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Meeting Suminary

A. GROUP:
B. DATE/TIME: August 2-3, 1994
C. LOCATION: Anchorage, Alaska

D. MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Name

Rupert- Aiidrews

Pamela Brodie

Kim Benton (for Sturgeon)
Jim Cloud

Jim Diehl

Donna Fischer, Vice-Chair
John French

James King

Vern McCorkle

Gerald McCune

Brad Phillips, Chair (8-3)
Chuck Totemoff

Lew Williams

(McCorkle alt. for Eliason)
(McCune alt. for McMullen)

E. NOT REPRESENTED:
Name

Cliff Davidson (ex officio)
Richard Knecht

Don McCumby (alternate)
Drue Pearce (ex officio)

F. OTHER PARTICIPANTS:
Name
Jim Ayers (via telecon 8-2)

Mark Broderson
David Bruce
Dan Hull

Bob Loeffler
Mary McBurney
Molly McCammon

Charles McKee
Jerome Montague
Doug Mutter

Eric Myers
Joan Ostercamp
Sandy Rabinowitch

i gen, e =L B il N S R e

Exxon Valdez 0Oil Spill Public Advisory Group (PAG)

Principal In

Sport Hunting mas &?I‘T\éﬁ

Env1ronmenta1

-~ Forest Products. RTINS

Public-at-Large
Recreation Users R
Local Government
Science/Acadenmic
Conservation
Public-at-Large
Commercial Fishing
Commercial Tourism
Native Landowners
Public-at-Large
Public-at-Large
Aquaculture

Principal Interest

Alaska State House
Subsistence
Public-at-Large
Alaska State Senate

Organization

Executive Director, EVOS
Restoration Office

AK Dept. Envir. Conservation

AK Dept. Envir. Conservation

Cordova Dist. Fishermen United

AK Dept. Envir. Conservation

Alternate for McCune

Director of Operations, EVOS
Restoration Office

Self

AK Dept. Fish and Game

Designated Federal Officer
Dept. of the Interior

Project Coordinator

Univ. of Alaska Fairbanks

National Park Service
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Bob Spies Chief Scientist

Kim Sundberg AK Dept. of Fish and Game
Craig Tillery AK Dept. of Law

Ray Thompson U.S. Forest Service

Federal Interagency FEcosystem Management Task Force (8-3}: -

Jim Pipkin DOI Office of Secretary
Diane Gelburd Soil Conserv. Service
Roger Griffis Nat. Oceanic Atmos. Admin
S=an Furniss Fish & Wildlife Service . . . ..
Louise Milkman Dept. of Justice
Andrea Ray PO Nat. Oceanic Atmos. Admin
Susan Hute Soil Conserv. Service
SUMMARY:

The meeting was opened August 2 at 9:45 a.m. by Vice-
Chairperson Donna Fischer. The June 28, 1994 meeting
summary was accepted.

Vern McCorkle and Mary McBurney presented recommendations
for changing the structure of PAG meetings and for the FY
1995 PAG budget (see attachment #1). The recommendations
were discussed, amended, and unanimously passed (motion by
Jim Cloud, second by John French). Molly McCammon noted
that the budget assumes full attendance at meetings, which
does not usually occur leaving additional funds to support
incidental PAG travel. Rupert Andrews suggested scheduling
all meetings for the year in advance, but since the PAG
meetings revolve around Trustee Council meetings and they
are not set, this would be difficult at this time. Chuck
Totemoff invited the PAG to meet in Chenega.

Jim Ayers gave the Executive Director’s report. He noted
that the Trustee Council was supportive in general of the
recommendations to improve PAG meetings. He stated that the
Trustee Council wished the PAG to be a deliberative body,
and not just tally votes. He explained the FY 1995 work
plan materials and the aims for the budget reserve. An
ecosystem approach to restoration is what the Trustee
Council desires, which means combining projects and grouping
them in logical ways.

Public comment was accepted at 11:30 a.m. Dan Hull spoke in
support of the Prince William Sound Aquaculture
Corporation’s revised FY 1995 project proposal for salmon
restoration. Charles McKee offered his comments.

Craig Tillery briefed the PAG on the issue of
endowments/restoration reserve (see attachment #2). Tillery
explained that since the Trustee Council must maintain its
discretion for the use of funds and cannot turn them over to
an independent body, as might be required with an endowment,
a reserve was preferred to an endowment. The Trustee
Council is trying to obtain a better interest rate on money
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within the restoration fund. A $12 million per year deposit
is anticipated for the reserve. (totaling $120 to $150
million by 2001). PAG.comments. are solicited regarding what
level of long-term support should be provided by the reserve
funds (e.g., a declining balance, inflation proofing, a
permanent reserve, etc.) as well as what the reserve should
be used for. McCorkle recommended on page 5, second line of
the draft resolution, changing the term "showing" to
*"finding". Jim XKing stated that the Trustee Council should
listen to _.the_publin comment. in suppart of creating an — -
endowment and explore ways to get this accomplished. Lew
Williams called for additional funds:itz=d= put aside each
year and a method to protect the reserve against “raids".
Pam Brodie stated that the reserve should be available for .
all types of authorized restoration work. French “moved - -
{(second by McCorkle) to endorse the draft Resolution of the
Exxon Valdez Trustee Council on the budget reserve, with
modifications- to strengthen the reserve against raids and to
make a minimum of $12 million in deposits per year (passed
by 9 to 5, Brodie, Diehl, McCune, McMullen (proxy with
McCune), and Benton opposed).

Walt Sheridan discussed the "less than fee" and "public
access" draft policies (see attachment #3). Kim Benton,
Chuck Totemoff, Jim Cloud, and Pam Brodie participated in
work sessions on the policies. Benton suggested this be
called an advisory statement or guideline, not a hard and
fast policy, so that the Trustee Council can be flexible in
dealing with individual situations. 1In addition, the PAG
wanted to make it clear that the issue of public access not
be "make or break" for negotiations. Brodie moved (second
by Andrews) that the discussion draft be adopted as
"guidelines'" not as "policy" and that the comments of the
PAG be passed on to the Trustee Council (passed
unanimously).

McCammon provided a status report on the Restoration Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). - Public
comments were due August 1. The Trustee Council will choose
a final alternative at their August 23, 1994 meeting. The
Record of Decision will be issued around the end of October.

King suggested that PAG members each compile a list of
issues of concern to them and their constituents, along with
alternatives to resolve them, and submit the list to
McCammon by September 1, 1994 who will compile the issues
for PAG discussion at their October meeting. This could
serve as a "final" report for this term of the PAG.

Williams made the motion to adopt this suggestion (second by
French) (passed unanimously).

McCammon opened discussions of the FY 1995 Work Plan (see
attachment #8). She mentioned the "Five-year Status Report"
and the "Invitation for Proposals" as the places to begin
Work Plan review. 178 proposals totalling $68 million were
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and Chief Scientist are expected in mid October--after which
the Trustee Council will make their decisions. She
explained the categories under which the proposed projects
were classified. French noted that the ecosystem approach
was a major shift in the direction for approving restoration
projects. It was suggested that the PAG focus on category
one projects and any other projects of member interest for
consideration and action at the October meeting. McCammon
recommended considering sustainability and the need for
continued funding as well. as_whatl makes. sense to do when
deliberating on projects. Special workshops will be held in
September~October to discuss projects and directioss=Zar
sockeye salmon, herring, public outreach, and the Prince
William Sound System Investigation.

Bob Spies reviewed Table 1--Research Projects. Kim Sundberg
summarized and responded to guestions about the Seward
Institute of Marine Sciences project. Jerome Montague
provided an overview of the fisheries situation in the spill
area. Spies reviewed Table 3--Monitoring Projects.

McCammon reviewed Table 2--General Restoration Projects,
Table 4--Habitat Protection and Acquisition Projects, and
Table S5-~Administration and Public Information Projects.
Mark Broderson discussed the status of oiled beaches. Some
of the points raised were: the validity of Kenai sockeye
salmon studies, the relationship of the University and the
Seward Center, why resources are not recovering, the study
of the many bird species in the area that could be injured
but have not been studied, do not overextend money on
projects at this time, why no recreation/tourism projects
are in category 1, ask lawyers "how to do it" not "whether
it can be done", and reducing administrative costs.

Jim Pipkin provided an overview of the Federal Interagency
Ecosystem Management Task Force (see attachment #9) and had
each member introduce themselves. They are looking at
Prince William Sound as an ecosystem study area. The Task
Force asked several guestions of the PAG.

The meeting adjourned at 11:50 a.m. on August 3, 1994.

FOLLOW-UP:

1. Brad Phillips will present a summary of PAG actions at
the August 23, 1994 Trustee Council meeting.

2. McCammon will determine the number of requests and
Trustee Council desire for transcripts of PAG meetings.

3. Ayers will distribute to the PAG a spreadsheet on the
status of habitat protection activities.

4, McCammon will attach the section of the PAG meeting

transcript with comments on the restoration reserve
resolution to be presented to the Trustee Council.
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meeting transcript on the "less than fee" and "public
access" guidelines to be presented to the Trustee
Council.

5. PAG members will compile a list of restoration and
related issues they believe are important, along with
alternative solutions, and submit them to McCammon by
September 1, 1994. She will compile the list for -
discussion at the October PAG meeting. -

6. McCammon will provide the PAG with a report on the
information requests- r2zeived at the 0il Spill Public
Information Center.

I. NEXT MEETING: October 12-13, 1994 in Anchorage.
J. ATTACHMENTS:

1. Recommendations for improving PAG meetings and for the
FY 1995 budget

Reference to previously distributed PAG packet:

2. Draft Resolution of the Trustee Council on the
Restoration Reserve

3. Draft policies for "Less than fee" and "public access"

4. PAG comments on the Environmental Impact Statement

5. Update on Draft FY 1995 Work Plan

6. Tables of Proposed FY 1995 Projects

7. Third Supplement: FY 1995 Brief Project Descriptions

For those not in attendance:

8. FY 1995 Work Plan Agenda
9. Federal Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force

K. CERTIFICATION:

PAG Chairperson Date
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II.

Recommer. .tion mproving PAG Meeti. , anc Y 1995 Budget

Meeti

A.

B'D

Staff

A.

ngs

Change meeting format to provide more meeting time

2.

Start meetings at 8:30 a.mn.

Provide refreshments and sack lunches to allow PAG
to work through the lunch hour and reduce time
spent on breaks

Streamline public input

a. encourage the public to submit.written
comments ahead of time for incorporation intor:.
the PAG agenda

b. holding the public comment period as the last
agenda item of day one of the meeting- '

c. limiting the time allowed for public
presentations
d. limiting comments to agenda topics or
subjects requested by PAG members
e. informing the public of rules and time for
- comments ahead of time
f. allowing PAG members to request a specific

topic or persons be placed on the agenda

Schedule six regular PAG meetings per year

1.

Four quarterly two-day duration meetings in
Anchorage

a. first day to review agenda items, hear
reports from staff, ask questions, take
public comment

b. second day to conduct formal deliberation and
decision-making

Two one or two-day duration meetings in spill-
affected communities

a. send PAG chair and/or staff person to set up
meeting and make local contacts
b. conduct public meeting including updates on

research of local interest or take a field
trip to project site(s)

Prepare materials for PAG members

1‘

2.

3.

Provide a synopsis of Trustee Council meetings

Deliver copies of PAG minutes not less than ten
days before the next scheduled meeting

Prepare a weekly or bi-weekly calendar of other
meetings which PAG members may attend on a drop-in
basis



aiinn:

B. PAG puic r Tations
1. Include a section in the Restoration Update
newsletter to report on PAG meetings and
activities
ITI. Budget

A, Currently proposed PAG budget for FY 1995:

Per meeting: travel/per diem $ 10,000
printing/copying 800
postage/courier Tt 250
transcription services 2,500
advertising 1,500
ADA compliance 200
total: $ 15,250

Four PAG meetings: $ 61,000

Staff support: ADF&G (1.0 FTE) 46,100
DOI (0.1 FTE) 6,000

General & administrative: 9,300

Total current: $ 122,400

B. Proposed budget additions for FY 1995:
Four two-day PAG meetings in Anchorageeo additional

Drinks/snacks and working lunch on day one(@
$400/mtg x 4 mtgs): S 1,600

Two one or two-day PAG community-based
meetings/field visits: 37,300

@ $18,650 each: (e.g., $9,200 added
for 20 people Anchorage to Cordova:
travel @ $4,500, two nights per
diem @ $ 4,600, room cost @ $100;
plus travel for 9 people to
Anchorage @ $4,200; plus other per
meeting costs from above)

Travel for PAG members to attend working groups
and other EVOS-related meetings 12,000

Staff support/supplies for synopses/regular
communication: no additional

Total additional: $ 50,900
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645 G Street, Suite 401, Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

MEMORANDUM

TO: Public Advisory Group

FROM: Molly McCammon, Director of Operations

‘ ECEIVE [[\

NOV 0 8 1994

SUBJ: Distribution of Revised Brief Project Descriptions (BiidN vatetz oiL sPiLL

TRUSTEE COUNCIL
ABUINISTRATIVE RECORD

Since publication of FY 95 brief project description proposals (BPDs) in the
Draft Fiscal Year 1995 Work Plan — Supplement Volume I (Evaluation
Category 1 and 2 projects) and the companion Draft Fiscal Year 1995 Work
Plan — Supplement Volume II' (Evaluation Category 3, 4, 5, and 6 projects),
several project proposals have been revised and resubmitted.

DATE: October 11, 1995

The revised BPDs include:

* a packet of nine projects that you were mailed in mid-August, most
of which involve subsistence restoration proposals, as shown in the
attached listing; and

¢ an additional set of revised BPDs that are included with this memo
as shown in the attached listing, largely concerning proposed forage
fish-sea bird interaction projects revised to integrate a number of
projects submitted independently of one another as well as a
recently received second revision to PWSAC’s proposal concerning
restoration of wild salmon stocks.

attachment

Trustee Agencies
State of Alaska: Depanments of Fish & Game, Law, and Environmental Conservation
United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Deparntments of Agriculture and Interior



e
i

Sound Wasie Managemend elan’ = 7 o S
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Project Number: 95115
Restoration Category: General Restoration (new) . NOv 081994
. - . ) PiLL

Proposed By: Prince William Sound Economic Devef&%{?é%&é@ﬁ%ci

‘ ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
Lead Trustee Agency: ADEC
Cost FY 95: $284,500
Cost FY 96: $ 15,600 to complete Phase I. Additional funds may be needed

for Phase II, see below for explanation. »

Total Cost: Unknown
Duration: Unknown
Geographic Area: Prince William Sound
Injured Resource/Service: Intertidal and subtidal organisms, harlequin ducks, black

oystercatchers, sea otters, harbor seals, and other seabirds,
shorebirds and marine mammals. The services most likely to
benefit are subsistence and recreation, both of which are
affected by the visual recognition of pollution.

INTRODUCTION and NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Abstract: The Sound Waste Management Plan (SWMP) is a comprehensive plan to identify
and remove the major sources of marine pollution and solid waste in Prince William Sound that
may be affecting recovery of resources and services injured by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. The
first phase of the plan will identify the major sources of marine pollution and solid waste,
identify their significance, and recommend solutions to reduce the effects that can be
implemented by municipalities, state and federal governments, private industry, or trustee
agencies. The following phases of the plan will be to implement these solutions. Only the first
phase is proposed for FY 1995, and will be implemented using funds from the Alaska
Department of Commerce and Economic Development as well as from Exxon Valdez Trustee
Council.

In total, the plan will use funds from a variety of sources to effect a unified regional effort to
permanently reduce the incremental damage being done to the environment of Prince William
Sound from marine pollution. In this way, it will reduce stresses on recovering resources and
services and protect their habitat.

DRAFT 9/27/94
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pollutants into the marine environment, there remain a number of important waste streams that
still foul the environment of Prince William Sound. Complete restoration from the oil spill
requires permanent protection from on-going chronic pollution sources that may be degrading
the quality of marine habitat for injured resource and services, or may be stressing populations
or sub-populations of resources and services.

- In many cases, there is currently no easy or no feasible method of meeting state ard federal
laws designed to protect the Sound’s environment. The communities of Prince William Sound,
the Coast Guard, EPA, and ADEC are working on parts of these problems, but there is o™
regional approach. Currently, the~lazk of a coordinated, comprehensive approach may preclude
effective, regional soluticns, and may result in some important, regional problems not being
addressed. The lack of a region approach may also preclude.cost-effective solutions that are .
beyond the capacity of individual agencies or comraunities. As a result, there may be increased
stress on the resources and services injured by the . spill, especially on local- populatmns
important for communities, recreation, and subsistence use.

The major waste types that appear to have the greatest potential to affect injured resources and
services are below.
¢ Waste Oil. Engine oil and bilge water are sources of waste oil, much of which is
discharged into the waters of Prince William Sound.

Engine Oil. Vessels and communities in Prince William Sound generate large quantities of
used motor oil and other lubricants. Nationwide, regulatory and financial issues have
discouraged people from properly disposing of waste oil; more often than not, waste oil was
illegally dumped in landfills, sewer systems, or other open sites. In 1992, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency estimated that 170 million of the 190 million gallons of
waste oil generated in the nation found its way into the environment due to improper
disposal; this represents approximately 16 times the amount of oil spilled by the Exxon
Valdez. Most areas of the country have more, or more convenient facilities than does the
spill area.

Cordova, Valdez, and Whittier all have at least one waste oil burner. The burners take
waste oil and provide heat for community buildings or electricity for the municipality. In
some cases, more capacity may be needed. These facilities have made it feasible for
vessels and engine owners to conveniently dispose in a safe and non-polluting manner. For
example, there are three waste-oil burners in Cordova, which is the site of a large fishing
fleet. One burners, operated by Cordova Electric Cooperative, collected and burned 21,000
gallons of waste oil last year and used the heat for two buildings. Homer, though outside
of Prince William Sound, typically serves 850 boats in the harbor at any one time, burned
approximately 6,000 gallons per year of waste oil to heat two buildings.

Tatitlek and Chenega lack waste oil burners. These two communities are currently
installing docks facilities for handling more boat traffic. The increased activity is likely to
increase the potential for inappropriate disposal of waste oil near the communities. For
that reason, federal law requires that public docks with significant traffic have solid waste

DRAFT 9/27/94
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communities because of the difficulty in disposing of the collected material.

Bilge Water. Bilge water includes grease and oil from engines and machinery. There is
currently no feasible and convenient method in the Sound for fishing, commercial, or
recreational vessels to legally dispose of bilge water. There is no community with facilities
to conveniently accept bilge water, and as a result, much is probably dumped into Prince
William Sound. Much of it is probably dumped in or near the small boat harbors.

Stormwater Runoff. Stormwater runoff contains grease and oii from city streets, chemicals

from lawe. 2n buildings, and other polluting residues. Cordova, Valdez, and Whittier all .. . ...

have stormwater systems that discharge directly into the bay, in some cases into habitats
such as the Valdez Duck Flats that are essential for resources injured by the spill.

Oily Waste. Oily waste is the residue of materials that contain-oil. Oil filters, absorbent
pads, and cleaning materials are examples of oily waste.” In most cornmunities there is no
alternative but to place oily waste in the landfill. Valdez is working to acquire a crusher to
press the oil out of old filters and material. This will reduce the amount of oil in other
waste materials, but in most communities, the waste becomes part of the landfill. None of
the landfills or dumps in Prince William Sound have an impermeable membrane, and some
portions of the oil migrates to water sources.

Sewage. Sources of sewage include the communities, vessels, and land-based and floating
remote lodges. There is no feasible or convenient method for the fishing, commercial, or
recreational vessels to legally dispose of the sewage. While some of the large vessels have
sewage disposal systems on board, most dump the waste overboard with minimal if any
treatment. There have been reports that some remote camps are out of compliance and
causing local habitat problems due to improper sewage disposal. In some locations, the
amount of sewage may be safely dispersed without significant effect on the local
environment. In other locations, there is potential for significant effect.

Solid Waste. Currently each community in Prince William Sound is out of compliance with
federal regulations as it relates to permitting of waste sites. Improper solid waste disposal
has the potential to affect water sources and upland habitat used by injured resources.
Blowing garbage is a problem in the two communities without a sanitary landfill (Chenega
and Tatitlek). Cordova’s lardfill currently includes diked off tideland areas and the lower
portion of the landfill is inundated by the tide. As a result, landfill leachate may
contaminate Orca Inlet. In addition, leachate from Valdez’s landfill probably reaches Port
Valdez.

Household Hazardous Waste. The three incorporated communities have methods of
feasibly disposing of household hazardous waste, but collection is infrequent. The two
unincorporated communities do not collect household hazardous waste. As a result, much
hazardous waste is probably improperly dumped.

DRAFT
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sports-fish cleaning stations (usually in small boat harbors).

Shore-based Processors. There appears to be problems with accumulation of offal from fish
processors in Valdez and Cordova. The accumulation of many year’s of processing wastes
in the shallow inlet off Cordova appears to have created an anaerobic zone on the inlet’s
floor — unusable habitat to the fish, subtidal, and marine mammal resources of the area.
There have been recent incidents in Valdez where an unusual stench may be traceablerto
an accumulation of offal near the processers. In both cases, there are activities by the -
cities, state, EPA, and fish processors to soive the probiems, but no solution is as yet
apparent.

Flcating Processors. In some cases,-there may be similar problems with floating processors
accumulating wastes in one location. In other cases, the floating processors may distritute
their fish wastes without significant harm to the local environment. -

Sport-fish Cleaning Stations. The largest sports fishery in Prince William Sound is based out
of Valdez, though significant fisheries exists from Cordova and Whittier. In each case,
cleaning occurs at sports fish stations in the small boat harbor, and the wastes concentrate
in the boat harbor beneath the station. This can overburden waters of the small boat
harbor and reduce water quality below federal or state minimums.

Two examples show the potential effects of these problems. The first, Valdez Duck Flats, is
adjacent to the Valdez Small-boat Harbor. It is an Area Meriting Special Attention in the
Valdez Coastal Management Plan becaunse of its important habitat value. It includes 450 acres
of mud flats and 460 acres of saltwater marsh. It provides habitat for rearing salmon and has
been recognized by state and federal agencies as providing essential waterfowl habitat for
species injured by the spill. The habitat of the Duck Flats may be degraded by the storm water
runoff which empties into the area, or by discharges from boats outside the harbor, landfill :
contamination flowing down Valdez Creek, or sewage disposal in the Port.

Orca Inlet, outside Cordova has the largest pupping concentration of sea otters in Prince
William Sound, and is also important for sport fishing, hunting, and is seasonally used by large
concentrations of seabirds and waterfowl, including many resources injured by the spill. Itis a
part of the largest contiguous wetland in the western hemisphere which, during migrations, hosts
the largest concentration of shorebirds in the world. The Cordova waterfront hosts most .of:the
problems referenced above. The shoreline includes the solid-waste landfill, which is built in
part on.tidelands and is inundated by the tide twice each day; storm-water and sewer outfalls,
and outfalls for fish-processing offal which has created an anaerobic zone on the inlet floor.

DRAFT 9/27/94
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Key
[} = Some of waste stream likely enters marine waters.
ff = Facilities or community prcgram available (though not necessarily adequate).

Cordova | Valdez | Tatitlek | Chenega | Whitiier
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The problems referenced above may be affecting resources and services injured by the spill,
including disruption of important habitat. Any decrease in local pollution would have the effect
of decreasing the stress on injured resources and services that rely on clean water. Those
resources and services likely to benefit the most are those that feed in the intertidal or near-
shore waters in the vicinity of community waterfronts and small boat harbors.- These resources
most likely to benefit include harlequin ducks, black oystercatchers, sea otters, harbor seals, and
other seabirds, shorebirds and marine mammals. The services most likely to benefit are
subsistence and recreation, both of which are affected by the visual recognition of pollution.

Project Description. A three phase approach is proposed. This project, however, includes
funding for only the first phase. The project will be managed by the Prince William Sound
Economic Development Council in conjunction with the Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation.

In continuing the efforts of the Prince William Sound Economic Development Commission,
costs for the project are defrayed by shared transportation, teleconference and meeting costs
from each participating community and organization. The regional approach resulted in the

DRAFT 9/27/94
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With each community independently combating some of the: problems of marine pollution, by
coming together as a region, ideas are shared and discussed in a manner that leads to more
efficient aud cost-effective solutions which is the theme of the proposal. The success of this
regional approach by the regional committee is the impetus for this project and will be
maintained.

* Phase I will use a request for proposals to solicit a contractor to undertake a - .
- — comprehensive review of pollution suurces, their significance, and provide dlternative*cosez = ————
effective solutions.

* Phase II will handle required ADEC/EPA permitting to implement solutions.

¢ . Phase III is the implementation of the Sound Waste Management Plan — implementing .
- permanent solutions to the existing chronic problems. These solutions may take the formr - e
of a construction, such as a regional solid waste facility or facilities to accommodate bilge
water, or they may take the form of programs to prevent pollution such as increased
recycling.

Contributions from Other Funding Sources. The funding contributed by the Trustee Council for
Phase I would be coordinated with funding proposed by the City of Valdez, and that
contributed by the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities. In addition,
many of the solutions proposed as a result of Phase I, are likely to be funded all or in part by
municipalities, villages, private industry, the federal government, and the State of Alaska. Some
solutions may be appropriate for funding from the civil settlement.

The proposed budget for the City of Valdez for calendar year 1995 includes $100,000 to
investigate long-term solutions to the solid waste problems in Valdez. The questions that study
will investigate include some of those to be investigated by this proposal. Valdez will not act
upon its budget proposal before Trustee Council action is expected. However, if passed, the
Valdez appropriation would be coordinated by Bill Wilcox, Valdez City Engineer and Director
of Public Works. Mr. Wilcox is also on Prince William Sound Economic Development
Commission’s Solid Waste Subcommittee that would oversee this project. Thus, the City’s
proposed appropriation is another financial contribution to this project.

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities has given a contribution for a
related project. The department has given $100,000 grant to each of Cordova and Valdez to
implement a junk car and scrap metal recycling project. Valdez has an inventory of 1,500 old
cars, and Cordova has 500. The grants would enable these communities to crush and recycle
these cars and other scrap metals. This would eliminate waste stream from the landfills (and
because of oil and other toxics associated with the cars, it may have some effect on eliminating
those sources from entering marine waters). The two grants were coordinated by the Prince
William Sound Economic Development Commission, and will be implemented so that the
crusher can be used regionally — for materials from Chenega, Tatitlek, and if feasible, Whittier.
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A. Objectives. The development of the Sound Waste Management Plan originated with
Prince William Sound Economic Development. Council’s regional Solid Waste Management
Committee.

The following outlines the objectives to be accomplished as part of Phase I:

1. [dentifying options.

a. Use existing information and where necessary gather new information to identify the major
sources of marine pollution and solid waste, and evaluate.which waste streams are priority
for reduction. :

b. Analyze waste management reduction, processing, transportation, and disposal alternatives
appropriate for Prince William Sound. Information for some or all alternatives should
include regulatory requirements, site information, cost estimates, transportation methods,
and funding sources.

c¢. Recommend solutions to reduce the effects that can be implemented by municipalities,
state and federal governments, private industry, or trustee agencies. Many of these may
involve regional coalitions of groups.

2. Community choice. This project is not solely technical; rather, communities and agencies
must implement the technical solutions. For that reason, the project objectives include
establishing a public participation program to understand and address community concerns
and needs. The public participation needs not involve public meeting or other mass
participation mechanisms. However, it should ensure that communities are involved, and
understand the problems and possible solutions in order to build consensus for actions to
reduce marine pollution and solid waste that will restore Prince William Sound.
Accomplishing this objective requires communities and agencies to choose which options to
implement.

B. Methods

1. Community Participation Component. As a regional project, local input and coordination is
crucial to the long-term success of the SWMP project by creating local ownership.
Agreeing on and implementing effective solutions to waste management problems requires
the participation of the communities that <will implement them. A comprehensive,
coordinated, regional approach requires participation by all communities in Prince William
Sound. This proposal was developed and intended to be coordinated by Prince William
Sound Economic Development Council’s Solid Waste Management Committee with
representation from all of the Sound’s communities. The project will be completed in
cooperation with ADEC.

DRAFT 9/27/94
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Phase L

-~ b. Prince William Sound Economic Development Council’s Solid Waste Manageinent
Committee with participation from each of the Prince William Sound communiiies,
DEC, and possibly with EPA and the US Coast Guard will manage the contract. This
participation is important for the results of the project — that the recommended
solutions will be agreed to and implemented by the appropriate communities and
regulatory agencies.

- -2, Fechnical Component for Phase 1. A Requesi for Piupusals=wiitsulicit theniust ualified-

firm to accomplish the objectives of Phase I.
C. Schedule (FY 95 - Plan of Work)

November 15, 1994  Begin writing RFP

November 30, 1994  Advertise RFP

February 1, 1995 Award Contract

August 1, 1995 Draft Report to the PWS Economic Development Council and ADEC
September 1, 1995 Final Report

D. Technical Support

All technical support will be provided by the Prince William Sound Economic Development
Council’s regional Solid Waste Management Committee, and by the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation.

E. Location

Prince William Sound

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

For the most part, solutions to the identified problems will be implemented by communities and
local groups. They must be the major part of the process to identify and choose these solutions.
To maintain the direct link frcm development and implementation of the SWMP, Prince
William Sound Economic Development Council’s regional Solid Waste Management Committee
in cooperation with DEC will implement this regional project in cooperation with ADEC.

The Contractor will be selected by competitive solicitation. PWS Economic Development
Council will manage the contract under agreement to ADEC. The Economic Development
Council is an Alaska Regional Development Organization (ARDOR) which under AS 36.30.850
may receive funds from the state without competitive solicitation. (The contractor will be
selected using normal, State of Alaska competitive procedures.)

DRAFT 9/27/94
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This project will be administered, in cooperation with DEC, by representatives of the affected
communities. The Prince William Sound Economic Development Council includes
representatives of each community, and industry representatives including the fishing, tourism,
and petroleum industries. The process will continue with public review at local city council and
village council meetings for comment as part of the SWMP. An integral part of the SWMP is
community education.

Ce20INATION OF INTEGRATED RESEARCH EFFORT | s

This project is not research, and integration with other Trustee research activities is
unnecessary.

FY 95 BUDGET ($K)

Personnel $12.8
Travel 6.0
Contractual 245.6
Commodities 1.0
Equipment 0.0
Capital Outlay 0.0

Subtotal $265.4
Gen. Admin. 19.1

Total $284.5

DRAFT 9/27/94




1995 EXXON VALDEZ TRUSTEE COUNCIL PROJECT BUDGET
October 1, 1994 - September 30, 1995

as possible.

Project Description: This project will explore various options for regional management of waste oil, associated toxics and solid waste. This project is;
intended to reduce the pollutants introduced into the environment injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill so that natural recovery may proceed as quickiy
H

4

Printed: 9/28/94 9:15 AM

Agency: AK Dept. of Environmental Conservation

Budget Category: 1994 Project No. |'94 Report/ | Remaining
. e o . '95 iInterim®*]|  Cost** Total
Authorized FFY 84| FFY 95 FFY 95 FFY 95 FFY 96 Comment
FFY 96 expenses to complete Phase |.
Personnel $0.0 $0.0 $12.8 $12.8 $7.0
Travel $0.0 $0.0 $6.0 $6.0 $3.8 i
Contractual $0.0 $0.0 §245.6 $245.6 $3.0
Commodities $0.0 $0.0 $1.0 $1.0 $0.5 ‘ m‘
Equipment $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ‘
Capital Outlay $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Subtotal $0.0 50.0 $265.4 $265.4 $0.0 $14.3
General Administration $0.0 $0.0 $19.1 $19.1 $0.0 $1.3
Project Total $0.0 $0.0 $284.5 $284.5 TBD $15.6
Full-time Egquivalents {(FTE)} 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1
Dollar amounts are shown in thousands of dollars.
Budget Year Proposed Personnel: Reprt/intrm | Reprt/intrm | Remaining | Remaining || FFY 96 activities and costs for Phase |l
Position Description Months Cost Months Cost {primarily permitting and preparation for imzie-
mentation in Phase Ill) can only be determi, ied
Restoration Specialist (R-23) 0.0 $0.0 1.0 $6.9 || following substantial completion of Phase i;gf
Restoration Specialist 0.0 $0.0 1.0 $5.9 || which will jdentify regional and community
solutions 1oy marine pollution affecting
Prince Wilzam Sound.
NEPA Cost: $0.0
*Oct 1, 1994 - Dec 31, 1994
Personnel Total 0.0 $0.0 2.0 $12.8 | **Jan 1, 19895 - Sep 30, 1995
06/01/94 . I : s e ) s s A A g
Project Number: 95115 FORM 2A
1995 Page 1 of 3 Project Title: Sound Waste Management Plan PROJEC{‘T
DETAIL




1995 EXXON VALDEZ TRUSTEE COUNCIL PROJECT BUDGET
October 1, 1994 - September 30, 1995

i,

Travel: Reprt/Intrm Remair{ing
Juneau to Anchorage and PWS ($450/trip + 2 days per diem @ $150/day x 8 trips) $0.0 $86.0
.
Travel Total $0.0 $5.0
Contractual:
Long distance phone and fax $0.0 $1.0
Mail and courier $0.0 $3.8
Copying and printing $0.0 $2.0
Freight and cartage $0.0 $3.2
Plane/helicopter charter to Prince William Sound communities $0.0 $2.0
Film processing $0.0 $0.1
Contract for consultant to develop regional waste Management Plan $0.0 $215.0
RSA with Prince William Sound Development Council to manage contract through March 1996 $0.0 $29 7
Project Manager 320 hours @ $47/hr $15.0 ‘
Travel ; $12.5 -
Teleconference fees $2.0 Ly
Contractual Total $0.0 $245.6
07/14/93 t
Project Number: 95115 FORM 23
1995 Page 2 of 3 Project Title: Sound Waste Management Plan PROJECT
Agency: AK Dept. of Environmental Conservation DETAIL.
Printed: 9/28/94 9:15 AM




1995 EXXON VALDEZ TRUSTEE COUNCIL PROJECT BUDGET

October 1, 1994 - September 30, 1995

Commodities: Reprt/intrm| Remaining
Office supplies $0.0 $0.6 |
Computer supplies $0.0 $0.4

Commaodities Total $0.0 $1.0

Equipment:

Equipment Total 0.0 0.0

07/14/93

Project Number: 95115 FORM 2B
1995 Page 3 of 3 Project Title: Sound Waste Management Plan PROJECT
Agency: AK Dept. of Environmental Conservation: DETAIL
Printed: 9/28/94 9:15 AM .




Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council

Restoration Office
645 G Street, Suite 401, Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178

TO: Project Reviewers

FROM:  Moly McCammon \\M/ H ECEIVE D\

Director of Operations NOV 0 8 1994

. A o PHL
SUBJECT: Revised Proposals E“?:ugtégeéou%ci

ABMINISTRATIVE RECORD

DATE: October 6, 1994

Enclosed you will find a revised package of Brief Project Descriptions for Forage
Fish/Marine Bird Interactions: Project 95163.

Trustee Agenci;s
State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, and Environmental Conservation
United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture and Interior



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1011 E. Tudor Rd.
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-6199

IN REPLY REFER TO;

James R. Ayers, Executive Director )

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council ueT - 5 1904

Restoration Office

645 G Street .

Suite 401 ~\

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3451 R E@EBME D :
S " NOV 08 1994

EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPiLL

TRUSTEE COUNCIL
Dear Mr. Ayers: ABNINISTRATIVE RECORD

Thank you for your recommendations regarding the scope and scale of forage fish
investigations for FY 95 in your September 7, 1994 letter. As planned, a forage fish work
session was held in Anchorage on September 19-20 and another work session was held
September 26-27. Through a combination of these meetings, the comments from the chief
scientist, and much work, we have developed a Seabird/Forage Fish package for FY95 and
are now functioning as a team rather than several independent projects. The cover proposal
and the brief project descriptions for each subproject are attached.

We have tried to be responsive to the chief scientist’s comments, and to that end, we reduced
the project budget from about $2.4 million to about $1.4 million. However, reducing the
budget caused a reduction in the scope of work. We reduced the area of the Forage Fish
Assessment (95163A) component from all of Prince William Sound to a portion of the Sound,
and we reduced the field season from April through September to just July and August. We
also deleted the assessment of demersal fish in the Pigeon Guillemot (95163F) component.
The Puffin component (95163D) was reduced to a minimal feasibility study.

If more funds are available, an additional cruise for the Forage Fish Assessment component
would provide valuable data for the seabird pre-laying period. For about an additional $100K
(a 25% increase) the total amount of data collected could be increased 50%, because of fixed
costs associated with the project that would not increase.

Below we have addressed the chief scientist’s comments on the Seabird/Forage Fish project.
Brief project descriptions for each subproject have been modified to respond to comments
specific to the subprojects.



Program Management and Integration

We agree with the chief scientist’s comments that projects addressing food limitation need to
be carefully coordinated. In our recent work sessions, we have made great strides in
coordination among the Seabird/Forage Fish project components and we will continue to work
out details throughout the winter with monthly coordination meetings. All the Principal
Investigators of the subprojects recognize that complete integration is a necessity to put forth
a comprehensive, efficient research effort to address food limitation questions that involve
multiple trophic levels. In the cover proposal we have outlined the sharing of data and
logistical support among projects; details on the specific needs of each project will be
addressed in our monthly coordination meetings. We will also discuss contingency planmng
for integral parts of the package and outline-alternatives. = - . . ~t

Quality assurance will be accomplished in many ways. All detailed project descriptions will
be reviewed by all Principal Investigators, by the proposed Seabird/Forage Fish project
Technical Steering Committee, and by the Trustee Council Interim Review Board. Annual
reports, including the synthesis report, will go through the same review process. A
biometrician will be contracted to review sampling designs and data analyses. Interim
progress will be tracked by review of overall progress at the annual January Science
Workshop and by review of the annual subproject reports and annual synthesis report.

The Principal Investigators for each subproject of the Seabird/Forage Fish project have
appointed us (David Irons and Bruce Wright) as Interim Project Coordinators for this project.
We plan to take on the program management tasks outlined in the subproject brief project
description (95163I), including but not limited to, coordination within and among projects to
maximize data and logistics sharing, facilitating communications with the oil spill restoration
office, and scheduling performance milestones and ensuring they are met. We plan to hire a
Project Coordinator midway through FY95 to assume these important tasks, and we are
committed to identifying an individual who is acceptable to all Principal Investigators and can
work effectively with their counterparts in SEA, Nearshore Vertebrate Predators, and other
relevant EVOS projects.

Coordination between the Seabird/Forage Fish project and other projects has already begun.
Dr. Irons contacted Dr. Cooney of the SEA package and set up the first coordination meeting
for mid October, which will result in a list of issues and a schedule of coordination meetings.
Dr. Cooney was very interested and positive about coordination of the two packages. Dr.
Cooney and Dr. Irons are confident that the two packages can be coordinated to ensure
efficiency in the Exxon Valdez Trustee Council Work Plan. A coordination plan with the
Nearshore Vertebrate Predator project, other marine bird projects, and the information
management projects will be set up in October. All data that are collected by the
Seabird/Forage Fish project will be available to the SEA and the Trustee Council data base
management systems.



Research Program Design

We agree with the chief scientist’s recommendation to focus on pigeon guillemots and black-
legged kittiwakes initially. Because puffins offer a potential cost-saving method of sampling
forage fish, we propose to conduct a small feasibility study in the core sampling area around
Naked and Smith Islands to determine if those puffin colonies are accessible for use.

Regarding the Pigeon Guillemot project (old number 94173, new number 95163F), past
studies have shown that guillemots appear to prefer sand lance, a schooling fish, over
demersal fish, and some evidence suggests their reproductive success tends to be higher when
they feed on sand lance compared to demersal fish. In the late 1970’s guillemots at Naked
Island ate many sand lance, but in 1994 birds at Naked Island ate few sand lance or other
schooling fish and many demersal fish, while birds at Jackpot Island ate many schooling fish
(i.e., herring and smelt but not sand lance). We feel it is important to assess the abundance
and species composition of demersal fish as well as that of schooling fish. However,
considering the larger question of food limitation for several species, the assessment of
demersal fish is less important than assessment of schooling fish. To try to meet the budget
recommended by the chief scientist, we removed the work relating to the assessment of
demersal fish from the FY95 Pigeon Guillemot proposal.

We agree with the chief scientist that hydroacoustic surveys and net sampling provide data on
only the relative abundance and distribution of forage fish and we recognize that forage fish
might be present but unavailable to birds. There are three subprojects that will provide data
to determine the availability of forage fish to birds. The Forage Fish Assessment/Birds
component will collect bird distribution and behavior data simultaneously with hydroacoustic
surveys. These data will provide information on two aspects of fish availability: depth of fish
schools and distance from bird colonies to fish. The Kittiwake and Pigeon Guillemot
components will provide data on foraging ranges from colonies, diets of birds, and habitats
used by foraging birds. After data from 1994 are analyzed, we will know if the Forage Fish
Assessment component is sufficiently sampling habitat used by foraging seabirds. If it is not,
the sampling design will be restratified to sample more in areas used by birds.

Integration with SEA (95320)

Regarding integration with the SEA project, as mentioned earlier, Dr. Cooney and Dr. Irons
discussed the importance of coordinating the two projects and planned a meeting in mid
October to discuss coordination and plan future meetings. The principal investigators of both
projects are aware of the necessity of good coordination. As the chief scientist pointed out, it
is essential that the hydroacoustic data from both projects be compatible to maximize the
coverage of data on distribution, abundance, and composition of forage fish (which include
juvenile herring and salmon) in Prince William Sound. All other opportunities to collaborate
and share data or logistics will be explored. All data collected by the Seabird/Forage Fish
project will be made available to the SEA database.



We feel that we are well on the way to developing an efficient, comprehensive, integrated
research effort that will provide valuable information on the question of whether food is
limiting the recovery of injured resources.

Bruce Wright and I coordinated closely in writing this letter, but he was unable to be present
to sign it.

Sincerely,

= AL —

David B. Irons

Co-Project Coordinator



Seabird/Forage Fish

Project Number: 95163A-1
Restoration Category: Research (new)
Proposed By: DOI, NOAA, ADFG
Cost FY 95: $1,446K (includes write-up of 1995 report)
Cost FY 96: $2,400K (includes write-up of 1996 report)
Total Cost: Unknown
Duration: 5 years E@EUVE ' \
Geographic area: Prince William Sound R D{
: , . NOV 0 8 1994
Injured Resource/Service: Multiple resources
EXXON VALOEZ OIL SPILL
TRUSTEE COUNCIL
INTRODUCTION ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

Populations of several piscivorous marine bird and mammal species have declined in Prince
William Sound (PWS) since 1972; conversely, species that feed on benthic invertebrates have
not declined. Marbled murrelets, pigeon guillemots, arctic terns, black-legged kittiwakes,
glaucous-winged gulls, tufted puffins, and harbor seals feed primarily on schooling forage fish
and have declined by more than 50%. Harlequin ducks, goldeneyes, black oystercatchers, and
sea otters feed on benthic invertebrates and have not declined throughout PWS, although
some species were affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill. This pattern of declines in
piscivorous species and absence of declines in species consuming benthic invertebrates
suggests that marked changes in the forage fish community abundance, distribution, and
species composition occurred over the last 20 years. Sand lance was an important component
of pigeon guillemot diets in the late 1970’s that has virtually disappeared from their diets in
the 1990’s.

If populations of piscivorous seabirds that were injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill

(i.e., common murre, marbled murrelet, and pigeon guillemot) are currently limited by food,
recovery of these populations is not likely. Therefore, an important hypothesis to be
addressed by restoration research is that the recovery of injured species is limited by food.
The goal of this study is to determine if the distribution, abundance, availability, and species
composition of forage fish in PWS are limiting recovery of injured seabird populations.

Reproductive success of seabirds is largely dependent upon foraging constraints experienced
by breeding adults. Previous studies of seabird reproductive energetics have indicated that



Seabird/Forage Fish Project Number: 95163 A-1

productivity is energy-limited. Forage fish vary considerably in energy density. Therefore,
knowledge of energy content of prey provisioned to seabird nestlings is critical for
understanding the effects of changes in the forage fish resources on the productivity of
seabird populations.

To address questions about food limitation for seabirds, species must be studied for which
productivity and parameters that indicate food stress can be measured. Surface-feeding
species and diving species should each be studied because of differential ability to pursue
prey. In PWS, kittiwakes (surface feeders) and pigeon guillmots (divers) are the two most
appropriate species to study. Both species are w1despread and the necessary data can be
collected for them relatively easily. S

Food limitation may have been the cause for recent low seabird productivity and consequent
population declines in other parts of Alaska. Some black-legged kittiwake colonies in the
Gulf of Alaska have declined over the past ten to fifteen years. There are indications that
capelin, an important component of seabird diets in the 1970’s, declined drastically in 1978
and has remained low. Kittiwakes and murres at some colonies in the Bering Sea have
suffered chronically low productivity in the past |5 years and food supply has been
implicated as the prime factor.

Investigations of the relationships between pelagic seabirds and their prey have been
conducted in the Gulf of Alaska, the Bering Sea, the North Atlantic Ocean, and the Southern
Ocean using counts of birds and associated hydroacoustic data. This work has been
short-term and the general objective has been to understand the mechanisms

(e.g., oceanographic features) that make prey available to seabirds. However, there have been
multi-year studies in limited areas of the North Atlantic that compared relative abundance of
forage fish to reproductive performance in seabirds. . R