ideas submitted by the general public and State and Federal
agencies. The first set of three critical factors were used to
screen all ideas. If an idea failed to comply with any one of
these factors, it was not forwarded for further project description
development. If a project met these criteria, it was subsequently
next subjected to either the set of damage assessment or
restoration idea criteria, dependent upon its category of proposed
work. These criteria and a brief description follow.

CRITICAL FACTORS

1. Linkage To Resources And/Or Services Injured By The Exxon
Valdez 0il sSpill _

The settlement documents specify that the use of the restoration
trust funds must be linked to injuries resulting from the Exxon
Valdez oil spill. The following is the definition of injury:

"A natural resource has experienced '"consequential injury" if
it has sustained a loss (a) due to exposure to oil spilled by
the T/V Exxon Valdez, or (b) which otherwise can be attrlbuted
to the oil spill and clean up. . "Loss" 1ncludes'

- significant direct mortallty,

~ significant declines in populations or product1v1ty,

- significant sublethal and chronic effects to adults or
any other life history stages; or

- degradation of habitat, due to alteration or A
contamination of flora, fauna and physical components: :
'Qfﬂthe habitat." (Aprll 1992 Restoratlon Framework)

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



A link must be evident from the 1993 idea submitted and the above
criteria for injury to resources or services.

2. Technically Feasible

Are the technology and management skills available to successfully
implement the restoration idea in the environment of the oil spill
area?

3. Consistent With Applicable Federal And State Laws And Policies

Is the restoration idea consistent with the directives and policies
with which the Trustee agencies must comply? Some factors
discussed included: '

- third party suit? ‘
- legal under existing laws and regqulations including
the settlement agreement?

Damage Agssessment Ideas
1. Project Previously Funded For Close-Out?

Was the idea funded in the 1992 Work Plan for close-out and final
report preparation? If so, it should not receive additional

funding.
2. 1993 Close-Out Project

Should this idea be funded in the 1993 Work Plan for close-~out?
Only considered with respect to those projects funded for damage
assessment continuation in the 1992 Work Plan can be considered.

3. New Prdject Where Injury Is Apparent

Is there a substantial amount of new information to demonstrate
injury to resources and services? Injury to resources and sexvices
as defined in critical factor 1.

4. Damage Assessment Continuation

Are the injuries to resources and services fully understood or is
there a opportunity to understand new injuries? The life span of
the injured resource should be considered since many species are
long~-lived and the injury may occur in different life stages, or
have temporal stock separation such as odd/even pink salmon year
classes. Co

General Restoration Ideas

All .restoration ideas were evaluated using the four criteria

described below. "If an idea had ‘a clear” restoration end poirnt -and -

2



was either time critical or a possible lost opportuhity and was not
a long-term commitment, it was forwarded for further development
and consideration.

1. ‘Is There A Restoration End-Point?

What is the restoration end-point? A restoration end-point
includes actions to restore, replace and enhance natural resources,
monitor natural recovery or involves acquisition of equivalent
resources or services. If there is no identifiable restoration
end-point, then the project was not recommended for further
development.

2. Time Critical To The Recovery Of The Injured Resource/Service;
Must Be Conducted In 1993 ‘

Would a delay in the project result in further injury to a resource
or service or would we forego a restoration opportunity? This
information is critical to support near-term future conditions.

3. Opportunity Lost If Not Funded In 1993 (Related To Method Of
Recovery)

Other considerations that were taken into account in developing the
restoration program included opportunities to combine work or
logistics with other projects in order to reduce costs. The intent
of this criterion is to identify those project ideas that need to
be implemented now or the opportunity will be lost. Is there some
factor that will make it impossible to conduct the project in the
future?

4. Involves Long-Term Commitment

Until a restoration plan is completed, annual restoration
activities requiring a long-term commitment should be limited to
those projects that do not have irretrievable commitment of funds
to future years.
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INITIAL RESTORATION TEAM REVIEW OF 1993 PROJECT IDEAS

Critical Factors

No Unknown

1. Linkage to resources and/or services injured by
the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

2. Technically feasible.

3. Consistent with applicable Federal and State
laws and policies.

o Damage Assessment Ideas

1. Project previously funded for close-out.
2. 1993 close-out project.

3. New project where injury is apparent.

4. Damage assessment continuation.

General Restoration Ideas

1. Is there a restoration end-point?

2. Time critical to the recovery of the 1njured
resource/service; must be conducted in 1993.

3. Opportunity lost if not funded in 1993. (Related to
method of recovery.)

4. Involves long-term commitment.

Recommendation
Approved for preparation of brief project description.

Rejected.
Combined with ideas:

Comments:
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STATE OF BLASKR /oo e

DEPARTMENT OF FISHAND GAME

_ £.0. BOX 25526
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER / JUNEAU, ALASKA 99802-5526
: PHONE: (907} 465-4100

January 7, 1993

Mr. Mike Barton
Regional Forester
U.S. Forest Service

Mr. Steven Pennoyer
Director
National Marine Fisheries Service

Mr. Curtis McVee
Special Assistant to the Secretary
U.S. Department of the Interior

Mr. Charles Cole
Attorney General
Department of Law

John A. Sandor
Commissgioner
Department of Environmental Conservation

I was recently contacted by members of the Public Advisory Group
and local commercial fisheries interest groups about the lack of
funding for projects dealing with herring. as you know, those
projects were not included in the 1993 Work Plan, because at that
time, there was less evidence of population level injury to herring
and the Restoration Team wanted to wait until the results of the
1992 field season were available. Since that time, information
from the 1992 field season has come to my attention that indicates
a population level injury has probably occurred te the herring of
Prince William Sound (PWS). Pertinent findings include the
following.

1. In 1992, the 1989 year class returned as age-3 first time
adult spawners at the lowest level age~3s measured since 1967.
Thieg year class represents returning offspring of the largest
spawning population in PWS since the early 70s.

2. In 1992, adults from the dominant 1988 year class demonstrated
significantly different reproductive capabilities (hatching
succesg from unoiled area eggs was 56 percent versus 20
percent in the oiled areas).



Mr. E. Bradford Phillips
Page 2

stocks will be further protected because Alaska has the strictest fish
disease and genetics regulations and policies in the United States. Before
any hatchery fish are released, stocking plans undergo thorough public, state
and federal review to ensure protection of wild stocks. Though these fish
will be used primarily to mitigate losses to sport fishermen, some will also
contribute to commercial fisheries in the impacted area. This project will,
therefore, serve several user groups.

The proposed project has an estimated capital cost of $3.6 million. All
increased operating expenditures, however, will be funded by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game. (Note that no state General Funds are used to
operate the hatchery; it is funded by 25% Fish and Game receipts and 75%
Federal matching monies.) The hatchery water usage will have an
insignificant impact on the Municipality of Anchorage’s water supply.

Each summer, thousands of people from all corners of the world converge on
the Kenai Peninsula anticipating a unique outdoor Alaskan experience. Many
of the fishermen target the Kenai River where a world class fishery has
existed for both king and sockeye salmon. In addition, hundreds of thousands
of angler days are spent on the Kenai River by resident Alaskans pursuing
salmon. Many of these people have no opportunities to fish other than at
roadside locations. This project will affect more people than any other
proposed project and restore services that will otherwise be lost for an
extended period of time.

Your support for, and subsequent Trustee Council approval of, this project
will ameliorate the impact from the loss of one of the most important and
valuable recreational fisheries in the state. It is my hope that the Public
Advisory Group will seriously assess the merits of this project and consider
the social and economic benefits that this project will provide to the
Municipality of Anchorage, the Kenai Peninsula and the fishing/tourism
industries of our state.

Sincerely,

Will Gay
Executive Manager

Enterprise Activities

cc: Mr. Mike Barton, Regional Forester, U.S. Forest Service
Mr. Charles Cole, Attorney General, State of Alaska
Mr. Dave Gibbons, Interim Administrative Director
Mr. Curt McVee, Special Assist. to the U.S. Dept. of Interior Secretary
Mr. Steve Pennoyer, Director, U.S. Department of Commerce
Mr. Carl Rosier, Commissioner, Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game
Mr. John Sandor, Commissioner, AK Dept. of Envir. Conservation
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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99519-6650
(907) 343-4906

Tom Fink, VOL. T 774)5 X

Mayor

Municipali?y
of
| . Anchorage

ENTERPRISE ACTIVITIES

January 5, 1993

Mr. E. Bradford Phillips, Chairman
Public Advisory group

Phillips Cruises & Tours

P.O. Box 100034

Anchorage, Alaska 99510-0034

Dear Mr. Phillips:

As utilities manager of Anchorage, I am writing to express my support for the
Fort Richardson Hatchery Water Pipeline project that has been proposed for
funding in the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration 1993 Draft Work Plan
(Project Number 93026). As a result of the Exxon Valdez O0il Spill,
overescapement of sockeye salmon occurred in the Kenai River in 1989. These
spawners yielded more juveniles than the ecosystem could support and, as a
result, few smolts were produced. Studies in 1992 estimated only about
0,000 outmigrating smolts, but 400,000 returning adults are required to
éet the minimal escapement goal. Smolt production in previous years was
so weak and there is not yet any sign of recovery. Consequently, adults
returning in future years are not expected to meet escapement needs and
closure of the Kenai River to commercial and sport fishing is anticipated in
1994, 1995 and perhaps for a number of years beyond.

The annual average estimated harvest by Kenai River sport fishermen is
107,000 sockeye salmon. The value of the sport fishery alone is $10,000,000
per year. This loss of angling opportunity will have serious and far
reaching impacts for fishermen throughout southcentral Alaska. = Other
proposed projects (Number 39012 and 93015) attempt to reduce the losses to
commercial fisheries, but only the Fort Richardson Hatchery pipeline could
provide substantial alternative opportunities for Alaskan sport fishermen and
help to maintain the quality of life that they now enjoy.

The Fort Richardson hatchery currently provides some catchable trout and
salmon for the areas that have been most severely impacted by the oil spill.
The proposed project will fund the construction of a water pipeline system to
deliver water from the Municipality of Anchorage’s water treatment plant to
the hatchery. This will immediately double the hatchery’s fish production,
increase operational reliability and increase efficiency. This project will
provide an additional 250,000 large rainbow trout and 50,000 catchable-sized
king salmon for landlocked lakes as well as 800,000 king, 600,000 silver and
2,000,000 pink salmon smolts which are expected to. provide over 140,000
angler days. These fish will be released beginning in 1994 in areas

cessible to the fishermen who will lose recreational opportunities on the

nal Peninsula and will redirect pressure away from other wild stocks. Wild
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Association .. I 18«
PO. Box 4311
e R Homer, Alaska 99603
i 935.9656

December 31, 1992

E. Bradford Phillips
Phillips Cruises & Tours

P.O. Box 100034
Anchorage, Alaska 89510-0034

Dear Mr. Phimps:v

Cook Inlet Seiners Association (CISA) is writing to convey our ideas and
concerns about restoration of the outer coast of the Kenai Peninsula as a
result of the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill. CISA is a Homer based non-
profit organization that represents salmon seiners in the Lower Cook
Inlet. Eighty-five percent of the permit holders for this area are members
of CISA while over ninety percent are residents of the Kenai Peninsula.

As you are aware, the Lower Cook Inlet was one of the most heavily oil
spill damaged area in Alaska, second only to Prince William Sound. It
cannot be disputed that the Lower Cook Inlet was seriously damaged by
the oil spill. This is graphically displayed by the map on the cover of the
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration 1993 Draft wWork Plan.

Since the calamitous impact of the 0il spill in 1989, the Lower Cook Inlet
has suffered run failures across almost ail species of salmon and
throughout most of the geographic area. Prior to this time, the Lower
Cook Inlet supported healthy salmon fisheries that economically benefited
the entire region as well as the state.

In early December of this year, at CISA's Annual Membership Meeting, Or.
Joe Sullivan was a guest speaker. During the meeting, CISA members
expressed concern because there were no specific project proposals in the
1993 Draft Work Plan for the Lower Cook Inlet. We were informed that in
order to have our concerns and ideas most effectively presented and heard,
CISA needed to become more intimately involved in the entire Trustee/



Restoration process. For example, we were encouraged to have a CISA
member attend the Trustee meetings in Anchorage which we did. Also, we
were told that CISA needed to present our projects directly to the
Trustees rather than have the local Department of Fish and Game do so.
Prior to this time, we thought that the best route to use was to go through
Fish and Game. Obviously, by way of this letter, CISA is directly
advocating our proposals and ideas. In addition, we trust this letter clears
up any misconceptions about why CISA has not directly addressed the
Trustees about restoration of the outer Kenai Peninsula until now.

CISA believes that Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration studies and findings
that have been conducted in Prince William Sound are also applicable to
the outer coast of the Kenai Peninsula, Salmon in both areas are primarily
inter-tidal spawners. This reasoning should also inciude studies proposed
for the Sound in the 1993 Draft Work Plan and those that will follow in
coming years. CISA would use the information from the Restoration
studies and findings in the Sound as scientific basis in developing and
proposing oil spill restoration projects in the outer coast of the Kenai
Peninsula. If CISA is correct in this assumption, we need and request
this to be specifically and clearly stated and acknowledged by the
Trustees at the appropriate level of the process. If CISA is not accurate
in this assumption, then we also need to know this because it will vitally
impact our proposals to the Trustees. If CISA cannot use Prince William
sound studies and findings as a basis for project proposals for our area,
we are requesting that identical studies be conducted in the outer coast of
the Kenai Peninsula. As was stated above, this area was the second most
heavily oil spill damaged area in the state; there is a dire need of
restoration mitigation activities. |f additional studies need to be
conducted beyond those in the Sound, it is imperative that they begin in
1993. This region has long been ignored; it requires and deserves equal
focus, attention, and restoration.

Thank for the opportunity to express our concerns and ideas on this most
important issue.

Sincerely,
AlRay O? , President

Cook Inlet Semers Association




December 11, 1992

A REVISED SCHEDULE for the

RESTORATION PLAN and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

January 1993
Late February 1993
March 24

May 16
June 7
June 7 - Aug. 7

Aug. 7 - Sept. 1

~ Sept.il="Nov. 1
Nov. 10
Nov. 25

Nov. 25 - Dec. 25

Dec. 27

Restoration Team, Trustee Council review alternatives.
Trustee Council revises and approves alternatives.
Alternatives information package.

Trustee Council approves Draft Restoration Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

Publish Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Restoration
Plan

Public comments and public review of Draft Restoration Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (60 days).

Analyze public comments.

Revise Environmental Impact Statement and Restoration Plan
including response to comments.

Trustee Council approval of Final Envnronmenta[ Impact
Statement and Restoration Plan,

Publish and distribute Final Environmental Impact Statement and
Final Restoration Plan.

30-day notification period for the Environmental Impact Statement.

Adopt Final Plan and Record of Decision.
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Trustee Council -2~ January 7, 1993

In PWS, there are five commercial herring fisheries worth an
average annual combined exvessel value of $8.3 million. This
fishery is of great economic importance to commercial fishermen in
Cordova, Valdez, and the smaller communities of PWS. Without
better biological information on age class disappearance and
reproductive impairment, the department will 1likely have to
‘implement more conservative management strategies in 1994 with an
assoclated loss to the herring fishery.

Having reviewed the available data we recommend the following as a
minimum to increase the management precision necessitated by the
oil spill injuries outlined above.

1. Continue to monitor the reproductive success of the 1988 year
class, define differences due to individual variability,
location, and timing of spawn.

2. Continue to evaluate the reproductive success of the 1989 year
class in 1993,

Because of this new information and the concern from special
interest groups and the general public, I submit the enclosed
project description for our consideration for inclusion in the 1993
Work Plan.

Sincerely,

C Moahoo s

Carl L. Rosier
Commissioner

Enclosure

cc: Restoration Team
Dr. Robert Spies
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Meeting Summary

A. MEETING: Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Public Advisory Group
Kodiak Work Group

B. DATE/TIME: January 5, 1993

C. LOCATION: Kodiak, Alaska (teleconferénce'with.Anchorage)

D. MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Name Principal Interest

John French Science/Acadenic

Pam Brodie Environmental

Richard Knecht Subsistence

Rupert Andrews , Sport Hunting and Fishing
Doug Mutter Designated Federal Officer

E. OTHER PARTICIPANTS:

Nane Organization
Kristin Stahl-Johnson Kodiak
Greg Petrich : Kodiak Audubon
Jerome Selby A Kodiak Island Borough
Bob Gwen o +to National Marine Fisheries
A : Service
Rita Stevens . Kodiak Area Native Assoc.
Heidi Z#&mock ngr Radio
Jim Lawson
Cq,ﬁm;\c & e\ A‘Q@S"—Qk 301\’»&‘ \)Q’\«.‘L‘H"ﬁ

F. SUMMARY:

The following questions, issues and suggestions were raised
regarding the proposed 1993 restoration plans:

~-general support for the 5 Kodiak Island Borough resolutions
previously sent out

--archeology restoration projects should  use local
organizations ‘

--recommend $250,000 for Kodiak Area Native Assoc. as part of
project 93006 for archeology site restoration

--93009, it is not appropriate for USFS to take the lead
--how are archeology sites related to EVOS?

--significance of archeology sites and the direct and indirect
impacts due to EVOS were explained

--need local 1nfrastructure for storing artifacts and related
data

--using volunteers for site stewardship may cause more
problems

--add project for Fisheries Center in Kodiak for research
analyses capabilities



‘ . )

--no agreement on the Ft. Richardson pipeline project
-=-gupport imminent threat protection on Afognak Island
--what is status of acquisition?
--need for coordinating long-term monitoring efforts
--perhaps bring monitoring needs up at symposium in February
G. ACTION ITEMS: None
H. NEXT MEETING: None

I. ATTACHMENTS: None
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MEETING SUMMARY

EVOS-PAG Kodiak Working Group
Meeting #1

The Kodiak Working Group meet from 1:30-3:30 in the Conference Room at the UAF-Fishery
Industrial Technology Center with an audio connection to the Oil Spill Center in Anchorage.

" The group recommended the following changes in the FY93 Work Plan:

1. Addition of $250,000 to project 93006 as a subcontract to Kodiak Area Native
Association for inventory and site specific archaeological restoration of sites on in
Kodiak, not covered in the current project.

2. Not funding project 93026 - Fort Richardson Hatchery Water Pipeline.

3. Addition of $800,000 for the design and engineering for the archeological museum
and cultural center for Kodiak Area Native Association. See Kodiak Island Borough
Resolution 92-52.

4, Addition of $1,000,000 for conceptual planning, architectural design and
engineering for the expansion of the Fishery Industrial Technology Center. See Kodiak
Island Borough Resolution 92-51.

5. That a significant portion of the funds be protect key habitat areas. Priorities
should be set on the importance of the area not just imminent threat.

6. That very serious consideration be given to setting aside a portion of the settlement
as an "endowment” to fund research which requires a longer term than the settlement.

Concern was expressed that projects should be kept local, or at least Alaskan, rather than the
extensive use of subcontracts outside the State. This concern was applied to pro;ects 93007 and
93008 among others.

Concern was also expressed that some projects are being kept within the Trustee agencies which
could better handled by other public and private entities. A specific example was having
educational organizations responsible for project 93009 rather than USFS.

It was noted that the RCAC’s and other groups are also undertaking monitoring studies. So far
these studies are not well coordinated with EVOS studies. There is often little coordination
apparent between EVOS studies. The Kodiak Working Group feels it is important to find ways
to improve the coordination of methodologies, research and monitoring objectives to maximize
the benefits of the dollars spent on scientific studies, including restoration and enhancement
projects.

Submitted by John S. French, Leader, Kodiak Working Group



EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Number:
Project Source: Kodiak Island Borough & University of Alaska Fairbanks

Project Title: Near Island Fisheries Research Center
(expansion of Fishery Industrial Technology Center)

Project Category: Technical Support
Lead Agency: National Marine Fisheries Service

Cooperating Agencies: University of Alaska Fairbanks, School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
National Parks Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Weather Service

Project Term: March 1, 1993 to September 30, 1993
INTRODUCTION

During the Exxon Valdez oil spill many fisheries were closed due to the presence of oil
in the water and on the beaches. Major lethal effects on fish were documented for pink and
sockeye salmon and herring, chronic and sub-lethal effects were difficult to measure. The
planning and design funds for the next phase of the multi-agency fishery technology and research
would enable the user agencies to (1) initiate research projects on the efficacy of restoration
practices, (2) the enhancement of fishery resources in the effected areas, such as king crab, sea
urchins, and molluscan shellfish, (3) the enhanced utilization of equivalent fishery resources to
those in spill area, such as arrowtooth flounder, and (4) to initiate long term research programs
to better understand and ameliorate the effects of oil spills on the fisheries of the western Gulf
of Alaska. Seven federal and two State agencies, the University of Alaska Fairbanks, School
of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences, Kodiak Island Borough, and the City of Kodiak have all
participated in the planning for the multi-agency facility.

The seawater system and associated facilities will be designed to enhance research on fish
behavior, physiology and perception, marine biology, and aquatic toxicology of normal and
stressed fisheries. Stressed conditions could include other human activities, including fish
harvesting, in addition to spilled crude oil. In addition the completed multi-agency fishery
technology and research facility will provide a variety of analytical testing and monitoring
capabilities within Kodiak Island Borough. These capabilities were severely lacking during the
oil spill when all samples had to be sent off-island for analysis.

The first phase of the University of Alaska Fairbanks, School of Fisheries and Ocean
Sciences (SFOS), Fishery Industrial Technology Center (FITC) has been completed. It is the



first building of the proposed multi-agency fishery technology and research facilities. The FITC
Owen Building is being used by the University of Alaska and National Marine Fisheries Service-
Utilization Research Division personnel. Co-location of these two groups has resulted in efficient
use of facilities and encouraged pooling of expertise to pursue efficient use fishery resources to
produce diverse, high quality products, and eliminate waste.

Currently the other agencies interested in co-locating are isolated from each other, the
public and the fishing community, and occupy out dated and inadequate facilities. The
importance of the fisheries in the western Gulf of Alaska to the State and nation are expanding,
and the oil spill emphasized the need for more specific information on these fisheries. Many of
the fisheries activities in Kodiak are expanding to meet these needs. The multi-agency fishery
technology and research facilities will be necessary to meet the agencies needs and the public’s
need for better access to information and training in a timely manner.

The City of Kodiak has donated the land for fisheries research facilities on Near island.
The City of Kodiak has committed to using its revenue bonding power to fund construction of
portions of these facilities to the extent that lease monies are committed by user groups and
agencies, if other funding sources are not available. As one of the users of the expanded
facilities the National Marine Fisheries Service has been authorized by congress to lease space
on Near Island at an annual lease not to exceed $1,000,000 per year and has appropriated
$100,000 for planning the federal needs in the facility.

WHAT

The goal of this project is to follow the recommendation of the Kodiak Island Borough
an the FITC Policy Council that the University of Alaska Fairbanks, in conjunction with NOAA
and ADFG, develop expanded multi-agency fishery technology and research facilities on Near
Island, Kodiak, Alaska. The next phase of this facility which is most critical for restoration,
enhancement, enhanced utilization of fishery resources, and better understanding and ameliorating
the effects of oil spills in the western Gulf of Alaska will include a gravity fed seawater system,
wet and dry marine laboratories, public education facilities and associated systems.

The combined use of state and federal lease monies with funds from the civil EVOS
settlement to finish construction of a multi-agency fisheries research center on Near Island in
Kodiak will help provide the State of Alaska with state-of-the-art capabilities to undertake critical
studies on the restoration, enhancement, and enhanced utilization of fishery resources in the
western Gulf of Alaska. These facilities will also provide Alaska’s fishing industry with research
and technical assistance during the rehabilitation of Alaska’s vertebrate and invertebrate fisheries
resources. The new facilities will be located in conjunction with existing FITC facilities. These
facilities will accommodate NOAA/NMFS and other fisheries research and management groups
in addition to the FITC. Land for development of these facilities is being held in trust by the
City of Kodiak. Development of these facilities would provide the University of Alaska, State,
and Federal agencies resources for evaluating toxicological, physiological, and behavioral effects
related to the presence of hydrocarbons.

A principal component of the oil spill related portion of these facilities will be a



controlled environment behavior and sensory physiology wet laboratory. This will be the core
unit which will be used to investigate physiological and behavioral effects of long term low level
exposure to hydrocarbons. Central to this laboratory is a large swimming pool tank which will
provide capabilities to assess how adult organisms perceive and react to stimuli produced by their
environment in conjunction with the presence of hydrocarbons. The main support facility for
this system is a running seawater system with associated mechanical support and filter beds.
Additional facilities include food safety, physiology and toxicology laboratories.

These enhancements to the state/university/federal fisheries research complex on Near
Island would enhance research and development activities related to the restoration, enhancement,
and economic value of fisheries resources of the oil spill effected areas, especially through better
understanding of the behavioral, physiological, and toxicological responses of targeted species.
Research in this facility would also lead to the development of better tools to monitor aquatic
toxic responses and other physiological changes resulting from oil spills and other anthropogenic
activity. ‘

The expanded fisheries research center will house the Biotechnology, Fisheries Science,
Fish Harvesting Technology, Food Safety, and Toxicology programs of FITC/SFOS in addition
to significantly expanding the public education activities of all parts of the center. Alaska
Department of Fish and Game research efforts will probably focus on shellfish enhancement and
rehabilitation. In addition to management data acquisition National Marine Fisheries Service
activities are expected to include marine mammal studies and the observer program.

WHY

Commercial fishing was directly impacted by the salmon closures in 1989. The large
number of other fisheries were adversely impacted by the unavailability of fishing vessels under
contract to Exxon and Veco. Damage to pink and sockeye salmon stocks has been demonstrated.
Herring stocks also appear to have been damaged. In addition studies since the spill have shown
that 0-2 year old halibut are primarily found in shallow bays, some of which were heavily oiled
(Norcross et al). Since we do not have an accurate juvenile index, we will not have accurate
assessment of damage to the halibut resource for eight years until they are recruited into the
commercial fishery. Pink salmon escapements in the oil spill area were unexpectedly high in
1991 and very low in 1992. Southeast and western Alaska returns were much more normal over
the same period. There may be a second generation teratogenic effect as there is with some
hydrocarbons such as diethylstilbesterol. or polybrominated biphenyls. Few, if any, of these
effects are legally proven but there is certainly enough information to justify further
investigation.

Some of the highest tissue hydrocarbon and florescent metabolite levels that were seen
during the subsistence foods study came from the Kodiak archipelago. This evidence is also
strongly suggestive of much broader exposure of finfish to oil-derived hydrocarbons than is
legally recognized. The expanded fisheries research center would have the capabilities to test
food samples within the community.

Several food chain related stresses have been identified during the NRDA process. If



either these or the previous items result in diminished commercial stocks the efficiency and
selectivity of fishing gear will become far more critical. If some stocks drop to critical levels
or if some stocks have to be closed to fishing in order to protect, restore or enhance other
damaged resources than the development of alternative fishery resources will become critical.

The expanded fisheries research center will also provide the technical capabilities to
address both food safety and aquatic toxicology issues within the community of Kodiak, at the
cross roads of spilled oil coming out of either Cook Inlet or Prince William Sound.

HOW
The FY93 funding will provide for the following planning and design objectives:

1. A master plan which would address the specific positioning and general configuration
of all elements of the proposed facility. It would program phased development and
identify requirements of the infrastructure (seawater system, support facilities, roads,
parking and utilities).

2. A conceptual design which identifies specific elements and programmatic relationships
required to effectively address overall programmatic objectives. Programming all
elements of the elements of the facility in sufficient detail to develop realistic project
cost estimates. Preliminary facility plans, exterior elevations and specifications will be
developed indicating the general configuration and components. This information would
be presented in a brochure format which could be used to promote the facility and help
secure complete funding.

3. A project construction cost estimate will be prepared which would identify the probable
cost of each element based on the anticipated year of construction.

4, Detailed engineering, design and permitting will be completed for the gravity fed seawater
system. This is a core element to all proposed oil spill related activities.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

Project compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will be assessed
during the planning and design phase. Until project specifications are finalized, specific NEPA
requirements cannot be determined. The seawater system will require a Corps of Engineers’
permit and compliance with the Alaska Coastal Management Plan will be required. The required
State and Federal permits will be identified and incorporated into the planning process.

WHEN

The planning and design will occur during the period 1 March 1993 to 1 March 1994,
The construction project will require approximately 6.5 million dollars above and beyond the
funds previously identified. If these funds were available for phased construction during FY95
and FY96, the facilities will be operational by the end of 1996. Careful phasing of the project



could make key aspects of the facility operational sooner.

BUDGET ($K)

Contractual to UAF Facilities Planning and Construction
Administration to NMFS
~ Project Total

Name, Address, Telephone of UAF contact:

Kathleen Schedler, Director

UAF Facilities Planning & Construction
Butrovich Building, Suite 211
University of Alaska

Fairbanks, AK 99775

Voice: (907) 474-5026
FAX: (907) 474-7554

$ 930
70
$1000



APPENDIX

SCHOOL OF FISHERIES AND OCEAN SCIENCES
FISHERY INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY CENTER
SCOPE & PROGRAM REVIEW

The School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences (SFOS) is an integral part of the University
of Alaska Fairbanks which is the state-funded Land and Sea Grant institution. As such fish
harvesting and seafood processing science and technology are central to the UAF responsibilities
in the economic development of Alaska, the enhanced utilization and conservation of the States
natural resources, help assure the nutritional well being and safety, and the education and
improved quality of life of rural Alaskans, especially those in coastal communities. Alaska’s
fisheries are a critical component of U.S trade, with Alaska seafood a major foreign trade
commodity. One-third of all U.S seafood exports are shipped from Alaska making these seafood
products extremely vulnerable to fluctuations in world stocks and prices. Rapid technological
developments and an awareness of legal, economic, and social questions associated with
implementation of policies such as exclusive economic zones have brought about an awareness
of the critical nature of resource utilization. The centrality and relative cost/benefit ratio become
even more apparent when the cost of not pursuing research, technological development and
training in fish harvesting and seafood processing science and technology. The Davan Study
(USDA, 1989) concluded that conducting $38 million of research in high priority areas of food
science and technology would produce $840 million in positive returns and failure to conduct the
research would result in $368 million of additional costs. Thus the investment in food science
research has a 32 to 1 benefit to cost ratio.

By Alaska statute, the duties of the Fishery Industrial Technology Center (FITC) have
been defined as providing scientific research and technological support for the conservation and

-development of seafood harvesting and processing in Alaska to support the state’s fishing
industry and enhance employment opportunities. The SFOS, through FITC, has an opportunity
to develop the Fish Harvesting Science and Technology (FHST) component after initially
building the Seafood Processing Science and Technology component. Both areas are central to
the University of Alaska’s responsibilities in the economic development of Alaska, the enhanced
utilization and conservation of the Alaska’s natural resources, help assure the nutritional well
being and safety, and the education and improved quality of life of rural, especially coastal,
Alaskans. There are no comparable programs in the U.S. and only a few in the world that
attempt an integrated approach. The FITC Policy Council made FHST the top priority for FITC
development at it’s spring 1991 meeting.

There are no university level degree programs in FHST in the U.S. However, problems
related to FHST have considerable relevance to many aspects of fisheries, fisheries
oceanography, resource management, biology, and several areas of engineering. In addition to
degree students, many residents of coastal Alaskan communities have expressed interest in
learning more about fish perception, behavior, and responses to gear. Alaska residents account
for 70% of the work force participating in the harvesting of seafood, and 50% of the work force
in processing of seafood. |

Alaska fisheries are facing many of the same problems as most major world fisheries are
currently experiencing. The total demand for fish being processing of seafood beyond the year



2000 may exceed 100 million tons, however, all major world stocks of demersal fish species are
either fully exploited or over-fished. Issues such as selective fishing, by-catch conservation or
utilization, gear efficiency, control of exploitation rates, and development of fisheries for
underutilized species will require strong research programs addressing both scientific and
technological aspects to solve. Improved understanding of FHST, especially to improve the
selectivity of the harvest, will be necessary to enhance resource utilization and conservation in
Alaska and throughout the world. Other FHST opportunities include determining the distribution
of harvestable populations, determining the physiological and behavioral responses of fish and
shellfish during capture, improving onboard handling practices, and addressing the issues of
overfishing and rehabilitation of previously overharvested species.

The overall approach to solving fish harvesting problems must be a highly integrated
collaborative one. Practical modifications in fishing gear must consider all aspects of fishing
gear such as mechanics of safe deployment and retrieval, behavior, efficiency and selectivity.
This approach requires that several scientists and technical support staff collaborate on a limited
number of fairly large projects to result in major progress in understanding how fish and fishing
gear interact. Underwater observation is a key element of any successful FHST effort.

Several fish harvesting scientists have strongly expressed the opinion that FITC will
continue to have only limited success if it tries to develop a FHST Group without a serious
commitment to new personnel. Even the most minimal FHST research at FITC will require a
minimum of two faculty researchers, one studying the perspective of the fish, and the other the
technical aspects of the gear.

Recent declines in Alaska’s oil revenue underscore the need for the state to develop its
economy based on resources that can be readily utilized and sustained. It is the role of the food
scientist to transform these raw products into the useful, wholesome, value-added products
desired by consumers. In addition to educating food science professionals, the existence of such
a program would facilitate the education of non-food scientists about the food supply. In
addition to being the state’s second biggest revenue generator, the seafood industry is Alaska’s
largest private sector employer.

Although food science research is an 1mp0rtant part of every state’s land-grant university,
very few universities in the U.S. have strong seafood related programs. Therefore, the
University of Alaska has an opportunity to become the premier seafood processing science and
technology program in the U.S. The sole seafood science and technology research program in
Alaska is housed in the FITC in Kodiak. Toward this end, FITC has developed a core nucleus
of seafood scientists who have made substantial contributions in several areas of seafood
research. Current seafood science and technology opportunities include the development of
innovative processing technologies to add maximum values to seafood products and to evaluate
their safety, quality and wholesomeness, development of new methods to minimize waste and
enhance by-product utilization, and development of innovative approaches to process and market
currently underutilized species.

Integration of seafood science with fisheries and business can provide students with
opportunities which are unique among U.S. universities.  Other potential educational
opportunities for the FITC are identified as the development of undergraduate and graduate
programs, access to new research and education grants, development of internship programs
which provide teachers a multidisciplinary exposure to practical uses of science, development of
short courses, creating interest in science for school children, and the development of
international scientific exchange programs.



The FITC has been involved in developing a Food Science and Nutrition (FSN) program
which emphasizes seafood and subsistence food resources. An Ad Hoc FSN Program committee
has been established to consolidate efforts and maximize the benefits from a cooperative FSN
within SFOS and School of Agriculture and Land Resource Management (SALRM). The
- development of a comprehensive FSN program will serve to educate the people of Alaska in the
development and production of high quality, safe, wholesome and nutritious foods for human and
animal consumption. Training to enhance utilization of Alaska’s major renewable food resources
including finfish, shelifish, aquatic and agricultural crops, livestock, and game animals is
mandated by the University of Alaska’s land and sea grant mission. A FSN program would
provide students with an educational emphasis which would enhance employment opportunities
in the management, production, or marketing of these important renewable food resources.
Availability of potential employees with this training has been identified as a high priority for
the seafood industry. In addition, the Davan Study estimated the return on a $4 million new
investment in food science education to be $153 million, for a benefit to cost ratio of 38 to 1.

The FITC can provide assistance in the expansion of Alaska’s revenue base from
exploitation of renewable oceanic resources, assist in technology transfer through workshops and
short courses, and aid in the development of coastal fishery-based economies. Education and
collaboration with international students and scientists will enable other countries to wisely
developing quality seafood products for export to the U.S. and for acceptance of U.S. products
for importation.

The FITC has significant extension and technology transfer responsibilities. Technical
information from research projects developed at the FITC or elsewhere in the School can be
disseminated through workshops conducted jointly by the FITC and MAP personnel throughout
the state. From 1982 until they were stopped due to budget cuts in 1985 FITC presented a series
of annual workshops aimed at improving Alaska’s fishing industry’s technological
‘competitiveness and ability to participate in developing fisheries opportunities. Development of
FITC as a state/industry university cooperative research center would enhance assistance provided
in the expansion of Alaska’s revenue base from exploitation of renewable oceanic resources,
assist in technology transfer through internships, workshops and short courses, and enhance the
development of coastal fishery-based economies.



FACILITIES
Alfred A. Owen Building

The FITC laboratories and faculty and staff
offices are housed in the Alfred A. Owen
building, a 20,200-square foot research facility
that was dedicated in 1991. It houses a Pilot
Processing Plant for the development, testing,
and scale-up of seafood processing operations
and includes 0, -20, and -40°C refrigerated walk-
in storage units.

Fundamental and applied research takes
place in modern biochemistry, chemistry,
engineering, microbiology, and sensory
evaluation laboratories. An instrument room, a
walk-in cool room, and a media preparation room
are also available. Public use areas include a
research library, lecture room (capacity: 64), and
conference room (capacity: 10-15).

LONG-TERM PLAN

FITC research programs are designed to
maximize benefits from Alaska’s renewable
fisheries resources through the application of
modern food science and technology. The
primary objectives of FITC programs are to
facilitate the profitable production of wholesome,
high-quality seafood and to provide training and
disseminate information to the industry.

To achieve these objectives, expansion of the
current facilities is necessary. The long-term
plan to obtain facilities needed by SFOS in
Kodiak is to encourage the development of a
multi-agency fisheries research complex,
including the Owen Building. This would
include a gravity-fed seawater system, wet and
dry research laboratories, classrooms, offices,
and a fisheries and seafood library. The complex
is expected to be a cooperative effort of SFOS, the
National Marine Fisheries Service, and the
Alaska Department of Fish & Game.

Presaty
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ADMINISTRATION

Vera Alexander, Ph.D., Dean, SFOS
Albert Tyler, Ph.D., Associate Dean, SFOS
John French, Ph.D., Interim Director, FITC

FACULTY &
RESEARCH STAFF

Jerry K. Babbitt, Ph.D., Affiliate Professor and Director,
NMFS Utilizations Research Laboratory.

Suvendu Bhattacharya, Ph.D., Visiting Faculty. Seafood
Engineering.

Chris G. Bublitz, M.S., Research Scientist. Fish physiology,
harvesting science and technology.

Gour S. Choudhury, Ph.D., Assistant Professor. Seafood
engineering, by-product utilization, extrusion, microbial
technology, process automation, unit operations, modeling.

Charles A. Crapo, M.S., Assistant Professor and Salmon
Quality Specialist. Seafood quality, quality assurance,
seafood processing and preservation.

Terry Ellsworth, B.S., Laboratory Technician.
Biochemistry, chemistry.

John S. French, Ph.D., Professor. Biochemistry of proteins
and lipids, postmortem changes in seafood quality, effects of
environmental stress on seafood quality.

Brian H. Himelbloom, Ph.D., Assistant Professor.
Microbiology of fish and fish products, microbial physiology,
applied enzymology.

John M. Kennish, Ph.D., Affiliate Professor. Analytical
chemistry, seafood quality changes, fish lipids.

Jong S. Lee, Ph.D., Professor. Microbiology, food safety,
quality control.

Henry Pennington, M.S., Assistant Professor, Marine
Advisory Program. Fisheries development, marine safety,
coastal resource management.

Robert Pfutzenreuter, B.S., Laboratory Technician.
Microbiology.

ADMINISTRATIVE &
SUPPORT STAFF

Kay Bodi, Custodian/Maintenance

Patrick Dooley, HVAC Technician

Lavonda A. Valley, Accounts Clerk

Margaret A. Zabinko, Administrative Assistant

Fishery Industrial Technology Center
University of Alaska Fairbanks
900 Trident Way

Kodiak, Alaska 99615

Phone: (907)486-1500

FAX: (907)486-1540
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SELECTED RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

e Improving chilled and refrigerated
seawater systems on fishing vessels

e Evaluating sous-vide processing for pink
salmon

e Developing extrusion processing of
salmon muscle proteins

e Evaluating opportunities for flaked
products from pink salmon

e Surveying the microbiological quality of
Alaskan seafood

e Providing technical support and tech-
nological development for surimi manu-
facturing

e Analyzing flatfish reactions to rig trawls
to minimize halibut by-catch through the
use of modified trawl gear

e Evaluating pollock trawl fishery selec-
tivity of square mesh codends

e Identifying new methods for detecting
and removing parasites in white fish

e Evaluating handling, quality, and
stability of whole and minced flatfish

e Characterizing seafood processing by-
products for conversion to energy and
other products

Fresh seafood product shipped from an Alaskan
processor to FITC for chemical and microbial
evaluation. (Photo: H. Pennington)

FI1SHERY

I NDUSTRIAL
TECHNOLOGY
CENTER

KODIAK, ALASKA

COVER PHOTO: A driftnet fisherman picks a red salmon from
his net. Research and development at FITC begin with the
harvest of fishery resources. (Photo: D. Mercy)

The University of Alaska Fairbanks provides equal education and
employment opportunities for all, regardless of race, color, religion,
national origin, sex, age, disability, status as a Vietnam era or disabled
veteran, marital status, changes in marital status, pregnancy, or
parenthood pursuant to applicable state and federal laws.
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FISHERY INDUSTRIAL
TECHNOLOGY CENTER

The Fishery Industrial Technology Center
(FITC) has grown steadily since its creation in
1981 by an act of the Alaska Legislature. A unit
of the University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF)
School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences (SFOS),
FITC conducts a research and development
program and provides technology transfer and
training to enhance the economic development of
the Alaskan fishing industry. Activities are
supported by the industry and by state and
federal grants.

PROGRAMS

' Fish Harvesting Science and Technology I

FITC personnel conduct research to develop
and improve fishing gear and on-board handling
technologies to maximize the quality of the
harvest. Current research includes:

e fundamental studies on the physiology of
harvested species, including

- perception of fishing baits, gear, and vessels

- behavior upon encountering and escaping
fishing gear

- factors controlling swimming rates and
endurance

e applied studies on the behavior of fishing gear
during deployment and use

Fisherman aboard a seine skiff pulls the net off the back of
the fishing boat to make a set. (Photo: D. Mercy)

AND

Fishery Industrial Technology Center as seen from across
Trident Basin in Kodiak. (Photo: B. Himelbloom)

OBJECTIVES

e development of fishing gear technology to
optimize the efficiency and selectivity of gear
to

- separate targeted and unwanted species
- separate targeted and undersized fish

l Seafood Science and Processing Technology

Researchers study the fundamental properties
of seafood to enhance its use in safe, nutritious
seafood products. They apply concepts of
biochemistry, chemistry, microbiology, and
seafood engineering to maximize the use of fish,
shellfish, and by-product materials. Projects are
underway to develop:

e technologies to ensure high product quality
from harvest to the consumer

e methods to determine and preserve the
nutritional value of Alaskan seafood

e optimum processing protocols through
engineering analysis of energy, material, and
labor use in seafood-processing operations

e methods to extend the shelf life of fresh and
frozen seafoods, including the application of
modern packaging and preservation
techniques

e new product concepts and to assist the
industry in developing and marketing those
products

l Fisheries and Food Science Training |

Training Alaskans in the management and
use of their marine resources is part of the
University of Alaska land and sea grant mission.
FITC faculty contribute to this effort by

e teaching courses for fisheries or management
undergraduate students and for other science
majors interested in food science

e developing and supervising a student
internship program to provide hands-on
experience in the industry

e coordinating the University of Alaska portion
of the cooperative Rachelor of Science in Food
Science and Technology program with Oregon
State University

e developing the Food Science and Nutrition
program shared by SFOS and the School of
Agriculture and Land Resources Management

e providing graduate training opportunities in
fish harvesting and food science and nutrition
at the M.S. and Ph.D. levels

- P

FITC personnel work with Alaskan seafood processors to
prevent and solve problems. Here Bob Pfutzenreuter
prepares microbe samples taken on a seafood line to
evaluate cleanup and sanitation procedures. (Photo:
H. Pennington)

e

' Technology Transfer

A primary objective of FITC scientists and
educators is to ensure that research results are
made known to the people who can use the
information. FITC personnel work with the

fishing industry and state and federal agencies
to identify areas of interest or concern and to
develop seminars and workshops on those topics.
Other technology transfer activities include:

e providing short courses of specific interest to
students and fishing industry personnel

e advising the fishing industry on use of new
and existing technologies

e developing cost analyses for the use of new and
existing technologies by the fishing industry

A major goal of the Alaskan fishing industry is to expand
beyond traditional canned or whole-frozen markets for pink
salmon. Chuck Crapo (white shirt) and Brian Himelbloom
prepare pink salmon using European sous-vide processing
methods. (Photo: H. Pennington)

| Public Service

Outreach and public service activities are also
important responsibilities of the FITC. The
Center location and personnel expertise provide
a focus for fishing-related public activities in
Kodiak. FITC personnel

e serve on various local, state, national, and
international professional boards and
committees, editorial boards, and advisory
groups

e present current information in seminars,
workshops, and short courses for the industry

e provide information for K-12 students and
teachers on fish harvesting and seafood
processing research
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Meeting Summary

A. MEETING: Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Public Advisory Group
Prince William Sound Work Group

B. DATE/TIME: January 4, 1993

C. LOCATION: Valdez, Alaska (teleconference with Anchorage,

Cordova, Chenega, Tatitlek)

D. MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Name Principal Interest

Donna Fischer Local Government

Pam Brodie Environmental

John McMullen Aquaculture

Charles Totemoff Native Landowners

Doug Mutter Designated Federal Officer

E. OTHER PARTICIPANTS:

Name Organization

Michael Brown Chugach Alaska Corp.

Dusty Kaser Chugach Alaska Corp.

Tyler Jones Chugach Alaska Corp.

Thomas Fink Private Consultant

Gail Evanoff Chenega Corp.

Gary Komcoff Tatitlek Corp.

Nancy Leftcoe Alaska Wilderness Recreation
and Tourism Assoc.

Mary McBurney Cordova District Fishermen
United

F. SUMMARY:

The following guestions, issues and suggestions were raised
regarding the proposed 1993 restoration plans:

-—-a joint proposal for the Chugach Resource Management Agency
(attached) was presented

--the 93 work plan tends to create more bureaucracy
--lacking an overall restoration plan or framework for
coordinating projects

--need to include more salmon and herring projects, such as
coded wire tagging and stock assesment (6 ADF&G projects not
in 93 work plan)

~-still need to remove oil and garbage from beaches

--need a long-term comprehensive monitoring program

--need a reward for conviction of persons harassing marine
wildlife

-—administrative costs are too high in 93 work plan



--why the Kenai River sockeye projects?

--the coordinated recreation restoration planning and
assesment project presented in November is worth looking at
--need to combine similar projects, eg. Red Lake, archeology
--the following projects were generally supported:

93003

93004

combine 93005, 006, 007, 008

combine 93009, 010, reduce costs

93011

93012, reduce costs

93016, need more funds

93017, contract at lower cost

93019, only if Federal attorneys rule favorably on
legality

93024

93034

93038

93039

combine 93043, 045, contract some of it
93046, contract some out

--the following projects were not generally supported:

93015
93028
93029
03051

--the following projects were not agreed upon:

93002 and 93015
93014

93018

93022

83025

93030 and 031
93032

93033

93035

93041

93042

93047

93064

--the remaining projects were not reviewed
G. ACTION ITEMS: None
H. NEXT MEETING: None

I. ATTACHMENTS:
1. Summary of Chugach Resource Management Agency Proposal



OIL SPILL TRUSTEES
PUBLIC ADVISORY GROUP
PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND WORK GROUP

PRESENTATION
CHUGACH RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY PROPOSAL
PURPOSE - Combine resource inventory and direct contracting concepts
ORGANIZATION

*Four village corporations from the Chugach Region
Chenega - Tatitlek - Port Graham - English Bay

*Regional Native corporation - Chugach Alaska Corporation

ADVANTAGES
*Proven and experienced management team
sExperienced consultants/advisors
*Proven fieid personnel in the villages
-Local, cost effective employment and equipment
Local residents §articipation in PWS restoration
«Opportunity for direct contracting as envisioned by Chenega settiement
COORDINATION
sAgencies provide CRMA with refined project scope of work information
*Relevant resource inventory will be provided based on realistic PWS conditions
sAdditional technical resources can be located and provided

*Management of direct contracts with village organizations/resources



EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Number:

Project Source:

Project Title: Injury to Prince William Sound Herring

Project Category: Damage Assessment

Project Type: Fish/Shellfish

Lead Agency: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Cooperating Agencies:

Project Term: Start Date: Ongoing (March 1, 1993) Finish Date: Continuing (Sept 30,1993)
INTRODUCTION:
Background on the Resource/Service

A,

Pacific herring Clupea pallasi are a major resource in Prince William Sound (PWS) from both ecological
and commercial perspectives. Pacific herring provide important forage for many species including
humpbacked whales, seals, sea lions, gulls, sea ducks, shorebirds, halibut, salmon, and other fish.
It appears that herring may be critical to the reproductive success of certain gull and shorebird
species. Several thousand pounds of herring and herring spawn on kelp are harvested annually for -
subsistence purposes and form an important part of the local native culture. In addition, five
commercial herring fisheries in PWS have an average annual combined ex-vessel value of $8.3 million.

Summary of Injury

The oil spill coincided with the spring migration of herring to the spawning grounds and adult herring
transited oiled waters on their way to nearshore staging areas. Significant histopathological damage
was measured in adults collected in oiled areas in both 1989 and 1990 confirming exposure of the
fish to toxins. Qiling of over 40% of the spawning areas and of migrating adults caused increased
egg mortality, elevated levels of abnormalities and gene breakage in newly hatched larvae, and
reduced hatching success of the embryos. Over 90% of the summer rearing and feeding areas of
herring were oiled in 1989. Direct mortality was significant on young herring in 1989 and sublethal
effects were measurable in larvae and adults in 1989 and 1990. Damages observed in 1989 and
1990 lead researchers to believe that adult and juvenile herring were re-exposed to oil after spawning
in both years by persistent sheens leaching from beaches and cleaning operations. Laboratory studies
measuring the effect of known doses of oil on newly hatched larvae provided a direct link between
estimated doses of oil measured in PWS and the level of injury observed in samples collected from
the field.

Although many herring typically spawn for the first time at age 3, herring that hatched in 1989 were
noticeably absent as 3-year-olds from the 1992 spawning population. Herring survival varies
tremendously under normal conditions, but results to date strongly implicate the oil spill as a major
cause for this low 3-year-old recruitment. Herring that hatched in 1988 and that were exposed to
oil as 1-year-olds at the time of the spill currently dominate (62% in 1992) the PWS herring spawning
population. It was hypothesized that damage to germ tissue caused by exposure to oil would result
in non-viable embryos and larvae and a pilot experiment to measure the ability of herring from this
age class to produce viable offspring was conducted in 1992, Hatching success of eggs collected
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from fish spawning in previously oiled areas was less than hal' that of eggs collected from fish
spawning in pristine areas. :

C. Location

Research will be conducted entirely within the confines of PWS and exact locations will depend upon
the distribution of spawning herring. Benefits to improved management of the herring resource will
be realized by all participants in the commercial and subsistence fisheries throughout the sound, and
by all species which utilize herring as forage. Herring have commercial importance to all communities
of PWS and are important for subsistence use at Tatitlek and Chenega and to lesser degrees in other
communities. ‘

WHAT: The goal of the proposed project is to improve the accuracy of fisheries management of the PWS
herring resource. Improved accuracy will allow fishery managers to make fine adjustments to fishing quotas
and more effectively result in measurable rehabilitation for PWS herring stocks. Accurate and precise
estimation of herring abundancs is crucial to the improvement of management accuracy.

Specific objectives to achieve this goal include:

1) Estimate the biomass of spawning herring in PWS using SCUBA diving spawn 'dep‘osition'
survey techniques such that the estimate is within + 25% of the true value 95% of the time.

2) Estimate the age, weight, length, and sex composition of the spawning herring in PWS such
that age composition estimates are within + 10% of their true value 95% of the time.

3) Document and estimate the extent of egg retention by spawning females and account for this
process in the spawn deposition biomass estimate.

4) Collect and analyze spawning substrate calibration samples for each diver. These samples will
be used to estimate diver- and vegetation-specific bias in egg counting to correct the biomass
estimate and to provide training for divers in spawn estimation.

WHY: The proposed project will provide a relatively low cost, albeit incomplete, tool for restoration of
damaged herring resources through the management of human uses, a major source of herring mortality.
Herring spawn deposition surveys will permit more intensive management of the resource by providing more
accurate biomass estimation than do standard aerial survey methods. However, it should be cautioned that
results from spawn deposition surveys will not provide complete assessment of the injury to herring
resources nor permit complete evaluation of restoration success. Additional studies to investigate stock
discreetness, stock-specific migration patterns, recruitment processes, and the effects of oil on reproductive
success are necessary to construct a comprehensive ecological model quantifying the effects of spilled oil
and its passage through the environment.

HOW:

Aerial surveys conducted by a-ea biologists as a regular part of commercial fishery management activities

- will be used to estimate the extent and distribution of herring spawn and to provide the basis for locating
survey transects at nearshore spawning grounds in a two stage sampling design. Trained and calibrated
SCUBA divers stationed aboard a research vessel will conduct surveys along the selected transects to
estimate the number of herring eggs deposited on vegetation and bottom substrate. Preserved samples of
eggs attached to vegetation will be collected and retained for later laboratory analysis. Field estimates by
divers of the number of eggs attached to the vegetation will be compared to more rigorous laboratory egg
counts to calculate diver-specific and vegetation-specific bias. Samples of adult female herring will be
collected immediately following spawning events to estimate the number of females retaining eggs and the
quantity of eggs retained to acljust the spawn deposition biomass estimates.



Area research biologists will ccllect samples representative of spawning herring for determination of age,
weight, length, and sex as part of regular ongoing data collection programs. Egg counts adjusted for
measured diver and substrate bias will be combined with estimates of the extent of total spawning area and
area sampled to estimate the total number of eggs deposited in PWS. The spawning biomass required to
produce this total will be calculited from total egg deposition combined with average fish size and sex ratio
for 1993 and average fecundity at size measured in previous studies. Estimated spawning biomass will be
‘adjusted for natural loss of eggs prior to surveys as measured in previous studies and for egg retention in
1883 measured as part of this proposed project.

Estimates of spawning biomass will be included in ongoing ADF&G investigations of age structured analysis
of PWS herring stocks to project the biomass of herring returning to spawn (run biomass) in 1994. The
forecast of run biomass will be used directly to set guideline harvests for PWS commercial fisheries.
Spawning biomass estimates will also be combined with information from previous herring research studies
to continue to evaluate oil spill rzlated damage to the resource and to grossly assess the progress of resource
rehabilitation. However, results from the proposed project are likely to have only limited utility to assess
resource rehabilitation without additional knowledge of stock structure, mixing, and recruitment processes.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: The proposed project is not intrusive. It involves collection of data and
does not affect fish and wildlife populations or their habitat.

WHEN: Jan-Feb 1993 Initiate vessel charter bids and contract
' Contact and line up divers (ensure certification requirements met or in progress)
Complete sample design for egg retention study
Complete sample design for diver calibration
- Order laboratory supplies and field supplies
Mar 1993 Complete any necessary diver certifications
Complete Detailed Study Plan
Hire technician to finish maintenance and assembly of dive gear
1-5 Apr 1993 Complete all hiring of field personnel and arrange for arrival of divers
Complete vessel contract
early Apr 1993  Diver training/refresher/orientation
Set up laboratory
5-15 Apr 1993 Initiate diving/field data collection (at onset of spawning)
1-12 May 1993 Complete field activities
" Begin lab processing of calibration samples
30 May 1993 Complete data entry of diver estimates
May-Jun 1883  Maintain, repair, and store gear
15 Jun 1993 Complete calibration sample processing
30 Jun 1993 Data entry of calibration samples
Initiate data analysis
1 Sep 1993 Finalize estimate of spawning biomass
15 Nov 1993 Finalize projection of 1994 run biomass
Nov/Dec 1993 Ccmplete annual report



Project:

Injury to Prince William Sound Herring

Description: SCUBA surveys are conducted to quantify herring spawn in areas of spawn identified through aerial surveys. Estimates of deposited
spawn are combined with other biological information (age, sex, size, fecundity, etc.) to estimate the biomass of reproducing herring.

Biomass estimates are used to forecast future returns and set harvest allocations.

30-Dec-92
Months Regulan Dive/Sea Duty 01-Feb-93| 01-Mar-93 01-Jul-93 TOTAL
Item Name Position Budgeted Salary; Premium Pay 28-Feb-93 30-Jun-93 30-Sep-93 COST

Personnel Costs | Wilcock Fisheries Biologist lll 3.0 $6,069 $7,876 $6,069 $13,945 $6,069 $26,082

Brown Fisheries Biologist Il (Pl) 10.0 $5,093 $6,707 $27,079 $30,558 $57,636

Bechtol Fisheries Bilogist Il 1.0 $5,093 $6,707 $11,800 $11,800

Haley F&W Technician 1l 4.5 $3,643 $5,001 $19,575 $1,822 $21,396

Becker F&W Technician | 1.5 $3,140 $3,886 $8,596 T $8,596

Miller F&W Technician Il 1.5 $3,140 $3,886 $8,596 $8,596

Gilman F&W Technician Il 5.0 $3,229 $11,301 $4,843 $16,145

' F&W Technician | 2.0 $2,717 $5,434 $5,434

Biometrician | 1.0 $5,640 $2,820 $2,820 $5,640

Research Analyst | 1.0 $4,230 $4,230 $4,230

TOTAL FTE = 2.5 $34,063 $6,069 $109,146 $50,341 $165,555

Travel Bechtol - 2 RT Homer/Cordova $2,000 $2,000

Meeting Attendance - 2 RT Anch/Cordova $800 $800

Contractual Vessel Charter - 25 days @ $1500/day $37,500 $37,500
Fuel for dive skiffs $1,000 $1,000] -

Equipment Maintenance/Repair $1,600 $1,500

Commodities Office and Lab Supplies $1,200 $1,200

Food and Field Supplies $1,500 $1,500

Equipment Dive Gear Réplacement $2,000 $2,000

General (15% * personnel cost) $24,833

Administration

TOTAL PROJECT COST

$237,889




EXXON VALDEZ OIL 911.1. PROJECT DESCRIP’tOIV

Project Number:

Project Source:

Project Title: Coded-wire Tag Recoveries from Commercial Catches, Cost Recovery Catches, and Hatchery
Brood Stocks in Prince William Sound Chum, Sockeye, Coho, and Chmook Salmon Fisheries

Project Category: Restoration Manipulation and Enhancement

Project Type:

Lead Agency: Alaska Department of Fish and Game N

Cooperating Agencies:

Project Term: Start Date: 03/01/92 Finish Date:09/30/92
(dayz’mpnth/year) {day/month/year)

INTRODUCTION: Each year 40 to 50 million wild chum, sockeye, and coho salmon fry and smolt emerge
-from lakes and streams throughout Prince William Sound (PWS) and migrate seaward. Adult returns of these
wild salmon species to PWS average approximately 700 thousand fish annually. The large outmigrations of
wild salmon and subsequent adult returns play a major roles in the Prince William Sound (PWS) ecosystem.
Both juveniles and adults are important sources of food for many fish, birds, and mammals and both are also
‘important predators on plankton and other fish. Adults returning from the high seas also convey needed
nutrients and minerals from the marine ecosystem to estuaries, freshwater lakes and streams, and terrestrial
ecosystems. Wild salmon also play a major role in the economy of PWS because of their contribution to
commercial, sport, and subsistence fisheries in the area. Chum, sockeye, and coho salmon are not as
- numerous as pink salmon but they have a much greater unit value commercial in commercial fisheries. In
aggregate these three species account for almost half of ex-vessel value of PWS area salmon fisheries and
provide alternate fishing opportunities and income for PWS commercial and sport fishing industries.

Like pink salmon, the majority of PWS chum salmon spend the larval portion of their life in- the intertidal
portion of streambeds. It is reasonable that chum salmon from oiled streams also experienced many of the
oil impacts already demonstrated for pink salmon including higher egg mortalities, larval deformities, and
lower juvenile growth rates than stocks from unoiled streams and hatcheries. By similar inference from pink
salmon research, chum salmon may also have persistent genetic damage which may have caused reduced
egg survival in generations following the spill. Furthermore, coded-wire tag recovery results from NRDA F/S
Study 3 indicate that damaged wild pink salmon streams located on hatchery stock migratory corridors in
western PWS experience a high incidence of genetic interchange as a result of straying from the burgeoning
hatchery populations. Ample evidence in the literature suggests that hatchery fish are ill adapted to wild
conditions and that genetic interchange between hatchery and wild stocks may lead to reduced fitness of
wild stocks. The extent of straying in chum, sockeye and coho salmon in PWS is unknown but may also be
important. Wilds stocks most impacted by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVQOS) are also subject to excessive
exploitation in mixed stock fisheries of western PWS which are targeting on large hatchery returns. The
combined effects of oil damage, excessive harvest, and genetic burden on wild fish may result in an overall
reduction in population size, genetic diversity, and fitness of PWS salmon populations.

Presently, the largest single source of mortality to wild salmon stocks in PWS which can be successfully

monitored and manipulated by human intervention is the commercial harvest of returning adults. Depleted
and less productive oil impacted wild populations cannot sustain as high an exploitation rate as unimpacted
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wild and hatchery stocks, consequently they require special protection fror: commercial fisheries if adequate
numbers are to escape and spawn. To reduce harvests on wild stocks and provide this protection, fisheries
managers must know time and area abundance trends for both wild and hatchery stocks. The proposed
restoration and resource monitoring project will use coded-wire tags as a stock identification tool which
enables managers to estimate specific contributions 1o commercial harvests by time and area. Almost all
project funds will be spent to support PWS field studies and will contribute to the local economy of Cordova.
The project may result in altered harvest management strategies in PWS fisheries and will contribute to the -
natural recovery process for PWS salmon populations. The budget attached for this project does not include
funding for a project principal investigator or other permanent personnel. It assumes that the tag recovery
project for pink salmon will be approved and will fund these full time positions.

WHAT: The goal of this project is to restore PWS salmon stocks which may have been injured by EVOS
through more precise, stock specific management of fisheries. Although other techniques may be
developed, the most effective restoration methods identified at this time is modification of human use of
injured salmon stocks while targeting fisheries on undamaged wild and hatchery stocks. The commercial
fishery is a major factor controlling salmon population size and reproductive success. Since PWS wild
salmon stocks are harvested in mixed stock fisheries dominated by hatchery fish, successful restoration
efforts must be based on the State’s ability to closely regulate the exploitation of wild stocks. Private, non-
profit aquaculture corporations (PNP’s) now fund tagging of hatchery releases of chinook, sockeye, chum,
and coho salmon of fry and smolt in PWS. However, NRDA funds were used to apply code-wire tags to
hatchery releases of chum, sockeye, coho, and chinook salmon in 1989, 1990, and 1991 and to
outmigrating sockeye salmon smolt from three wild streamsin 1990 and 1991. Because chum, sockeye and
chinook salmon mature at varying ages, fish tagged using NRDA funds will continue to return in significant
through 1995. This project is a comprehensive program for recovery of tags from these returning adults.
Analysis of tag recovery data will provide inseason estimates of hatchery and wild stock abundance and
timing. These results will enable fisheries managers to selectively reduce harvests on wild stocks. Tagging
data will also provide total return and survival estimates needed to set exploitation rates and assess the
success of restoration procedures.

Objectives:

Recovery of coded-wire tags from commercial catches to:

a. estimate temporal and spatial contributions of tagged hatchery stocks to PWS
commercial and hatchery harvests;

b. provide timely inseason estimates of stock contributions to harvests by time and area to
fisheries managers so they can closely regulate expioitation of injured wild stocks;

c. determine total return and overall survival of tagged salmon stocks.

WHY: Legal, practical, and philosophical considerations dictate that a significant effort be made to preserve
genetic diversity. In the context of this proposal, it is the genetic diversity of populations of wild salmon
that are of interest. :

Wild salmon stocks from oiled areas of PWS and salmon stocks which passed through oiled areas during
their seaward migration are subjected to extreme fishing pressure in fisheries targeting on hatchery runs.
This exploitation may be great enough to drive EVOS damaged stocks to critically low levels and impede the
natural recovery process. The ongoing threat of overexploiting wild stocks which has been exacerbated by
spill related damages has greatly increased the need for stock identification tools such as the CWT program.
Without this project, stock specific timing and distribution data will not be available, and fisheries managers
will be unable to control harvests with enough accuracy and precision to protect damaged stocks from
overexploitation. Failure to continue this project in 1993 will also prevent continued monitoring of the health
of these populations and hinder our understanding of factors limiting their survival and recovery.
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HOW: Coded-wire tag recoveries from commercial and hatchery harvests will be based on a sampling design
stratified by time, area, and processor. For each time and area specific stratum, 25% of the chum, sockeye,
coho, and chinook salmon catch will be scanned for fish with clipped adipose fins (indicating presence of
atag). Catch sampling will be done at processing facilities in Cordova, Valdez, Seward, Anchorage, Kenai,
Whittier, and floating processors in the PWS area. All deliveries by tenders to these facilities will be
monitored by radio and by daily contact with processing plant dispatchers to ensure that the catch deliveries
being sampled are from specific fishing periods and districts. In addition to catch sampling at the processing
facilities, approximately 25% of the fish in the hatchery cost recovery harvests from terminal areas in front
of hatcheries will be scanned for fish with missing adipose fins.

The portion of tagged fish in each tagged hatchery release group must be known to make catch contribution
estimates for each tagged group. Although tagged and untagged portions are estimated when fry are
released after tagging, some tags are lost and tagged fish may experience different mortality than untagged
fish. To adjusted tag ratios in adult returns for this tag loss and differential mortality, at least 50% of the
. fish of known origin in hatchery brood stocks will be sampled for tag rates..In the catches, terminal cost
recovery harvests and brood stocks the total number of fish with missing adipose fins will be recorded.
Heads of fin clipped fish will be removed and tagged with uniquely numbered strap tags which are paired
with sampling data. Numbered heads and associated sampling data will be sent to the FRED Division
Statewide Coded-Wire Tag Laboratory in Juneau where sampling data will be checked for accuracy and
completeness, tags will be removed from heads and decoded, and sampling and corresponding tag recovery
data will be entered into a statewide database.

A modification of the methods described in an ADF&G technical report by Clark and Bernard (1987) will be
used to estimate contribution of each uniquely tagged population to commercial and cost recovery strata.
The specific methods, estimators, and confidence interval estimators are described in ADF&G technical
reports on two previous studies of salmon in PWS: Peltz and Geiger (1988), and Geiger and Sharr (1989).
The total hatchery contribution to each catch strata will be the sum of the contributions from each hatchery
and the total hatchery return to PWS will be the sum of contributions of all PWS hatcheries to commercial
catches, cost recovery harvests, and brood stocks. Survival estimates for each hatchery stock will be
estimated using hatchery fry release and adult return data. Wild stock contributions to each catch strata will
be estimated as the difference between the total catch and the hatchery contribution. Total wild returns
will be the sum of wild contributions in all catch strata and the estimated number of wild fish spawning in
PWS streams (escapement). Inseason catch contribution estimates for wild and hatchery fish will be
available within three working days of the data of sampling in fish processing plants. Based on these
estimates and wild stock spawning escapement performance fishery managers will adjust fishing time and
area to protect oil damaged wild stocks from excessive exploitation, injure adequate wnld stock escapement,
and optimize the commercial utilization of surplus wild and hatchery fish.

WHEN: .
: Dates
Activity
June 1 - October 30, 1993 Tag recovery in commercial, cost recovery,
and broodstock harvests of salmon.
December 30, 1993 ' Draft Report

February 15, 1994 Final Report
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Project Description: This project recovers coded-wire tags from adult chum, sockeye, coho, and chinook salmon tagged as fry in streams and at
hatcheries in Prince William Sound. It makes estimates of wild and hatchery catch contributions, total returns, and survival rates. In season

catch contribution estimates for hatchery and wild fish permit fisheries managers to modify time and area fishing patterns to protect depressed wild
populations and target effort on large hatchery retumns. N

Budget Category

Personnel
Travel

Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Capital Outlay

General Administration

Sub-total

Project Total

Full-time Equivalents (FTE)

Proposed
01-Jan-93
30-Sep-—93

$208,564
$1,000
$6,300
$2,000

$0

$0
$217,864
$31,726
'$249,590

4.6

FY 94

$225,000
$1,500
$6,800
$2,500
$0

$0
$235,800
$34,226
$270,026

156.8

Budget Year Proposed (FY 93 — 01 Jan thru 30 Sept) Personnel:

.Position

FIELD & CORDOVA OFFICE PERSONNEL

Fisheries Bilogist |
F&W Technician ll

FRED DIVISION TAG LAB PERSONNEL
Analyst Programmer
F&W Technician li

F&W Technician Il (perm season)
F&W Technician Il (non perm)

Months
Budgeted

1.0
47.0

7.0

FY 95

$225,000
$1,500
$6,800
$2,500
$0

$0
$235,800
$34,226
$270,026

15.8

Cost

FY 96

$225,000
$1,500
$6,800
$2,500
$0

$0
$235,800
$34,226
$270,026

16.8

$3,706
$182,997

$21,861

FYy 97

$225,000
$1,500
$6,800
$2,500
$0

$0
$235,800
$34,226
$270,026

16.8

Sum
FY 98 &
Beyond

$900,000
$6,000
$27,200
$10,000
$0

$0
$943,200
$136,904
$1,080,104

63.3

Comment

FY 93 Only
FY 93 Only ~ Includes Overtime

FY 93 Only
FY 93 Only
FY 93 Only
FY 93 Only

Project Number:

1993

30~Dec~92

L Agency:

ADF&G

Project Title: Coded-Wire Tag Recovery in Prince Willaim Sound Pink Salmon

FORM 2A
PROJECT
DETAIL




EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Number:
Project Source:
Project Title: Coded wire Tag Recoveries from Commercial Catches, Cost Recovery Catches, and Hatchery
- Brood Stocks in Prince William Sound Pink Salmon Fisheries
Project Category: Restoration Manipulation and Enhancement
Project Type:
Lead Agency: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Cooperating Agencies:

Project Term: Start Date: 03/01/92 | Finish Date:09/30/92
. {day/month/year) - ' {day/month/year)

INTRODUCTION: Each year approximately one half billion wild pink salmon fry emerge from streams
throughout Prince William Sound (PWS) and migrate seaward. Adult returns of wild pink salmon to PWS
average from 10 to 15 million fish annually. These huge outmigrations of wild pink salmon and subsequent
adult returns play a major role in the PWS ecosystem. Both juveniles and adults are important sources of
food for many fish, birds, and mammals. Adults returning from the high seas also convey needed nutrients
and minerals from the marine ecosystem to estuaries, freshwater streams, and terrestrial ecosystems. Wild
pink salmon also play a major role in the economy of PWS through therr contribution to commercial, sport,

and subsistence fisheries in the area.

Wild pink salmon stocks in oiled portions of PWS have experienced higher egg mortalities, larval deformities,
and lower juvenile growth rates than stocks from unoiled streams and hatcheries. There is evidence that they
may also have sustained genetic damage which has resulted in reduced egg survival in generations following
the spill. Furthermore, coded wire tag recovery results from NRDA F/S Study 3 indicate that damaged wild
salmon streams located on hatchery stock migratory corridors experience a high incidence of genetic
interchange as a result of straying from the burgeoning hatchery populations. Ample evidence in the
literature suggests that hatchery fish are ill adapted to wild conditions and that genetic interchange between
hatchery and wild stocks may lead to reduced fitness of wild stocks. Wilds stocks most impacted by the
Exxon Valdez Oil Spifl (EVOS) are also subject to excessive exploitation in the mixed stock fisheries of
western PWS which are targeting on large hatchery returns. The combined effects of oil damage, excessive
harvest, and genetic burden may result in an overall reduction in population size, genetic diversity, and
fitness of PWS salmon populations.

Presently, the largest single source of wild pink salmon mortality in PWS which can be successfully
monitored and manipulated by human intervention is the commercial harvest of returning adults. Depleted
and less productive oil impacted wild populations cannot sustain as high an exploitation rate as unimpacted
wild and hatchery stocks; consequently, they require special protection if adequate numbers are to escape
and spawn. To reduce wild stock harvests and provide this protectlon, fisheries managers must know time
and area abundance trends for both wild and hatchery fish.

This restoration and resource monitoring project will use coded wire tags as a stock identification tool to
enable managers to estimate specific contributions to commercial harvests by time and area. These
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estimates coupled with estimatesgvild stock spawning escapement provided by existing ADF&G programs

- and another proposed restoration project will be used inseason for adjusting fishing patterns by time and area
to protect impacted wild stocks from overexploitation. Aimost all project funds will be spent to support PWS
field studies and will contribute to the local economy of Cordova. The project may result in altered harvest
management strategies in PWS fisheries and will contribute to the natural recovery process for PWS pink
salmon populations.

WHAT: The goal of this project is to restore PWS wild pink salmon stocks injured by EVOS through more
precise, stock specific fisheries management. Although other techniques may be developed, the most
effective restoration methods identified at this time is modification of human use of injured stocks. The
commercial fishery is a major factor controlling pink salmon population size and reproductive success. Since
PWS wild pink salmon stocks are harvested in mixed stock fisheries dominated by hatchery fish, successful
restoration efforts must be based on the ability to closely regulate the exploitation of oil impacted wild
stocks. Private non-profit aquaculture associations in PWS already apply coded wire tags to fry releases at
their own expense. This project is a comprehensive program for recovery of these tags in returning adults
and analysis of tag recovery data which will provide inseason estimates of hatchery and wild stock
abundance and timing. Results of this project will enable fisheries managers to selectively reduce harvests
on injured wild stocks. Timing and abundance data for wild and hatchery stocks can also be used in salmon
run reconstruction models which may be valuable tools for managing for depleted stocks far into the future.
Tagging information will also provide total return and survival estimates needed to set exploitation rates and
assess the success of restoration procedures.

Objectives:

Recovery of coded wire tags from commercial catches to:

-a. estimate temporal and spatial contributions of tagged hatchery stocks to PWS commercial and
hatchery harvests;
b. provide timely inseason estimates of stock contributions to harvests by time and area to
fisheries managers so they can closely regulate exploitation of injured wild stocks;
c. ~ determine total return and overall survival of tagged pink salmon stocks.

WHY: Legal, practical, and philosophical considerations dictate that a significant effort be'made to preserve
" genetic diversity. In the context of this proposal, it is the genetic diversity of populations of wild pink salmon
that are of interest.

Wild salmon stocks from oiled streams in southwestern PWS are subjected to extreme fishing pressure in
fisheries targeting on hatchery runs. This exploitation may be great enough to drive EVOS damaged stocks’
to critically low levels and impede the natural recovery process. The ongoing threat of overexploiting wild
stocks which has been exacerbated by spill related damages has greatly increased the need for stock
identification tools such as the coded wire tag program. Without this project, stock specific timing and
distribution data will not be available, and fisheries managers will be unable to control harvests with enough
‘accuracy and precision to protect damaged stocks from overexploitation. Failure to continue this project in
1993 will also prevent continued monitoring of the health of these populations and hinder our understanding
of factors limiting their survival and recovery.

HOW: Coded wire tag recoveries from commercial and hatchery harvests will be based on a sampling design
stratified by time, area, and processor. For each time and area specific stratum, 15% of the pink salmon
catch will be scanned for fish with clipped adipose fins (indicating presence of a tag). Catch sampling will
be done at processing facilities in Cordova, Valdez, Seward, Anchorage, Kenai, Whittier, Kodiak and floating
processors in the PWS area. All deliveries by tenders to these facilities will be monitored by radio and by
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daily contact with processing plant dispatchers to ensure the catch gveries being sampled are from
specific fishing periods and districts. In addition to catch sampling at the processing facilities, approximately
15% of the fish in the hatchery cost recovery harvests from terminal areas in front of hatcherles will be
scanned for fish with missing adipose fins.

The portion of tagged fish in each hatchery release group must be known to make catch contribution
estimates. Although tagged and untagged proportions are estimated when fry are released after tagging,
some tags are lost and tagged fish may experience a different mortality rate than untagged fish. To adjusted
tag ratios in adult returns for this tag loss and differential mortality, at least 50% of the fish of known origin
in hatchery brood stocks will be sampled for tags.

‘In the catches, terminal cost recovery harvests, and brood stocks the total number of fish with missing
adipose fins will be recorded. Heads of fin clipped fish will be removed and tagged with uniguely numbered
strap tags which are paired with sampling data. Numbered heads and associated sampling data will be sent
to the FRED Division Statewide Coded Wire Tag Laboratory in Juneau where sampling data will be checked
for accuracy and completeness, tags will be removed from heads and decoded, and sampling and
corresponding tag recovery data will be entered into a statewide database.

A modification of the methods described in an ADF&G technical report by Clark and Bernard (1987) will be
used to estimate contribution of each uniquely tagged population to commercial and cost recovery strata.
The specific methods, estimators, and confidence interval estimators are described in ADF&G technical
reports on two previous studies of pink salmon in PWS: Peitz and Geiger (1988), and Geiger and Sharr
(1989). Total hatchery contribution to each catch strata will be the sum of the contributions from each
hatchery and the. total hatchery return to PWS will be the sum of contributions of all PWS hatcheries to
commercial catches, cost recovery harvests, and brood stocks. Survival estimates for each hatchery stock
will be estimated using hatchery fry release and adult return data. Wild stock contributions will be estimated
as the difference between the total catch and the hatchery contribution. Total wild returns will be the sum
of wild contributions in all catch strata and the estimated number of wild fish spawning in PWS streams

(escapement). ‘

Inseason catch contribution estimates for wild and hatchery fish will be available within three working days
of the date of sampling in fish processing plants. Based on these estimates and wild stock spawning
escapement performance fishery managers will adjust fishing time and area to protect oil damaged wild
stocks from excessive exploitation, insure adequate wild stock escapement and optimize the commercial
utilization of surplus wild and hatchery fish.

WHEN:
Dates Activity
June 1 - September 15, 1993 Tag recovery in commercial, cost recovery,
and broodstock harvests of pink salmon.
: De;:ember 30, 1983 " Draft Report
February ‘15, 1994 Final Report
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Project Description: This project recovers coded—wire tags from adult pink saimon tagged as fry in streams and at
four hatcheries in Prince William Sound. It makes estimates of wild and hatchery catch contributions, total returns,
and survival rates. In season catch contribution estimates for hatchery and wild fish permit fisheries managers

modify time and area fishing patterns to protect oil damaged wild pink salmon stocks.

Proposed Sum
Budget Category 01-Jan—93 FY 98 &
30—-Sep—-93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 Beyond
Personnel $650.9 $751.3 $751.3 $751.3 $751.3  $3,005.3
Travel $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $19.9
Contractual $11.7 $15.6 $15.6 $15.6 $15.6 $62.3
Commodities $75 $10.0 $10.0 $10.0 $10.0 $40.0
Equipment $0.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $4.0
Capital Outlay $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Sub—total $675.1 $782.9 $7829 $782.9 $7829 $3,1314

General Administration $98.5 $113.8 $113.8 $113.8 $113.8 $455.2

Project Total $773.6 $896.7 $896.7 $896.7 $896.7 $3,586.6
Full-time Equivalents (FTE) 139 15.8 15.8 15.8 15.8 63.3

Budget Year Proposed (FY 93 — 01 Jan thru 30 Sept) Personnel:
Months
Position Budgeted Cost Comment
FIELD & CORDOVA OFFICE PERSONNEL
Fisheries Biologist Il (Pl) 6.0 $39.0 FY 93 Only
Fisheries Biologist Il 7.0 $29.4 FY 93 Only
Fisheries Bilogist | 4.0 $14.8 FY 93 Only
Fisheries Bilogist { 7.0 $25.9 FY 93 Only
Biometrician | 6.0 $26.8 FY 93 Only
Research Analyst | 6.0 $21.0 FY 93 Only
F&W Technician lit . 7.0 $25.0 FY 93 Only — Includes Overtime
F&W Technician Il 4.0 $15.6 FY 93 Only — Includes Overtime
F&W Technician Il 42.0 $168.3 FY 93 Only — Includes Overtime
F&W Technician It - 16.0 $73.5 FY 93 Only — Includes Overtime
F&W Technician Il 12.0 $44.6 FY 93 Only — Includes Overtime
F&W Technician Il (short term) 4.0 $16.6 FY 93 Only — Includes Overtime
F&W Technician Il (short term) 2.0 $8.3 FY 93 Only — Includes Overtime
Program Managers 7.0 $15.0 FY 93 Only
Analyst Programer IV 0.5 $2.7 FY 93 Only
Analyst Programer |l 0.5 $2.1 FY 93 Only
Publication Specialist il 0.5 $2.2 FY 93 Only
FRED DIVISION TAG LAB PERSONNEL
Analyst Programmer 7.0 $35.8 FY 93 Only
F&W Technician Iil 7.0 $24.0 FY 93 Only
F&W Technician li (perm season) 15.5 $48.4 FY 93 Only
F&W Technician Il (non perm) 6.0 $12.0 FY 93 Only
Project Number: FORM 2A
[ 1993 Project Title: Coded Wire Tag Recovery in Prince Willaim Sound Pink Salmon PROJECT]
: Agency: ADF&G DETAIL

30—-Dec—92
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NARRATIVE PRESENTATION TO PAG WORK GROUP 1/4/93
Cc.W. themoff |

My name is Chuck Totemoff and I serve as CEO of Chenega
Corporation. I acknowledge conflicting roles as a member of the
PAG representing ANCSA Corporation landowners aﬁd as representative
of five ANCSA corporations seeking to form a joint venture to
contract part of the PWS restoration work. Today I want to discuss
our joint ventures' intended positive impact on PWS restoration.

The Trustees have received a proposal for difect contracting
from a joint venture of the Village corporations of Chenega,
Tatitlek, Port Graham, and English Bay. They have also received a
proposal from Chugaéh Alaska Corp. to form the Chugach Resource
Management Agency, (hereafter CRMA) which intends to inventory
contractible resources of manpower, equipment, and services in PWS

am\to direct agencies to appropriate resources. Since early

December the five corporations have negotiated intensely to meld
together the best points of these two previous proposals into a
single new joint venture proposal. Let me describe this more
efficient service entity which will provide both organized resource
inventories and direct contracting on some projects of mutual
~ interest approved by the Trustees Council.

Our management planning team currently consists of the
following well qualified individuals; we will expand it with
eqﬁally well qualified individuals as CRMA becomes operational:

Michael Brown has an M.S. in Meteorology and is a retired
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Naval commander including service as Commandérj Navgl Arctic

freld .
Research Laboratory managing the filed operations program for Naval

Feoe research in North Alaskas=gessssts. He later retired to become CEO

MAIPGRE NI CDRP
of quUlnlk a joint venture of several North Slope Native

corporations which he a 10 year history of business successes in

A CONTRACTOR. 79 THE- FEmA—  GovarNaasyT
Alaska sweh as (Hke—fidde-in-here). Last year he jOlnf;d Chugach

Alaska Corp. as President; he has been very active in promoting the
business aspects of PWS restoration and has experience in dealing
with the Alaska business community.

I, Charles W. Totemoff, am President and CEO of Chenega
Corporation. I have held management positions with Chenega
Corporation since 1988. I have been on the Chenega Corporation
Board of Directors for 6 1/2 years. I have devoted the past 4
years of my professional life in responding to the 0il spill and
its devastating aftermath on my community, Village Corporation and
the spill impacted areas. Management experiences during the past
4 years have included management of sediment gathering programs,
monitoring clean-up, archeological and cultural resources
protection, management of Exxon-Chehega Corporation clean-up
contracts in excess of $1.5 million dollars, State local response
programs in excess of $500,000, management of meteorological
studies involving data gathering, and management of logistics for
some of the restoration studies. 1In addition, Chenega Corporation
has also been involved in licensing programs with the Alaska
Department of Fish & Game with regard to research stations on
Chenega Corporation ﬁiands, and I have manéged the Chenega
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Corporation portion of those programs. I also assisted in the
development of numerous suggestions to the Trustees Council for
work plans for 1993, including the Chenega and Chinook and Coho
programs, subsistence studies program, spring 1993 assessment
programs, and other programs. I have considerable experience in
dealing’and representing communities throughout the Prince Williaﬁ
area.

Tyler Jones, Bachelor's in Organizational Management, Alaska
Pacific University, is a consultant on marine and business
management; formerly he was Chief of Staff to Senator Mike Gravel
and Director of the Port of Anchorage. He has a unique Alaskan
experience in government transportation and logistical management.
{Add more)

Thomas R. Fink has a Ph.D in physical and biological chemistry
from Yale University. After university teaching and industrial
research, he joined ARCO Alaska 14 years ago as chief environmental
officer reporting to the President or Vice-President for External
Affairs which enables him to deal with both the physics of
engineerihg and practical field operations and also technical and
reqgulatory aspects of environmental protection and restoration.
For 9 years, Dr. Fink had oversight responsibility for all ARCO
environmental programs and managed many of those out of the
Anchorage head office. He is one of the most experienced senior
environmental manages in the state. He will be responsible for
advising our venture on all aspects of planning restoration
activity and technical environmental éuality control of our
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operations.

CRMA's primary advahtage to the PWS restoration effort is its
inténtion to capitalize on our personnel and equipment already
being close to the sites of much restoration activity enabling us
to provide quality services more cost effectively than our
competition. We will be able to move equipment and people rapidly
from one restoration site to another thus reducing duplication of
personnel and equipment and associated environmental and financial
impacts. |

Other benefits to consider about our joint proposal are:

1. Local residents will have the satisfaction of their
own participation in restoration since we intend to include in our
inventory everybody in PWS willing to work who has the equipment or
the skills.

2. There are possible opportunities for 93-638
contracting.

3. This local participation is envisioned in Chenega

Village etal, settlement and in various statutes.

Right now CRMA needs a refined scope of work for each of the
projects to assemble an inventory of relevant resources. CRMA nust
continue communication on detailed work scopes with agencies as we
develép inventory and they refine work plans. This will yield
better work scopes based on the realities of PWS logistics and a
more relevant inventory based onAa better understanding of what is
needed. {If asked what this means say that, by example, informal
communication with USF&W iﬁdicates they have sufficient Boston
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Whalers for sea otter and bird surveys, but probably need a
dormitory vessel for March, so CRMA is looking for a suitable
dormitory vessel, but not Boston Whalers). CRMA requests that
agencies cooperate actively on facilitate communication.

We envision the CRMA inventory as a continuously updated as
equipment or personnel are available or unavailable or as
requirements change. By matching the inventory with the
requirements of the work scopes CRMA intends to maximize cost
effectiveness of inventory effort to searching -out appropriate
equipment and personnel.

We also will be prepared to contract and subcontract directly
for individual project arrangements. As necessary we will identify
and retain technical experts to plan and to exercise control over

certain contracted functions.



DO NOT OVER EMPHASIZE If needed, insert here example of technical
expert use like:

Dave Schmidt, Fishery Biologist with Dames & Moore,
experienced in monitoring of marine organism impact with EVOS. he
is qualified to translate work scope of Subsistence Restoration
Project (93017) into filed work plan, supervise field work of
study, and execute data analysis. There is considerable local
interest in Chenega in this project and we are confident that, with
Schmidt's help, CRMA could execute the field work - Give examples
of local Chenega personnel who could help.

In summation, Chugach Resource Management Agency (CRMA), with
government agency cooperation in fully understanding project work
scopes, will be prepared to effectively inventory contractible
resources and to contract directly to execute certain project

functions or even complete projects.



. . Voo T TAB X

CHENEGA CORPORATION

Post Office Box 60
Chenega Bay, Alaska 99574-0060
(907) 573-5118

MEMORANDUM
TO: Public Advisory Group
FR: Charles W. Totemoff, Native Landowners Representative
RE: EVOS Restoration Projects’ Comments

DATE: January 6, 1993

Project No. 93002: Sockeye Overescapement.

This project appears to be one of an abundance of fish in 1989.
The plan is to study the Kenai Peninsula, Tustumena and Kenai River
Lake system; also Kodiak and Red Lake system. The proposal is
merely to collect data. Its high priced, $714,600. We believe
that the Red Lake project makes sense; however, we are concerned
about what appears as a disproportionate amount of money spent on
indirect effects the Kenal River area. '

Suggestion:

Why not cut down a little bit on the Kenai River Lake system and
include additional research at Eshamy and Jack Pot re: sockeyes?

Project No. 93003: Effect of 0il on Pink Salmon Eggs.

The budget is for a two year cycle at $686,000 total, including
contractual of $200,000. This project appears to involve work
through PWSAC, and is certainly of importance to the entire oil
impacted area.

Project No. 93004: Preservation of Wild Populations of Pink
Salmon Impacted by EVOS.

The budget is $899,000, including $168,500 contractual. These take
place in the Cordova area. No specific areas have been identified,
however. However, the important thing about these studies is that
they appear to relate to the health of the wild stock and the
impact of oil. The write up is a little bit confusing. Please
tell us where the streams are, and what information is anticipated
to be collected.
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Project No. 93005: Cultural Resources Information, Education, and
Interpretation.

This 1is a six month project with a budget of $399,400. The
proposal is to let the public know about the value of cultural
heritage information preserved in archaeological sites. Basically,
it is not clear whether the purpose is to explain what is valuable
or what is archaeological. ADNR proposes to organize and promote,
from oil spill affected communities, groups to go out and conduct
archaeological work. This is extremely sensitive; the affected
Native community ought to be able to contract their own
archaeologists to conduct mitigation efforts without public
involvement. We suggest that grants be provided to the affected
ANCSA Corporation, Tribes under ARPA, to hire archaeologists to
undertake the mitigation efforts in conjunction with ADNR
oversight.

Project No. 93006: Sites of Specific Archaeological Restoration.

The budget for this project is $259,000. This is a nine year
program involving monitoring, restoration assessment, field work,
and proposed restoration assessments and treatment actions. We
note that the environmental compliance description requires
compliance with the Historical Preservation Act, the Archaeological
Resources Protection Act, and the Native American Graves and
Repatriation Act. The United States Forest Service and the
Department of the Interior are both involved. Thus it is necessary
to consult with the Native landowners, as a matter of law. The
Pacific Rim Village Coalition joint venture proposal contains
information on these acts and their relationship to cultural

resources. Specifically, the Federal agencies, and to the same
extent the State agencies, must consult with the Native landowner.
In addition, contracting could be required. It is unclear how
implementation of the program will occur in 1light of the
environmental compliance section. The idea is important; the

manner of implementation is unknown. The agencies must be aware
that, Natives already suffered the oil spill’s impact on cultural
resources, ANCSA land owners must be an integral part of cultural
resources restoration and protection work.

Project No. 93007: Archaeological Site Stewardship Program.

This program focuses on training local residents to protect
archaeological resources and obtaining agreements with private
landowners and agencies to participate in the stewardship program.
Personnel is high at $94,000 and contractual is $46,000. The total
budget is $194,000 for a two year program. Again, we believe that



EVOS Restoration Projects’ Comments
January 6, 1993
Page 3

the personnel costs might be cut down in favor of direct
contracting for protection and stewardship with ANCSA land owners.

Project No. 93008: Archaeqlogical Site Patrol and Monitoring.

The budget for this project is $297,000, of which $117,500 is
contractual. This program is to be coordinated with the
Archaeological Site Stewardship Program. Environmental compliance
requires the consultation requirements previously discussed. Alot
of the program involves watching certain sites by patrol and
monitor. Annual reports are required. Who will be the field
personnel? How will this be controlled? The project is necessary;
implementation should involve ANCSA corporation consultation and
involvement at every step of the way.

Project No. 93009: Public Information, Education and
Interpretation.

Budget: $316,700

'This project involves public information outreach in order to
inform and educate the public on the effects and impacts of the
Exxon Valdez oil spill and to enhance eco-tourism.

The program is presently slated with an emphasis on the communities
of "vValdez, Wwhittier, Cordova, Seward, Homer, Kodiak, and the
Municipality of Anchorage." Public information should emphasize
interested Native communities in the spill impact area. Alaska
corporation have cooperated in the past with the governments and
have worked with the National Park Service (Port Graham and English
Bay) and the Alaska Department of Fish & Game and the USFS
(Chenega). One of the problems with this project is that it will
more than likely (because the state and NPS involved) involve use
of ANCSA lands, whether intentionally or not. It also is a source
of advertising of ANCSA ownership interest and perhaps tourism
projects.’

Project No. 93010: Reduce Disturbance Near Murre Colonies.
The budget for this project is $56,800. This is probably a really

good project. It seems to affect the Port Graham, English Bay, as
well as the Chignik Bay areas.

1 We note that a DEC publication made available to the public several years ago depicted oil
damaged beaches in PWS, the Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak and the Alaska Peninsula. No mention was made of the fact
that the uplands were privately held by ANCSA corporations. We are concerned that such future publications
serve to educate the public on private rights, as well.
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Project No. 93011: Harvest Guidelines to Aid Restoration of River
Otters and Harlequin Duck.

Harlequin Ducks are of importance subsistence wise. The total
budget is §$11,200. Basically, what 1is proposed is to make
recommendations on season and bag limits to the Board of Game.
There ought to be more local community input as a part of this
function. The local advisory groups for the Board of Game must be
consulted as a part of this process.

Project No. 93012: Genetic Stock Identification of Kenai River
Sockeye Salmon.

The budget for this project is $300,600.

We are uncertain how this project is distinguishable from 93002.
It also seems like it is expensive and far removed. How does this
project relate to the restoration program?

Project No. 93014: Quality Assurance for Coded Wire Tagged
Application and Fish Restoration Project.

The budget for this project is $94,800. The purpose of this is to
study the coded wire tag system. We believe training should
include assisting local employment. We support this project, which
also examines the effects of an oil spill.

Project No. 93015: Kenail River Sockeye Salmon Restoration.

The budget for this project is $732,600. Why is this needed?
Basically, it looks as if ADF&G wants to replace some escapement
monitor equipment.

Project No. 93016: Subsistence Restoration Project.

This is a combination project between the ADF and NOAA which has a
two year life and a budget of $360,000, of which $135,000 is
contractual. It is sort of a blow up of an earlier Chenega
proposal. There is some coordination and community mapping.
However, it is again going to be from outside the community looking
in. The project does include all of the affected Native villages.
However, personnel could be reduced in favor of local hire, with
oversight by the agencies.
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Project No. 93017: Subsistence Restoration Project

Funds Available: $360,300 of which $135,000 is presently
contractual.

This is a two year study to restore subsistence use of fish and
wildlife damaged by the Exxon Valdez, and includes community
meetings to identify and map specific areas and resources of
continued concern to subsistence users. Some of our members have
started auto-cad mapping their lands. It would seem that this
would certainly assist in presenting a focused approach to the
Trustees Council, and establish a past pattern. 1In addition, the
project includes, at least in part, Chenega’s proposal for funds to
be made available to support subsistence food sharing program
between communities. Further, samples will be collected, and there
will need to be imputing with regard to the planned 1993 spring
shoreline survey.

The "“How" section of 93017 is especially important. Discussion
concerns "involving subsistence users and decisions affecting
mitigation ...." and also discusses the subsistence study. We
support this project. We also believe that data and resources
owned by the ANCSA corporations may be available, and ANCSA
corporations must be consulted regarding work scope.

Project No. 93018: Enhanced Management of Wild Stock, PWS,
Emphasis on Cutthroat Trout and Dolly Varden

Budget: $285,300 - 18 months

This project would involve monitoring of welrs, obtaining scales,
and so on. The areas include Native corporation owned lands (for
example, Eshamy Lake which is surrounded by Chenega lands). The
program 1is oriented towards sparts fishermen. However, the
agencies do need to consult with the ANCSA corporations regarding
access, and the public needs to be educated regarding the fact that
the habitat impacts, to a large extent, riparian and littoral
interests of ANCSA corporations.

Project No. 93019: Mariculture Project.

This project seeks to restore services by introducing a new
technology in order to restore or enhance populations. It is
strongly supported by the Chugach area villages and village
corporations. A State AG legal opinion was requested.
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Project No. 93022: Evaluating the Feasibility of Enhancing
Productivity of Murres by Using Decoys, Dummy
Eggs, and Recording of Murre Calls to
Stimulate Normal Densities at Breeding
Colonies.

The budget for this project is $281,000. Even Dr. Speese liked
this one.

Project No. 93024: Restoration of Coghill Lake Sockeye Salmon
Stock. ‘

The budget for this project is $191,900. This 1is a pretty
complicated study in order to figure out all sorts of things about
sockeye. Our question is, why are you proposing so much to study
Kenai River Sockeye, and so little to restore sockeye in PWS?

Project No. 93025: Montague Island Chum Salmon Restoration.
Budget: $81,500

The project appears worthwhile and is supported.

Project No. 93026: The Fort Richardson Hatchery Water Pipe.

The project total is $3,617,000. There are even typos in the WHEN
(which starts at 1992 and ends in 1984). We fail to see how this
project is oil spill restoration oriented.

Project No. 93028: Restoration and Migration of Wetland Habitat
for Injured Prince William Sound Fish and
Wildlife Species.

We need further information concerning this project which involves
fixing a water course. It is not altogether clear what is intended
to be accomplished.

Project No. 93029: Prince William Sound Second Growth Management

This project is intended to inventory data bases, habitat, and to
improve habitat for "pink and chum salmon harlequin duck, marbled
murrelet, river otter and bald eagle. It may involve acquisition
of habitat and is important from a land owners perspective as well
as for the public perception of restoration of critically injured
habitat.
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Project No. 93030: Red Lake Restoration (Kodiak Island).
Budget: §$77,200

Perhaps the money should be transferred from 93002 to Red Lake and
reduce the Kenai River and Lake system’s attention.

Project No. 93031: Red Lake Mitigation for Red Salmon Fishery.
Budget: $153,700

The project is intended to improve a hatchery, with a large
percentage of the budget going to equipment.

Project No. 93032: Pink and Cold Creek Pink Salmon Restoration.
Budget: $36,000

This proposal is to evaluate pink salmon escapement, bypass bariers
and evaluate fish passage through barrier bypasses. It appears to
address short term needs and is thus an important part of the
overall restoration effort.

Project No. 93033: Harlequin Duck Restoration.Monitoring Study in
PWS, Kenai, and Afognak.

Budget: $717,900

All ADF&G. The project is fairly technical, but is intended to
characterize nesting habitat, reproductive failure, and whether or
not reproductive failure exist elsewhere than western PWS, i.e.:
the Kenai coast and Afognak Island. It therefore is land specific,
important to subsistence wusers, and should involve ANCSA
corporation consultation. ‘

Project No. 93034: Pigeon Guillemot Colony Survey.
Budget: $165,800

The purpose of this study is to conduct a colony census and to
figure out how badly damaged the populations are. The areas
include, Naked Island and Afognak Island. The location of most of
the study will be primarily focused in the Western PWS. This seems
to be an important study, with the identification and mapping of
the colonies within the area of the EVOS. We believe uplands use
will occur. Therefore, Native landowner consent 1is required.
Question: 1Is this a habitat acquisition study?
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Project No. 93035: Potential Impacts of Oiled Mussel Beds on
Higher Organisms

'This is another Fish & Wildlife Service sponsored study. = It,
however, ties into the oil musseled beds studies referenced above.

The information is important in order to obtain a further
understanding of the adverse effects of persistent oil
contamination. Chenega is an area with a high degree of persistent
0il contamination. Although this study focuses on oyster catchers
and harlequin duck, the source of pollution to be examined is oiled
mussel beds. We believe that the study is imperative. We would
also suggest studies on the effects of persistent oiling on
octopus. Octopus are also a primary food source of harbor seals.
The less octopus, the less harbor seal. Perhaps this interplay on
persistence also should be examined. :

Project No. 93036: Recovery Monitoring and Restoration of
Intertidal Oiled Mussel Beds in PWS.

Total Budget: $404,800

This project involves the sampling of mussels and sediments for
petroleum hydro carbon following a protocol established by NOAA and
the DRDA process. In addition, there will be efforts to identify
new areas of continued contamination. Presently, the National
Parks Services surveying and sampling mussels and sediments along
the Kenai Peninsula. It is anticipated that the project may be
extended to the Kodiak area. This project is supported and is
important, especially to the human populations in areas with
continued contamination.

Project No. 93038: Shoreline Assessment, Restoration Monitoring.
Total Project: $520,700

This project is for a term beginning January 1 and ending September
- 30, 1993. It is divided into two phases; phase one is a physical
survey of selected shoreline and phase two is restoration of land
and resource uses by light duty pickup during and after survey. In
addition "larger scale treatment work, if necessary, would be
identified on work orders and restoration crews from Chenega, Port
Graham or other areas would be hired to preform the identified
work."
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The areas include Knight, LaTouche, Evans, Errlington, Green and
Disk islands in Prince William Sound and Tanzina Bay, Windy Bay and
Chugach Bay in the Gulf of Alaska.

Chenega Corporation successfully bid upon Exxon clean-up contracts
in 1991 and 1992. Further, additional determination is planned for
clean—up of oiled mussel beds and the 1993 spring survey of mussel
beds (93036, see infra). Further, the Trustees Council allows for
additional funds to expand the effort.

This project is very important and both to the health of the

resources as well as the residents of contaminated areas. Any
restoration-related activities on or adjacent to ANCSA lands should
also involve the consent and consultation requirements. In

addition, the project, upon completion, if maps are created, should
identify individual ANCSA corporation ownerships.

Project No. 93039: Herring Bay experimental and Monitoring

Studies.

Budget: $507,000

This study focuses on fucus and limpets. It is especially
concerned with the Herring Bay area. It is proposed that there
will be 3-4 10 day visits to the Herring Bay area during the summer
low tide, with equipment. It’s an ADF&G project and the
contractual amount is $478,700. The study will look at other
invertebrates, including barnacles. Question: Is data to be

examined from any other areas, or will there be extrapolations?
It’s an important study. What is planned for follow-up?

Project No. 93041: Comprehensive Restoration Monitoring Program
Phase 2: Monitoring Plan Development.

This is to design the monitoring component of the restoration plan.
It’s going to be looking at a number of different flora and fauna
groups as well as archaeological resources that were injured.
Basically, it’s going to involve "monitoring". It is thought that
resources and services that are not recovering quickly will be used
as candidates for restoration actions and resources and services
that are found to be recovering faster than anticipated may allow
for an earlier completion of the restoration end point. The
problem is, what are you studying, where are you going to study?
Is the budget sufficient? '
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Project No. 93042: Recovery Monitoring of PWS Killer Whales.
Budget: §$127,000

This 1is a study project, again. It is importance from an
aesthetics stand-point, the importance of a feeling of well being
by residents, and the need to restore such services. That is,
killer whales are beautiful animals and native to PWS waters.

Project No. 93043: Sea Otter Population Demographics and Habitat
Use in Areas Affected by the EVOS.

Budget: $291,900

This study looks at what happened to the sea otters, and whether or
not areas ought to be purchased for sea otter habitat for possible
protection. It’s an interesting project.

Project No. 93045: Surveys to Monitor Marine Bird and Sea Otter
Populations.

Budget: $262,400-

This is a boat survey program. Purpose is to figure out whether
marine bird and otter populations are recovering. Also to look at
habitat protection. The project is a worthy study, and is
supported.

Project No. 93046: Habitat Use, Behavior and Monitoring of Harbor
Seals in PWS

Budget: $230,500

The project will involve aerial surveys and visits to Chenega Bay
and Tatitlek once a year to discuss ‘"survey results with
residents.* It is recognized that seal 1is important for
subsistence purposes, but aerial visits do not appear to provide
sufficient information. We know there aren’t many harbor seals.
Did they die or leave? Besides looking at food sources and source
contamination, why not involve the affected communities more? See
also comments to Project No. 90035 - octopus populations should
also be examined, the effects of oil persistence on harbor seals
directly. and indirectly should be examined. 1In addition, Native
community input is very important. The project, as structured has
little to no involvement. We also have information to share, and
concerns..
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Project No. 93047: Subtidal Monitoring Recovery of Sediments
Total Budget: $1,700,000

An important project, which appears ready to identify oil
persistence and toxicity. This project involves recovery of hydro-
carbons and subtidal sediments over a two year period. Oiled sites
include Chenega’s Sleepy Bay require such heavily oiled sites and
Port Graham’s Windy Bay. We recommend additional upper tidal
research.

Project No. 93050: Update Restoration Feasibility Study No. 5.
Budget: $10,200

Purpose is to add additional information to the existing DNR data
base, which will be made available to the public. The information
should be useful to any modifications to the restoration plan.
However, private landowners should be identified.

Project No. 93051: Habitat Protection Information for Anadromous
' Streams and Marbled Murrelets.

Budget: $1,179,800

Purpose 1is to obtain information on habitat protection and
acquisition. This is an important project for ANCSA corporations.
It’s unclear what is planned, however.

Project No. 93052: 1Identification and Protection of Important
Bald Eagle Habitats.

Budget: $188,000

See comments to Project No. 93051. Mapping and GIS are also
anticipated. Jurisdictional ownership should be included.

Project No. 93053: Hydrocarbon Data Analysis, Interpretation, and
Database Maintenance.

Budget: $105,500

The purpose is to gather hydrocarbon data of areas affected by the
oil spill to figure out whether or not oil is weathering. This is
a pretty complicated project, but it could be very important from
a recovery standpoint. What is the reporting period? How is data
‘anticipated to impact the Restoration Plan. Why such a limited
study?
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Project No. 93057: Damage Assessment GIS.

Again, this would be useful for the purposes of land acquisition
and habitat acquisition and protection. The more GIS is developed
the more information the Trustees will have to work on injured
resources restoration. However, ANCSA corporation ownership must
also be described.

Project No. 93059: Habitat Identification Workshop.
Budget: $42,300

It appears that the basic point of this program is to figure out
when habitat is necessary to be protected and acquired, and where
the immanent threats are. It’s data gathering, and the cost is
$42,300. It will be strictly contractual. The parameters are not
clear. :

Project No. 93060: Accelerated Data Acquisition.

The purpose of this program is to put together in a quicker fashion
a data base with numerous layers, each of the layers to be worked
on by various agencies. The total cost is $43,900, all of which is
contractual. The goal is to accelerate the habitat protection and
acquisition office by collecting an organized resource data to
evaluate habitat protection and acquisition proposal.

Many of the data base layers appear important for restoration
planning and assessment. It’s not a big ticket item, and would
certainly assist with implementation of a restoration plan. When
and what data will be made public? What are the plans are for
analysis? How will the data be analyzed? How often will it be
updated? And what are the criteria?

Project No. 93061: New Data Acquisition.
Budget: $535,000

This a 9 month project. The idea here is to evaluate habitat
protection and acquisition proposals, to develop new data to
evaluate such options, including 1long term protection and
acquisition of habitat. See questions to 93061. This project is
supported.
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Project No. 93062: Restoration GIS.
Budget: $138,400

The purpose of this project is to provide statistical and spacial
analysis and GIS mapping support for ‘“approved restoration
projects". Does this include all restoration projects? It should.
It looks like an interesting program, and develops a series of
themes for habitat protection.

Project No. 93063: Survey and Evaluation of Instream Habitat and
Stock Restoration Techniques for Anadromous
Fish. .

Budget: $59,400

This project is going to develop proposals and designs for instream
habitat and stock restoration projects. 1It’s more study in order
to figure what other project designs can be implemented with regard
to restoration of anadromous streams. The idea is to retrieve
equipment, analyze data, collect additional engineering design data
and prepare new project proposals. It is unclear, however what the
point is.

Project No. 93064: Habitat Protection Fund

The project term is to begin on October 1, 1992 and there’s no date
set to end. What are the plans with regard to habitat protection
and acquisition? Is this a project which will require annual
funding? Or is this a sinking fund?

Project Title: Coordinated Recreation Restoration Planning
and Assessment.

This is the Alaska Park Service Proposal. It is strongly supported
by Chenega Corporation, Tatitlek Corporation, Port Graham
Corporation, English Bay Corporation and Chugach Alaska
Corporation. ' The idea, to involve ANCSA corporations in public
recreation and environmental restoration, is sound public policy.

Project title: Chugach Resources Management Agency.
This is now a joint proposal involving a facilitating restoration

projects and direct contracting. The request for direct
contracting is not a new proposal, but rather, is intended to
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implement settlements and laws. We are encouraging the PAG to
encourage the Trustees and the agencies. The proposal also

involves a comprehensive methodology for facilitating work project
equipment and other needs. It is suggested that the CRMA would
constitute a basic method of reducing project costs, and at the
same time, assure that work 1is carried out efficiently, by
interfacing agency needs with regional support groups.

CWT:cb/pr/l-4.mem



OIL SPILL TRUSTEES
PUBLIC ADVISORY GROUP
PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND WORK GROUP

PRESENTATION
- CHUGACH RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY PROPOSAL
" PURPOSE - Combine resource inventory and direct contracting concepts
ORGANIZATION | |

*Four village corporations from the Chugach Region
Chenega - Tatitlek - Port Graham - English Bay

| *Regional Native corporation - Chugach Alaska Corporation

ADVANTAGES
*Proven and experienced management team
<Experienced consultantsfaavisors
*Proven field personnel in the villages
Local, cost effective employment and equipment
Local residents parﬁcipaﬁon in PWS restoration
-Opportunity for direct contracting as 'ehvi‘sioned by Chenega settlement
COORDINATION |
-Aggncies provide CRMA with refined project scope of wprk information
*Relevant resciurce ihventory willhbe provide_d based on realistic PWS condition§
~Additional technical resources can be locéted and provided

*Management of direct contracts with village organizations/resources



- " 'EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEES

" PUBLIC ADVISORY GROUP

e RESOLUTION
o | :,Whereas:

... The Public Advisory Group has been reviewing, commenting on and voting on various
projects proposed for inclusion in the 1993 Work Plan;

Proposals not included in the 1993 Draft Work Plan have been presented to the Public
Advisory Group for consideration;

The Chugach Resource Management Agency (CRMA) is a new project proposed for 1993
which was not included in the 1993 Draft Work Plan;

The CRMA will identify available project-related resources in the Prince William Sound
area for all state and federal agencies involved in oil spill restoration;

- The CRMA will involve Prince William Sound area residents in the restoration effort;

The CRMA will reduce the physical impact of the restoration effort by using locally
available resources, facilities and equipment and it will coordinate assignment of locally
available resources to eliminate or reduce logistics and procurement redundancy;

- The CRMA will reduce restoration logistics and resource expenditures by using locally
- available resources to address spill impacts, creating financial efficiencies;

‘The CRMA will in some instances submit competitive proposals to perform 1993 Work *
Plan Projects.

Therefore:

.. 1. The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees Public Advisory Group endorses the concept of the -
. Chugach Resource Management Agency and encourages the federal and state agencies which
~ support the Trustee Council to fund its resource inventory and project work scope support .
. elements. '

2. The Public Advisory Group recommends that federal and state agencies enlist the active
. participation of the CRMA in development of work scopes for approved projects in order to insure
- -~ the creation of a relevant inventories.
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SHORELINE TREATMENT REVIEW PROCESS
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CLEANUP WORK REQUESTS (CWR)
APPROVAL/HANDLING PROCESS
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MAYSAP SURVEY PROGRESS REPORT

Through 5/19/91
PWS GOA TOTAL
ACTUAL PLAN | ACTUAL PUAN | ACTUAL PULAN
TOTAL SUBDIVISIONS| 341 291 74 55 415 348
SURVEYED
SUBDIVISIONS 19 14 7 6 26 20
ON 5/19/91
TEAMS IN THE FIELD ON 5/19/91
PWS GOA
VESSEL BASED 4 1
HELICOPTER BASED 0 1
SHORELINE OILING (LINEAR MILES)
PWS  GOA TOTAL
WIDE 0.9 0,00 0.9
MODERATE 3.8 0.00 3.8
NARROW 4.5 0.07 4.6
VERY LIGHT 12.7 0.55 13.2
NO OIL 64.5 5.7 70.2
TOTAL 86.3 6.3 92,6
SUBDIVISIONS
MAPPED 216 17 233

COMMENTS:
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| 1991 MAYSAP |
SUBDIVISIONS SURVEYED/ASSESSED
Through 5/19/91

# Subdivisions
700 ,

600 |- —-.Plan_ =~ Surveyed |+~ To TAG ¥~ FOSC Reviewed
# Six teams: 5 boat, 1 helo

500 > Plan average: 3.6 aubs/day/bhoat team .~ e e
3 subs/day/helo team
b Includes 47 anad stream subs
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Objective:

PROTOCOL FOR A FINANCIAL REVIEW OF FOSC
APPROVED EXPENDITURES BY EXXON, USA ON THE
T/V EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL FOR THE PERIOD

JANUARY 1, 1991 THRU MARCH 31, 1992

the Coast Guard Federal On Scene Coordinator.

A.

BACKGROUND:

From 01 January 91 through 12 March 91, the Exxon Valdez
Settlement Agreement allows Exxon to recover costs relating to
the cleanup for an amount not to exceed $4,000,000. From 13
March 91 to the present, the FOSC has pre-approved Exxon's
estimated cleanup expenses. Under the Settlement Agreement,
Exxon will take a credit for expenditures made during these
two periods “against their 01 December 92 payment to the
Trustees. These expenses are referred to as the "X" fund in the
Settlement Agreement. After several meetings, the staffs from
FOSC, G-MEP, G-LCL, G-CFM, NPFC(cf) and MLCPAC(f) concluded
that a financial review of the "X" fund should be done to
examine actual expenses. A review of "actuals”" vs. "estimated”
is consistent with good business practices. Accordingly, the
Federal On Scene Coordinator will examine the actual costs and

supporting documentation for the 1991 cleanup.

Paragraph 8(b) of the Settlement Agreement provides for an

audit by the governments of Exxon expenditures incurred after
01 January 1991. This financial review is for the purpose of
examining actual cost records for the FOSC and not necessarily

to comply with Paragraph 8(b).

- REVIEW SCHEDULE:

1. The review will be performed at Exxon U.S.A.'s
headquarters at 4550 Dacoma, Houston, TX 77092 during the

period 07 April 92 through 15 April 92.

(1)

To perform a financial review of Exxon's supporting
documents for expenditures made by Exxon and pre-approved by



2, A Coast Guard team consisting of three members will
perform the review. The team members will be:
CAPT Ralph Anderson, MLCPAC (f), Chief, Finance Division
Mr. Al Thuring, NPFC(cf-1), Chief, Fund Operations
CWO4 Larry Porter, FOSC(f&s), Fiscal & Supply Officer

SCOPE OF REVIEW:

1. The review will cover expenditures incurred from 01
January 91 through 12 March 1991 (a maximum of
$4,000,000), and for the period 13 March 91 through 31 March
92. At the conclusion of the review, a recommendation will be
made for a review covering the period 01 April 92 through 31
October 92, A second review, if performed, could be
accomplished after the October 92 accounting period cutoff
which will be on or about 08 November 92. This will provide
enough time for Exxon to prepare for the scheduled 01
December 92 payment.

2. Exxon costs for the Valdez spill, since 01 January 91, are
segregated into three categories: "Law Group,” "Asset and
Disposal" and "Operations.” The "X" fund. referred to in the
Settlement Agreement relates only to the actual cost of
Operations and that is the only category to be reviewed.

STATEMENT OF WORK:

1. There are approximately 9,000 invoices totalling
approximately $30,000,000 subject to review, (see Enclosure
1). Labor transactions with Detail Codes of 143, 315, 316,
1421, 1422, 1424, 3401, 3402, 3511 and 3512, (see Enclosure
2), will be grouped separately from other invoices and each
group will then be sampled in each of the cost levels, as shown
in Enclosure 1, to determine compliance with pre-approved
cost proposals. Non-payroll documents will be selected based
upon the following for each Cleanup Work Request (CWR).

a. CWRs reviewed in their entirety:

(1) #3 Berm Relocation

(2)



(2) #4 Subsistence Study
(3) #5 CG Housing

(4) #6 NOAA

(5) #7 Inipol Purchase
(6) #8 Eagle Study

(7) #9 Seal Island

(8) #11 Bioremediation

b. refer to Enclosure 3 for the sampling criteria for CWRs
#1, 10, 13 and 14.

c. refer to Enclosure 4 for the number of invoice samples
to be taken in each cost category of labor documents and
linvoiccs for CWRs #1, 10, 13 and 14.

d. issues that will be addressed when reviewing labor
documents are:

. (1) the policy statement for charging Exxon company
personnel to the project

(2) the costing of time sheets based on the number of
hours worked each day, (such as, 8 hours one day, 16
hours the next) -

(3) the location of personnel if not in Alaska
(4) consistency of reporting from location to location

(5) were people doing what they were employed to be
doing :

2. A judgmental sampling of invoices meeting the following
criteria will also be performed.

a. unusual vendor: such as a payment to a vendor or

type of vendor which does not appear to be in the "normal”
range of a particular activity.

b. invoice dates: such as invoices dated prior to

January, 1991. Invoices will be reviewed to determine if
services or products| were rendered before or after 13 March
91 to account for costs in the proper period.

(3)




such as a

noticeable difference in the amount that a given vendor
normally would reflect on an invoice.
d. credit invoices: all credit invoices in excess of

$1,000 will be reviewed to ensure proper handling.

the titles of

e XX Deta] pde _and 34>
and "Grants" respectfully.

these two codes are "Contributions”

(4)
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TRANSACTIONS (QUANTITY AND COST) BY CWR

. '

CQHOUSING

NIPOL

MAYSAP

, INVOICES INVOICES
INVOICES $1,001 - $101 - INVOICES
»$10,000 $10,000 $1,000 $0-3100 CREDITS TOTAL
# OF INV.—>» 4 2 6
$ AMOUNT-~> - 84,739 8,368 93,107
# OF INV.-» 9 12 , 8 5 34
$ AMOUNT «» 469,123 45,897 3,057 154 538,231
# OF INV,—» 181 333 548 920 68 2,048
$ AMOUNT=> 8,962,983 1,253,360 184,520 28,753 (267,797) 10,161,819
# OF INV.—» : 8 4 8 20
$ AMOUNT—» 12,020 1,888 438 14,344
# OF INV,.— 1 1 2 4
$ AMOUNT~» 29,432 1,827 142 31,1Nn
# OF INV.~» 3 3 2 1 9
$ AMOUNT > 93,724 11.418 450 51 105,843
# OF INV.e» 314 1,528 1,967 3,003 163 7.085
$ AMOUNT > 14,305,492 . 4,279,268 720,689 112,038 (205,759) 19,211,728
# OF INV.o» 3 9 4 3 19
$ AMOUNT ~» 52,935 15,799 1.157 100 69,991
# OF INV.=» . | 1
$ AMOUNT~> 13,665 13,885
# OF INVo» 6 10 7 2 25
$ AMOUNT~» 90,877 49,028 2,285 169 142,037
TOTAL INVOICES 522 1,906 2,538 4,034 9,231
TOTAL COSTS 24,122,670 5,676,783 914,024 141,815 30,381,736
Page 1 ENCLOSURE (/)



ADDENDUM 1

PROTOCOL FOR A FINANCIAL REVIEW OF FOSC .\'APPROVED

EXPENDITURES BY EXXON, USA ON THE T/V EXXON VALDEZ

OIL SPILL FOR THE PERIOD

JANUARY l,'1991 THRU SEPTEMBER 30, 1992

Objective: To continue the financial review of Exxon's supporting
documents for expenditures made by Exxon and pre-approved by
the Coast Guard Federal On Scene Coordinator.

A.

BACKGROUND:

After evaluating the results of the initial financial review, a
decision was made to examine subsequent Exxon expenditures.

REVIEW SCHEDULE:

1. The review will be performed at Exxon U.S.Al's
headquarters at 4550 Dacoma, Houston, TX 77092 dunng the'
period 06 October 92 through 15 October 92.: S -

2. A Coast Guard team consisting of three members will
perform the review. The team members will be:

CAPT Ralph Anderson, USCG(Ret.), (formally MLCPAC(f))
CWO4 Larry Porter, FOSC, Fiscal & Supply Officer
Mr. Pat Fedorowicz, NPFC(cf-1), Fund Operations

SCOPE OF REVIEW:

1. The review will cover expenditures incurred from 01
January 91 through 30 September 1992 which occurred
subsequent to the April 1992 review.

2. The conclusions of the April 1992 review will be discussed
with Exxon to assure understanding of the protocol and
application to the expenditures.

(1)



STATEMENT OF WORK:

1. There are approximately 740 invoices totalling
approximately $4,000,000 subject to review. The majority of
the invoices represent expenditures for the 1992 FINSAP CWR.
All documents will be reviewed. FINSAP, MAYSAP and CLEAN
invoices will again be grouped by labor and non-labor and
separated by dollar amount, the same as during the April
review,

2. Based on the discussions of the April, 1992 review,
additional documents from that review may be examined.

(2)



EXECUTIV‘AMARY - FOSC APPROVED BEXXON CLEANU.’END[TURES

(1) Review performed 6-15 April and 6-15 October, 1992 in Houston, TX by
CAPT R. Anderson, MLCPAC(f); CWO4 L. Porter, FOSC(f&s); Mr. A. Thuring
. (Apri), and Mr. P. Fedorowicz (October), NPFC(cf-1)

(2) Program totals before and after the review are as follows:

BEGINNING BAL.  FOSC APPROVED  FOSC VALIDATED DIFFERENCE

PROGRAM  EXXONLEDGER CEILING* AS "X" COSTS CEILING vs "X"
NAME (COL. 1) (COL.2) (COL. 3) (COL.2-COL. 3)
SPRING  $5,193,858.52 $4,000,000.00 *  $4,000,000.00 * $0.00
CWRs  $1,081,074.45 $1,520,700.00 $1,053,117.76 $467,582.24
MAYSAP $22,033,318.67  $22,200,000.00  $21,881,643.29 $318,356.71
CLEAN  $9,004,210.07  $12,865,000.00  $8,781,367.68 $4,083,632.32
FINSAP  $4,192,556.52 $4,225,000.00 $4,087,319.72 $137,680.28
STATE 0SC $110,343.03 $0.00 $110,239.73 ($110,239.73)
TOTALS $41,615,361.26  $44,810,700.00  $39,913,688.18.  $4,897,011.82

* The ceiling of $4 million for the period 1/1/91 - 3/12/91 was established
by the Settiement Agreement, not the FOSC

(8) Original gross charges of $41,615,361 consisted of 11,904 line items. Of
the line items, 17.32% were reviewed which represented $17,375,678, or
41.75% of tt\w gross dollars before adjustments

(4) Of the examined dollars, 88.7% remained unchanged with the remaining
11.3% requiring a redistribution to other FOSC approved programs or
reclassified by Exxon to other activities

(5) The review resulted in a reduction of "X" costs by approximately $1,166,923
including an adjustment of $225,000 for insurance

Page 1



<

fe = FRI 1SS Phillirs

Z - oy e =

MEMO to tiie Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Public Advisory Group S e T

January 8, 1993

From: - Brad Phillips, Chalr
Subject; January and February Mestings

Attached is a8 copy of the vota record on the 1993 Work Plan projects from our January 6-7,
1993 meeting. This is being forwarded to tha Trustes Council and the Restoration Team for
their use at the January 19, 1893 Trustee Council mesting. Since ) will ba out of state at that
time, Vice-chairparson, Donna Fischar, will present our report to the Trustee Council, When
the transcript of the meating is available, it will ba forwarded to tha Trustes Council so they
can sea tha discussion on each project--a copy will be available in the Qil Spill infarmation
Center library. Just a summary note: the Restoration Team's proposed 1993 Work Plan
totalled $37,832,600, plus $4,611,600in possible projscts that ware not recommendsd--ti:
total es a result of the PAG’3 vote is approximataly $44,056,600, excluding our request
combing and reduce costs of some projects.

If you plan to attend the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Symposium on February 2-8, 199
Anchorage, plaase make your travel grrangements the same way as dona for PAG meetir. .~
The registration fee can ba put on your expense voucher.

The noxt meeting of the PAG is schedulsd for Wednesday, February 10, 1993 at 9:30 a.m.
at 645 G Street in Anchorage--an agenda will ba sent later.

cet oug Mutter, Designated Federal Officer
Dave Gibbons, Interim Administrative Director, Restoration Team
Trustee Council
Restoration Team
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews >§
Pamela Brodie P
James Cloud X
James Diehl X
Richard Eliason X
Donna Fischer }4
John French 7(
Paul V. Gavora N
' James King L
Richard Knecht X '
Vern C. McCorkle b
Gerald McCune f<
John McMullen X
Brad Phillips X
John Sturgeon X
Charles Totemoff X
Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. || ‘?<
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Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT
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Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl K

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora R e

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune ’ 5

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Lilewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

S DX b

John French )(

Paul V. Gavora X

James King ,X

Richard Knecht /<

Vern C. McCorkle X

Gerald McCune X

John McMullen X

Brad Phillips

< >

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

< <

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN ABSENT /lkik

Rupert Andrews ;Zk PQOFQ
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Pamela Brodie /, 4“&&
James Cloud Fesow

James Diehl
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X

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer |

John French

Paul V. Gavora 2<

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune )Q

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews )<
Pamela Brodie A
James Cloud 2&
James Diehl Pal
Richard Eliason /(
Donna Fischer x
John French A '
Paul V. Gavora /{-
James King X
Richard Knecht X
Vern C. McCorkle K
Gerald McCune as
John McMullen A
Brad Phillips X
John Sturgeon X
Charles Totemoff P
Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. X
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YES

Rupert Andrews

ABSTATIN ABSENT

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud |

James Diehl

Richard Eliason |

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora [

James King l

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune l

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Date: /\

ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews
Pamela Brodie l ><

James Cloud

James Diehl X

Richard Eliason 1

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora XK

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune )C

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie H

James Cloud

James Diehl | | X

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora %\

James King

———

Richard Knecht
Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald MccCune A 3

John McMullen
Brad Phillips [

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. 1
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Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie !'

James Cloud

James Diehl /Q

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora ~

James King

Richard Knecht {

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald MccCune . K\

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon “

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. ><
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela RBrodie l

James Diehl 1

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

James Cloud ’

John French \

Paul V. Gavora )<

James King

Richard Knecht {

Vern C. McCorkle |

Gerald MccCune

RS

John McMullen

Brad Phillips
John Sturgeon » ?Q
Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud Lﬁ

James Diehl

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer i

John French

Paul V. Gavora ‘ ><

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle | | X

Gerald McCune ‘ X

John McMullen
Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon X

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. : P
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ABSTAIN

Rupert Andrews

ABSENT

Pamela Brodie “ }<
James Cloud 5(

James Diehl

Richard Eliason X

Donna Fischer }f

John French |

Paul V. Gavora

James King

A
Richard Knecht l >

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune |
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John McMullen X
Brad Phillips I X
John Sturgeon }<
Charles Totemoff [ X
Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. s
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Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews /

Pamela Brodie l » P

James Cloud ~C

James Diehl )4

Richard Eliason A

Donna Fischer <

John French ‘ b

Paul V. Gavora : ; P

James King X

Richard Knecht )<

Vern C. McCorkle | ) A

Gerald McCune ‘ X

John McMullen X |

Brad Phillips N

John Sturgeon: V : , s

Charles Totemoff | =

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. X
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Name ' YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl X

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora /<

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

X
Gerald McCune )<

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon ==
Charles Totemoff
Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. : ;jé?
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Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT
Rupert Andrews X
Pamela Brodie ' {
James Cloud 7(\
James Diehl | a
Richard Eliason S
Donna Fischer { /X
Jdohn French \<
Paul V. Gavora I P
James King { N
Richard Knecht | X
vVern C. McCorkle I A
Gerald McCune /<
John McMullen X
Brad Phillips | X
John Sturgeon °§ K
Charles Totemoff l \\
Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. X
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Name

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie X

James Cloud N

James Diehl A
Richard Eliason X

Donna Fischer X

John French X

Paul V. Gavora \ A
 James King | X

Richard Knecht l X

Vvern C. McCorkle (y
Gerald McCune e
John McMullen ‘ <

Brad Phillips X

John Sturgeon ] <l

Charles Totemoff I X

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. 4
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Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl ‘ ' ' ~

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French ‘ ' ey

Paul V. Gavora ‘ P

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle , e

<~
Gerald McCune : ~>

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

JdJohn Sturgeon
 Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Name ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl . JoS

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora P

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune A ' X

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie u

James Cloud “

James Diehl “ IS

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora X

James King

Richard Knecht . |

Vern C. McCorkle X

Gerald MccCune [ A

John McMullen H

Brad Phillips H

John Sturgeon "

Charles Totemoff I

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Name YES 'NO ABSTAIN | ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl X

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John PFrench

Paul V. Gavora l X

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. MccCorkle

Gerald McCune ) l X

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl X

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French ]

Paul V. Gavora ~ X

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle A )f

Gerald McCune 2

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff , X

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Name

Rupert Andrews

ABSTAIN

ABSENT

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN

Rupert Andrews

ABSENT

Pamela Brodie

KA

James Cloud

James Diehl

Richard Eliason

><

Donna Fischer X

John French ' X

Paul V. Gavora

James King X

Richard Knecht 7(

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune

John McMullen : fi

Brad Phillips . s

\

John Sturgeon %

Ve

' Charles Totemoff N

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. b
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Rﬁpert Andrews

ABSTAIN

ABSENT

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl {

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

Gerald McCune

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Issue:
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Name

Rupert Andrews X
Pamela Brodie X
James Cloud ¥
James Diehl e
Richard Eliason .}(
Donna Fischer N
John French { A
Paul V. Gavora 1 ?i
James King ~
Richard Knecht X
Vern C. McCorkle l X<
Gerald McCune X
John McMullen ~ '
Brad Phillips I X
John Sturgeon ><
Charles Totemoff | ¢
Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. ~L
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Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl S

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora ‘ 7<

James King

Richard Knecht

N

Vern C. McCorkle (’<

Gerald McCune ) : kS

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff X

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Nane YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud
James Diehl s

Richard Eliason J

Donna Fischer
John French } K
Paul V. Gavora ><

James King
Richard Knecht
' Vern C. McCorkle X

Gerald McCune X

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemcoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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Name . YES

ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl

Richard Eliason

John French

Donna Fischer i

Paul V. Gavora

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle

a8

James King ' “ X
Gerald McCune l

John McMullen X~
Brad Phillips ~‘ l }<

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff X
<

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr. ||
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Name ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl | _ A

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French i

Paul V. Gavora e

James King !

 Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle i ~{

Gerald McCune l S

John McMullen
' Brad Phillips “

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Clcud

James Diehl L Pl

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora | | s

James King

Richard KXnecht

S
Vern C. McCorkle A . ;

Gerald MccCune ' ??
John McMullen
Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon '

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Willianms Jr.
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ABSTAIN | ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

=< 1K

Pamela Brodie l

James Cloud /x
James Diehl ><
Richard Eliason , I ?Q

Donna Fischer ' X
John French ‘ ‘X
Paul V. Gavora [ >

James King X
Richard Knecht ;\
Vern C. McCorkle X

Gerald McCune el

John McMullen

L
e

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Al

Charles Totemoff l

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.




Exxon Valdez Oil Spill

Public Advisory Group
Voting Record o S

Date: f’”<7‘~%i3 { f’i551¢;

- - - (\
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl ?Q

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

Paul V. Gavora ?i

James King

Richard Knecht

Vern C. McCorkle X

Gerald McCune <

- John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon

Charles Totemoff

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews

Pamela Brodie

James Cloud

James Diehl | A

Richard Eliason l

Donna Fischer |

John French

Paul V. Gavora X

James King

Richard Knecht |

Vern C. McCorkle e

Gerald McCune <

John McMullen

Brad Phillips

John Sturgeon
Charles Totemoff _m

Llewellyn W. Williams Jr.
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: Name YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Rupert Andrews Ef

Pamela Brodie Y

James Cloud }<

James Diehl X

Richard Eliason

Donna Fischer

John French

<< <

Paul V. Gavora ,K
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL TRUSTEES
PUBLIC ADVISORY GROUP

RESOLUTION
Whereas:

The Public Advisory Group has been reviewing, commenting on and voting on various
projects proposed for inclusion in the 1993 Work Plan;

Proposals not included in the 1993 Draft Work Plan have been presented to the Public
Advisory Group for consideration;

The Chugach Resource Management Agency (CRMA) is a new pro;ect proposed for 1993
which was not included in the 1993 Draft Work Plan;

The CRMA will identify available project-reiated resources in the Prince William Sound
area for all state and federal agencies involved in oil spill restoration;

The CRMA will involve Prince William Sound area residents in the restoration effort;
The CRMA will reduce the physical impact of the restoration effort by using locally
available resources, facilities and equipment and it will coordinate assignment of locally
available resources to eliminate or reduce logistics and procurement redundancy;

The CRMA will reduce restoration logistics and resource expenditures by using locally
available resources to address spill impacts, creating financial efficiencies;

The CBRMA will in some instances submit competitive proposals to perform 1993 Work
Plan Projects.

Therefore:
1. The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustees Public Advisory Group endorses the concept of the
Chugach Resource Management Agency and encourages the federal and state agencies which
support the Trustee Council to fund its resource inventory and project work scope support
elements.
2. The Public Advisory Group recommends that federal and state agencies enlist the active

participation of the CRMA in development of work scopes for approved projects in order to insure
the creation of a relevant inventories.
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Number: 310
Project Source: Kodiak Island Borough & University of Alaska Fairbanks

Project Title: Near Island Fisheries Research Center
(expansion of Fishery Industrial Technology Center)

Project Category: Technical Support
Lead Agency: National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration

Cooperating Agencies: University of Alaska Fairbanks, School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
National Parks Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Weather Service

Project Term: March 1, 1993 to September 30, 1993

INTRODUCTION

During the Exxon Valdez oil spill many fisheries were closed due to the presence of oil
in the water and on the beaches. Major lethal effects on fish were documented for pink and
sockeye salmon and herring, chronic and sub-lethal effects were difficult to measure. The
planning and design funds for the next phase of the multi-agency fishery technology and research
would enable the user agencies to (1) initiate research projects on the efficacy of restoration
practices, (2) the enhancement of fishery resources in the effected areas, such as king crab, sea
urchins, and molluscan shellfish, (3) the enhanced utilization of replacement fishery resources
to those in spill area, such as arrowtooth flounder, and (4) to initiate long term research
programs to better understand and ameliorate the effects of oil spills on the fisheries of the
western Gulf of Alaska. Seven federal and two State agencies, the University of Alaska
Fairbanks, School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences, Kodiak Island Borough, and the City of
Kodiak have all participated in the planning for the multi-agency facility.

The seawater system and associated facilities will be designed to enhance research on fish
behavior, physiology and perception, marine biology, and aquatic toxicology of normal and
stressed fisheries. Stressed conditions could include other human activities, including fish
harvesting, in addition to spilled crude oil. In addition the completed multi-agency fishery
technology and research facility will provide a variety of analytical testing and monitoring
capabilities within Kodiak Island Borough. These capabilities were severely lacking during the
oil spill when all samples had to be sent off-island for analysis.

The first phase of the University of Alaska Fairbanks, School of Fisheries and Ocean
Sciences (SFOS), Fishery Industrial Technology Center (FITC) has been completed. It is the



first building of the proposed multi-agency fishery technology and research facilities. The FITC
Owen Building is being used by the University of Alaska and National Marine Fisheries Service-
Utilization Research Division personnel. Co-location of these two groups has resulted in efficient
use of facilities and encouraged pooling of expertise to pursue efficient use fishery resources to
produce diverse, high quality products, and eliminate waste.

Currently the other agencies interested in co-locating are isolated from each other, the
public and the fishing community, and occupy out dated and inadequate facilities. The
importance of the fisheries in the western Gulf of Alaska to the State and nation are expanding,
and the oil spill emphasized the need for more specific information on these fisheries. Many of
the fisheries activities in Kodiak are expanding to meet these needs. The multi-agency fishery
technology and research facilities will be necessary to meet the agencies needs and the public’s
need for better access to information and training in a timely manner.

The City of Kodiak has donated the land for fisheries research facilities on Near island.
The City of Kodiak has committed to using its revenue bonding power to fund construction of
portions of these facilities to the extent that lease monies are committed by user groups and
agencies, if other funding sources are not available. As one of the users of the expanded
facilities the National Marine Fisheries Service has been authorized by congress to lease space
on Near Island at an annual lease not to exceed $1,000,000 per year and has appropriated
$100,000 for planning the federal needs in the facility.

WHAT

The $100,000 in this project will be used to match the federal planning money to initiate
planning and design of expanded multi-agency fishery technology and research facilities on Near
Island, Kodiak, Alaska following the recommendation of the Kodiak Island Borough an the FITC
Policy Council. The University of Alaska Fairbanks, School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences,
in conjunction with NOAA and ADFG, will lead the development. The next phase of this
facility which is most critical for restoration, enhancement, enhanced utilization of fishery
resources, and better understanding and ameliorating the effects of oil spills in the western Gulf
of Alaska will include a gravity fed seawater system, wet and dry marine laboratories, public
education facilities and associated systems.

The combined use of state and federal lease monies with funds from the civil EVOS
settlement to finish construction of a multi-agency fisheries research center on Near Island in
Kodiak will help provide the State of Alaska with state-of-the-art capabilities to undertake critical
studies on the restoration, enhancement, and enhanced utilization of fishery resources in the
western Gulf of Alaska. These facilities will also provide Alaska’s fishing industry with research
and technical assistance during the rehabilitation of Alaska’s vertebrate and invertebrate fisheries
resources. The new facilities will be located in conjunction with existing FITC facilities. These
facilities will accommodate NOAA/NMFS and other fisheries research and management groups
in addition to the FITC. Land for development of these facilities is being held in trust by the
City of Kodiak. Development of these facilities would provide the University of Alaska, State,
and Federal agencies resources for evaluating toxicological. physiological, and behavioral effects
related to the presence of hydrocarbons.



A principal component of the oil spill related portion of these facilities will be a
controlled environment behavior and sensory physiology wet laboratory. This will be the core
unit which will be used to investigate physiological and behavioral effects of long term low level
exposure to hydrocarbons. Central to this laboratory is a large swimming pool tank which will
provide capabilities to assess how adult organisms perceive and react to stimuli produced by their
environment in conjunction with the presence of hydrocarbons. The main support facility for
this system is a running seawater system with associated mechanical support and filter beds.
Additional facilities include food safety, physiology and toxicology laboratories.

These enhancements to the state/university/federal fisheries research complex on Near
Island would enhance research and development activities related to the restoration, enhancement,
and economic value of fisheries resources of the oil spill effected areas, especially through better
understanding of the behavioral, physiological, and toxicological responses of targeted species.
Research in this facility would also lead to the development of better tools to monitor aquatic
toxic responses and other physiological changes resulting from oil spills and other anthropogenic
activity.

The expanded fisheries research center will house the Biotechnology, Fisheries Science,
Fish Harvesting Technology, Food Safety, and Toxicology programs of FITC/SFOS in addition
to significantly expanding the public education activities of all parts of the center. Alaska
Department of Fish and Game research efforts will probably focus on shellfish enhancement and
rehabilitation. In addition to management data acquisition National Marine Fisheries Service
activities are expected to include marine mammal studies and the observer program.

WHY

Commercial fishing was directly impacted by the salmon closures in 1989. The large
number of other fisheries were adversely impacted by the unavailability of fishing vessels under
contract to Exxon and Veco. Damage to pink and sockeye salmon stocks has been demonstrated.
Herring stocks also appear to have been damaged. In addition studies since the spill have shown
that 0-2 year old halibut are primarily found in shallow bays, some of which were heavily oiled
(Norcross et al). Since we do not have an accurate juvenile index, we will not have accurate
assessment of damage to the halibut resource for eight years until they are recruited into the
commercial fishery. Pink salmon escapements in the oil spill area were unexpectedly high in
1991 and very low in 1992. Southeast and western Alaska returns were much more normal over
the same period. There may be a second generation teratogenic effect as there i1s with some
hydrocarbons such as diethylstilbesterol or polybrominated biphenyls. Few, if any, of these
effects are legally proven but there is certainly enough information to justify further
investigation.

Some of the highest tissue hydrocarbon and florescent metabolite levels that were seen
during the subsistence foods study came from the Kodiak archipelago. This evidence 1s also
strongly suggestive of much broader exposure of finfish to oil-derived hydrocarbons than is
legally recognized. The expanded fisheries research center would have the capabilities to test
food samples within the community.



Several food chain related stresses have been identified during the NRDA process. If
either these or the previous items result in diminished commercial stocks the efficiency and
selectivity of fishing gear will become far more critical. If some stocks drop to critical levels
or if some stocks have to be closed to fishing in order to protect, restore or enhance other
damaged resources than the development of alternative fishery resources will become critical.

The expanded fisheries research center will also provide the technical capabilities to
address both food safety and aquatic toxicology issues within the community of Kodiak, at the
cross roads of spilled oil coming out of either Cook Inlet or Prince William Sound.

HOW
The FY93 funding will provide for the following planning and design objectives:

1. A master plan which would address the specific positioning and general configuration
of all elements of the proposed facility. It would program phased development and
identify requirements of the infrastructure (seawater system, support facilities, roads,
parking and utilities).

2. A conceptual design which identifies specific elements and programmatic relationships
required to effectively address overall programmatic objectives. Programming all
elements of the elements of the facility in sufficient detail to develop realistic project
cost estimates. Preliminary facility plans, exterior elevations and specifications will be
developed indicating the general configuration and components. This information would
be presented in a brochure format which could be used to promote the facility and help
secure complete funding.

3. A project construction cost estimate will be prepared which would identify the probable
cost of each element based on the anticipated year of construction.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

Project compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will be assessed
during the planning and design phase. Until project specifications are finalized, specific NEPA
requirements cannot be determined. The seawater system will require a Corps of Engineers’
permit and compliance with the Alaska Coastal Management Plan will be required. The required
State and Federal permits will be identified and incorporated into the planning process.

WHEN

The planning and design will occur during the period 1 March 1993 to 30 September
1993. Final architechure, design and engineering will require an additional $1,000,000 in FY94.
The construction project will require approximately 6.5 million dollars above and beyond the
funds previously identified. If these funds were available for phased construction during FY95
and FY96, the facilities will be operational by the end of 1996. Careful phasing of the project
could make key aspects of the facility operational sooner.



BUDGET ($K)

Personnel $ 0.0
Travel 0.0
Contractual 93.0
Commodities 0.0
Equipment 0.0
Capital Outlay 0.0

Sub-total $93.0

General
Administration $ 7.0

Project Total $100.0

Contractual is a subcontract to UAF Facilities Planning and Construction

Name, Address, Telephone of UAF contact:

Kathleen Schedler, Director

UAF Facilities Planning & Construction
Butrovich Building, Suite 211
University of Alaska

Fairbanks, AK 99775

Voice: (907) 474-5026
FAX: (907) 474-7554
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Description of Project: (e.g. goal(s), objectives, location, rationale, and technical approacit

-The-goal.cf..the -project-is-to-provide-a regional-facility.-dedicated -to.the-preservation
~f.cultural resources.. traditieonal Native.Culture..and.Public. educatione. ...

.The research, education programs, and collections now maintained by _the Xodiak
Area Native Association's Alutiiqg Culture Center will be transferred to this

facility. Archaeclogical and ethnographic collectiors totaling more than

,%S‘g. 9 leces. are. already. in hanGa e
/ ;{ P Y el
2 ERE . . et veraeee e e semm et .

\A building of 67566 square feet would house artifact storage facilities, lab space

-This project.has.been..in.the.planning.process..for. the.past.five. years.... B:% N

already.prgent.race .against time; .to. preserve. sites.agailnst.destructian wWas..
‘e.even.mare.critical.by.the..1889.spill.. A.fifty-year lease.for.2.5.acres. of

. for.the project.has.already.been.granted by.the City.of. Kodiak_ . A bnilding

.program.and preliminary.plans.is.also.in.place... We. have.raised. $250.000.in.cash

O COVEL ANILIAL @XPEIISES o oo e

Estimated Duration of Project;f One Year construction time.

& €0, oo, Fmr S —
Estimated Cost per Year:  SS7899r666- for FY 93 and—iémb008a80for—F¥—0d—,

Other Comments: ....This proposal addresses Options 1, 10, and 35 in the Exxon

.valdez 0il Spill Restoration Framework, Volume I.

Name, Address, Telephone:
KODIAK AREXZ NATIVE ASSOCIATION

402 CENTER AVENUE

YODTAR FRS9GTS O1l spill restoration 1s a public process. Your 1deas

and suggestions will not be proprietary, and you

FOReal Y. ¢ s - . . - ..

7TTN:  RICK KNECHT, DIRECTOR, will ot be given any exclusive night or prvilege to
"IIQ CULTURE CENTER them.
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JUSTIFICATION: The Kodiak Archipelago has the highest
archaeological site density of the Exxon-Valdez spill area. of
the 22 sites impacted by vandalism in 1989, 17 wvere in the Kodiak
reglion. A permanent center would serve as a focal point for
archaeological research and survey. Public educational programs
are the only effective way to address the problems created by the
wvidespread knowledge of site locations. The museum would also
serve as a regional repository for artifacts from the spill area.
The cultural center wvould preserve the traditional 1lifewvays of
the Native community, many of which vere also disrupted by the
oil =pill. The project would be a permanent, valued addition to
the Native, and non-Native community.
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EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Number:

Project Source:

Project Title: Injury to Prince William Sound Herring

Project Category: Damage Assessment

Project Type: Fish/Shellfish

Lead Agency: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Cooperating Agencies:

Project Term: Start Date: Ongoing (March 1, 1993) Finish Date: Continuing (Sept 30,1993)

INTRODUCTION:

A.

Background on the Resource/Service

Pacific herring Clupea pallasi are a major resource in Prince William Sound (PWS) from both ecological
and commercial perspectives. Pacific herring provide important forage for many species including
humpbacked whales, seals, sea lions, gulls, sea ducks, shorebirds, halibut, salmon, and other fish.
[t appears that herring may be critical to the reproductive success of certain gull and shore

species. Several thousand pounds of herring and herring spawn on kelp are harvested annually

subsistence purposes and form an important part of the local native culture. In addition, five
commercial herring fisheries in PWS have an average annual combined ex-vessel value of $8.3 million.

Summary of Injury

The oil spill coincided with the spring migration of herring to the spawning grounds and adul