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CHAPTER VI. Implementation Process for the Life of the Settlement

I. ANNUAL WORK PLANS

Each year, the Restoration Plan is implemented through an annual
work plan. An annual work plan consists of a listing of restoration
projects to be funded for that year. The Trustee Council will issue
requests for proposals for specific projects designed to meet the
objectives of the Restoration Plan and related strategic plans. All
projects must fit within the guidelines established in the
Restoration Plan. Projects must also fit within an existing
restoration option or one which has been added to the Restoration
Plan through an amendment process. Project proposals will be
solicited from individuals and public and private organizations,
including resource agencies. Final decisions will be guided by
priorities and directions established in the Restoration Plan and
will take into account the most current information from monitoring
programs.

A. Content: Each annual work plan will include an introduction, a
project budget summary, a 1list of agencies and organizations
involved in implementation, timing and priorities for project
implementation, and project summary descriptions.

Project descriptions will focus on the who, what, when, why, and how al
of implementation. Project descriptions must also describe the link ¢S
between the project and an injured resource or service, explain howﬁg&gdwf :
the project fits within the scope of the Restoration Plan, describ Gl ™
how the project satisfies the criteria in the Trustee Council&’s <) . .\
request for proposals, and describe what National Environmen y
Policy Act compliance is necessary for implementation.

B. Schedule: Proposed work plans will be issued annually, although wagﬁf
certain projects may be funded for multiple years. Work plans will

be reviewed and approved prior to October 1, in order to allow
sufficient time for preparation for the upcoming field season.

C. Competitive Bidding: Projects will be subject to a competitive
bidding process. Bids will be evaluated and scored by a committee
which will judge on factors such as proven ability to conduct
similar projects in a timely and professional manner, logistical
capabilities, technical expertise, and cost.

D. Priorities and Timing of Restoration Activities: Guidelines for
prioritization and timing of restoration activities will be
incorporated into the annual request for project proposals for the
Annual Work Plan. Criteria for prioritization have not been
finalized, but may emphasize the following types of projects:

Projects for restoring injured resources and services recovering
more slowly than expected




Time-critical projects that could not be effectively done in
later years

Monitoring and research projects that would provide information
necessary for identifying and implementing effective restoration
options

Projects that benefit multiple resources and services

Projects that provide widespread, as opposed to site-specific,
benefits

Projects that benefit injured resources and services highly
important to the economy and well-being of spill-impacted human
communities

Projects that benefit populations of organisms directly injured
by the spill, as opposed to benefitting uninjured populations
of the same or equivalent species

Projects that benefit injured resources and services not yet
addressed by restoration

Projects that restore unrecovered resources and services, rather
than enhance them above pre-spill levels

IT. COMPLIANCE WITH THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA

The programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) accompanying
the Restoration Plan describes the overall impact of restoration on
the human environment, but does not deal with impacts of specific
projects funded under annual work plans. These projects must also
comply with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements,
although the Trustee Council may conditionally approve projects
prior to completing the NEPA process. However, funding will be
withheld until the required documentation has been completed. Many
projects will qualify for categorical exclusions, some may require
relatively simple Environmental Assessments, and the largest and
most extensive projects could require an EIS.

ITT. AMENDMENTS TO THE FINAL RESTORATION PLAN

The Restoration Plan will provide guidance for the life of the
settlement, but must also be sufficiently flexible to accommodate
new information and changing conditions. For example, the
monitoring program will provide new information on recovery rates
and the effectiveness of restoration activities, which will
influence how restoration is applied. Minor changes can be
incorporated without changing the plan or the EIS. Major changes,
however, will trigger more involved review and approval procedures.

A. MINOR AMENDMENTS

Minor amendments include all changes which fall within the policy



guidelines of whichever alternative is chosen for the final
Restoration Plan. For example, new restoration options can be added
as minor amendments as long as they meet the policies established in
the plan for degree of effectiveness, geographic location, which
resource or service can be addressed, etc. Minor amendments can be
added without having to go through the entire public review process
or redo the programmatic EIS. However, the public will be provided
opportunity to comment on minor amendments. Also, the more
technical amendments, such as adding new restoration options or
modifying the 1list of injured resources and services, should be
approved by expert peer reviewers.

B. MAJOR REVISIONS

Major revisions are changes which fall outside the policy guidelines
established in the Restoration Plan. For example, if the plan
specified that options must only apply to species injured at a
population level, a proposal to include options addressing only
sublethal injuries would constitute a major revision. If major
changes are proposed, then a full public review may be necessary, as
well as a supplemental programmatic EIS. Major changes may only be
necessary in the case of an unforeseen significant event, such as
another oil spill or an obvious lack of success with the restoration
approach originally selected.

C. TECHNICAL REVIEW OF NEW RESTORATION OPTIONS

All proposals for new restoration options should be peer reviewed by
recognized technical experts. Some new options may constitute minor
amendments and some may be major revisions, as described above. It
is assumed that all options submitted for technical review will
conform to the basic requirements of the civil settlement.
Evaluations of new options should be based on the answers the
following questions:

Is the option technically feasible?
Does the option create human health hazards?

Could the option cause negative biological, economic or social
impacts and, if so, can the impacts be mitigated?

Does the option improve the rate or degree of recovery?
IV. OPPORTUNITIES FOR FUTURE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public participation in the restoration planning process is required
and described by the Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree, the
National Environmental Policy Act, and the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Public information programs have been set up to
allow the public to participate in an informed manner and to provide
general information on how settlement monies are being used.

Public participation is possible by attending Trustee Council and



Public Advisory Group (PAG) meetings. The Trustee Council meetings
are advertised and open to the public. Any o0il-spill affected
community which requests to participate can be hooked in via
teleconference. All PAG meetings are also open to the public and
the public is allotted time to speak or give written testimony to
the group at each meeting. The PAG reviews all restoration
activities and provides advice to the Trustee Council. The public
will also have a chance to submit project proposals for annual work
plans and comment on project ideas and draft work plans through
forums such as the PAG, Trustee Council meetings and the annual
request for project proposals.

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1991 requires all
government sponsored programs to provide equal access for the
disabled to telecommunications, and written and non-written
materials, as well as opportunities for participation in public
meetings and teleconferences. Requests for changes to accommodate
any disabled members of the public, and complaints about non-
compliance with the ADA should be directed to:

Executive Director

Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Restoration Program
645 G St.

Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone: (907) 278-8012

Inside Alaska: (800) 478-7795

Outside Alaska: (800) 283-7745

FAX: (907) 276-7178



Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council
Restoration Office
645 G Street, Suite 402, Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Phone: (907) 278-8012 Fax: (907) 276-7178
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Trustee Agencies
State of Alaska: Departments of Fish & Game, Law, and Environmental Conservation
United States: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Departments of Agriculture and Interior
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Information and Education:

Information and education provide the 1link between restoration
activities and knowledge about the effects of those activities. As
restoration, or the lack of direct application of restoration tech
niques, proceeds and 1is monitored, the gathering, systematizing,
documentation and distribution of information about restoration
provides interested persons and communities, scientists, educators,
public officials and agencies facts about the effectiveness of
techniques and status of recovery for injured resources and
services.

Reporting results provides support to education ciricula, scientific
communities, media, and governmental or private brochures and
displays. An Annual Report to the Public (the name only used as an
example) would provide _im—word, graphics and picture information
about how much and where money was spent, and what environmental
progress, 1if any, was being made. The information medium would
reflect the needs of the various interests. Radio and video shorts,
newspaper inserts, books and brochures could all be used. More
active methods of information dissemination are meetings and
workshops. These media are most effective in rural areas when the
information is carriedﬁto the people, i.e. town meetings and school
workshops. . o

All methods of information exchange h§¥5;4} means for receiving

comment from any interested party. Generally these are clip-out
sections of a newpaper, mailers in books and brochures, phone or FAX
numbers, and return addresses. For some interested or affected

groups such as the Native communities and other subsistence users,
visits to their communities, schools and homes for one on one
exchanges enhances the credibility of the information and the
informer. These intimate interchanges provide both parties a better
understanding of interests, needs and reactions to restoration
activities.
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The annual work plan consists of a listing of restoration projects

[10"3 ?to be funded for that year. All projects must fit within an

‘pfd5 existing restoration option described in the Restoration Plan.

Q"h Project proposals will be solicited from all qualified public and

private organizations, including resource agencies. Final decisions

will be guided by priorities and directions established in the

Restoration Plan and will take into account the most current
information from recovery and restoration monitoring programs.

a. Contant

1. The Annual Work Plan Package will include: an
introduction, a project budget summary, an affected area
map, a list of agencies and organizations inveolved in
implementation, timing and priorities for implemetation,
and project summary descriptions.

Project Descriptions will: focus on the who, what, when, \,lﬁ"”p
why, and how of implementation. Thege factors will be /
described for each project which is to be part of the
Annual Work Plan Package. Within the package there will be
. a definitive statement on link to in}m a resource or
. &fjg\servz.ce, ,é: statement from the propose his project is
;> withinthe scope of the Restoration Plan, and a descriptiond”g
’f,.;ff;w“"“ef:mm:f’NEPA compliance ¥& T 5 necessary forfimplementation and .
/;,/%&/ the status of the compflance process. * R

I O \\" Q .
ﬂ'&y 3. Relation of Projects to Restoration Plan: All proposed .
pro;ects must fit within an existing option, as desscr.u:»edb S0
in the Restoration Plan, in order to be considered for ; .

/,

inclusion in an annual work plan. J,};y.

B. S8chedule: Proposed work plans will be issued annually (**bi-
annually has also been suggested). They will be reviewed and - ;
approved prior to + in order to allow sufficient time for %’\ .
preparation for the upcomlng field season. pwwvo\ Cona ORI

e

c. Environmental COmpliance. Indl dual projects funded under

L ,annual work plans must comply wi€h NEPA requipements. However,
ﬂ/ﬂ‘7 the Trustee Council mays app pro;ects/:prlo to completing the
NEPA process. Howesrers. nding will be withheld until the

. required documentation h#s been completed. Many projects will

AL qualify for categoric exclusions, some may require EA’s, and
extensive could reguire a project-level

\OQQP'( : t?;largest and mo
ﬁﬂaw W@t/@ %Wfﬁww% A, page 9.
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D. Public Review and Input: Public review will be an integral part
of the process. The public will have a chance to submit and
comment on project ideas through forums such as the PAG, Trustees
Council meetings and the annual call for project ideas.

writ Lo pr ww &% Gechon |

vsc) —8H. Competitive Bidding: Projects will be subject to a competitive

bldding process. Bids will be evaluated and scored by a non-
rtisan committee which will Judge on factors such as proven

?
d»)ﬁﬁs S,A illty to cenduct similar projects in a timely and professional

g&igégk An ual Work Plan Decision-Making Process: The entity which
- complles and reviews proposals NEEDS TO BE DESCRIBED HERE%*%*,
(th ﬁt;/’However, The Trustee Council makes the ultimate decision on
\2#”  approving the plan. PP A SR IR < VS
s
t" 7 6. ©Priorities and Timing of Activities within the Preterrdﬂ
9@\’-‘ Alternative: (TO BE COMPLETED AFTER RPWG DISCUSSION) \59"_,
/&'“ e
x /0
I. DMENTS E FINAL TORATION PLAN NS
Rl }ﬁ:

nner, logistical capabilities, technical expertise, and cost.

The Restoration Plan is intended to provide guidance for the life of
the settlement, but must also be sufficiently flexible to accomodate
new information and changling conditions. For example, it 1is
anticipated that the monitoring program will continually provide new
information on recovery rates and the effectiveness of restoration
activities, which will influence how restoration options are
applied.f’“ﬁéggg/ghanggs can be incoporated without changing the
plan. fMaJO nges, however, may trlgger more involved review and
approvil-pFocedures.

A. HINOR AMENDMENTS

Minor amendments include all <changes which fall within the
parameters of whichever alternative 1is chosen for the final
restoration plan. Minor amendments can be added without having to
go through the entire public review process or redo the programmatic
EIS. However, the public will be provided opportunity to comment on

minor amendments. Also, the more technical amendments, such as
adding new restoration options, must be approved by scientific peer
reviewers.

For example, new restoration options can be added as minor
amendments as long as they meet the criteria established in the plan
for effectiveness, geographic location, resource or service
addressed, etc. However, the process for adding options must be
tightly controlled and only those options rated as acceptable by a
panel of peer reviewers can be added to the plan. In the same way
that the optlions in the final restoration plan were required to go
through a rating process, based on input from recognized experts in
relevant fields, any new option must likewise be demonstrated to be
valid and applicable to the prescribed restoration program.
Criteria to be considered when rating new options include: '

Vees s Ao b0 Ve puh A ? Wied” L
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If the answer to the following questions Is YES then procesd with the evaluation process outlined under the
Implementation chapter for annual work plans,

Does the proposed project already fit into one of the existing restoration options? WM ;(/{ ed

CoNS |ttt with
Is the option xdentrfled a-pp&apua.taie! the restorauon plan objectives? lg"(
e [rusteas /
dilvid ol
f)of" a%muﬁ or Indiviadua
it the proposed pro;ect does not belong whh an existing restoration option then with the

following evaluation.

1) Should the proposed project be comblned with simllar project ideas to create a new restoration option,

or is it an option In itself?
the same obfective. W

Do oy .oal
.2 ﬁs the option ; technical feasibi h@_.swfa:bﬁz& with: the civil settlement guidsnce,

“and preventies-ef significant additional Injury? j;j s i erian et i Pro e would not sl
If no, reject the optlon If yes, proceed with the following evaluation criteria. ang( Frored ';QUFY A ama g
B @t G2 e
CETCY 1Y
[At le i v De necessary. If so, get

BACKGROUND INFORMATION NEEDED:

% @A"f’
Which resources or services CAN this option may only have been proposed for one, but may

work for others as well). 7

What isyer€Xhe recovery status of the targeted resource. 6@!" V )
This could sither be the predictsd natural recovery time or the pred/c(ed ‘aided" racovery time...which
ever is avallable and appropriate.

Are there multiple spacles or ecosystem benefits expected from implementing this optlon?

Would Implementing the option have a wide range effect, or always be site specific?
What are the potential negative effects fram implementing the optlon and can they be mltigated?
How does this option relate to the injured resources’ life history or to the injury?

WHAT EFFECT WOULD THE OPTION HAVE ON RECOVERY? (metei-this—scolemwoultd-taveto-be
complete/ saparately for each targetted resource.)

e — \\?
R-ela»&'wem«a(x ected recov ime (or rang &)es this option accelerate the resovand

Plsase quantify the answer by showing a new expected recovery date, or range, and the uncertainty.

OR does thls option provide greater confidence that the rescurce wiil be able to recover In the estimated
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time. preferabiytowardo-the-eatheryearsinthe-renge?

Please express the changs in confidencs.

Does this opt:on providas necessary protect:on for the resource? <>
! Without such pl’OtGCthﬂ it is less llksly that the habitat could

pre-spll lev

support the Injured population at its

If the answers to any of the above questlons produce = ubstantial
improvemnentyt

+NV\ the
AW mm Iémmrét iﬁmﬁjs m,‘; opT10N N paﬁa" 3.9
(f nelther ansm

reater than 25% but at least one is thought to produce a 10-24% improvement then the
option ig categorlzed as providing some improvement and. would bs consndered only In Alternative 5.

Process for gathering the above infarmatlon: The person/organization proposing the project AND two experts
(peer reviewars, research sclentists etc...) should be asked to estimate the effects of implementing the option.
(IHLSIQHHIF‘QHTMI’PDBUC es occur try and reach ¢oncensis batwesn the axpers-{pretorablyta—merSony,or~

b

rns.
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(INSERT BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CRITERIA FOR RATING NEW OPTIONS)
B. MAJOR REVISIONSB

Major revisions are changes which fall outside the boundaries

described in the final plan. For example, if the plan specified

that options must only apply to species injured at a population

level, a proposal to include an option treating sublethal injury

\9 would conatitute a nmajor revision. Likewise, decisions to greatly

65 ‘whorten or lengthen the proposed duration of the restoration program
ogld count as a major change.

d}p)1®'lf the plan 1s changed significantly from that described in the

\ alternative approach described in final Restoration Plan, then a

full public review may be necessary, possibly including a new

restoration plan and an additional programmatic EIS. Changes such

as this would most 1likely be necessary only in the case of an

unforseen significant event, such as another oil spill, an obvious

lack of success with the restoration approach originally selected,

or a radically different understanding of injury gained from the
monitoring program.

PUB NFC PROGRAMS UBLIC TION

Public participation in the restoration planning process is required
and described by the Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree, the
National Environmental Protection Act, and the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Public information programs have been set up to
allow the public to participate in an informed manner and to provide

...~ Aeneral information on how settlement mories are being used. TFhre
V§u¢/ ARerdicans with—pigabititisgs - ACL mandates—equal—access—Lor—=the
AT Gisabied : s o . G 11 b1s
.\ passieipation. (Homgn Mslo vue —TA;ZD

S NYY, !
A. PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAMS we
1, ©3i1 sSpil]l public Information Center (QSPIC)

The Trustees set up the 0il Spill Public Information Center (OSPIC)
to provide a repository for all materials related to the oil spill,
facilitate patron use of those materials, and support the public
information needs of public participation. These services include:

- Collection and maintenance of background legal and scientific
scientific materials relating to the oil spill, such as natural
resource damage assessment and restoration project reports,
shoreline oilling reports, and newspaper and magazine clipping

~ Walk-in and telephone reference services on the Exxonspill
and subsequent restoration activities.

- Creation and maintenance of a certifiable administrative
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record of Trustee Council, Restoration Team, Public Advisory
Group and other work group activities and published products.

The mailing address and contact numbers for OSPIC are:

The ©0il Spill Public Information Center
€45 G Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

(907) 278-8008 (PHONE)
(907) 276-7178 (FAX)

2. Other sources of infcrmatioa *{A/T
Other sources of informatio Agvailable to the public include:

- Publicly available restoration documents, such as the
Restoration Framework document and the brochure on Draft

Restoration Plan Alternatives. Q,b(‘uﬂf\/ HC\%

- Public symposia such as the EVOS Febv—L58~symposium which
presented results of damage assessment studies.

- Educational efforts linked to particular restoration projects,
such as public service announcements or instructional wvideos
informlng resource users how to reduce impact on a particular
recovering resource.

- Agency publications, such as the recent issue of the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game magazine devoted to reﬁtoration

a%ﬁiﬁlﬁisfﬁy9NZS of
- Also, once the fu{§9%2ale restoration monitoring program is
underway, monitoring results will be reported regularly.

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAMSE

Comment Periods toration Planni

public

Z
EXSTHA77CA )

The primary opportunity for /the
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The Trustee Council meetings are advertised and open to the public.

Any oil-spill affected community which requests to participate can
be hooked in via teleconference.

g*__zgpligﬁgi?mgnxs_gn the Environmental Impi?t Statement (EIS)
The public fan commentA:32é;Ihﬁ2Eg%%Eiﬁ?é?éiiiQE:£££;;_%%f which

accompanies /the Restoration/Flan: ree different timeg:

, / /
1) The inftial scoping prpcess, which allgws the public/tc identify
early in fthe process issyes, concerns, and predictions/of impacts.

T

This has/already occurred.
' [
2) Public review and 9émments on & draft EIS. /

/ .
3) Public review and comments on‘iyﬁz;al EIS, and on Supplemental
EIS’s/ should they be necessary.
i

~ T Chaptn L

The Trustee Cpuncil has established a P ic Advisory Group (PAG).
The PAG revigws all restoyation activitie es advice to
the Trustee Council. T Trustee Counci that thePAG
should hav group" s
i ercial to
cal governiment,

L
Public Adv

Native ndowners, regcreational userps, science/ academlc/ sport
hunting /and fishing, /and subsistence There aref also "ex-pfficlio"
seats for representatives chosen YPy the Alaska State House of

Repregéntatives and/the Alaska State Senate. All meetings are open
to the public and e public is specifically allowed time to speak
or give written testimony to the group at each meeting.

C. AMERICANS WITH DIBABILITIES ACT

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991 requires all government
sponsored programs to provide equal for access for the disabled to
telecommunications, and written and non-written materials, as well
as oppoertunities for participation in public meetings and
teleconferences. Reguests for changes to accommodate any disabled
menbers of the public, and complaints about non-compliance with the
Act should be directed to:

Executive Director
Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Restoration Program
645 G sSt.

Anchorage, AK 59501
Phone: (S07) 278-8012

Ueds o e aeplaced wy whod T PAG wulL A0
ﬁyﬁﬁa ~ flus seohén 5V%ﬂAi&g }QLQQXjXOV./hKL-l?@&zrﬁnﬂfﬂkkf%;
Cdunption [/ Tpfomaae Gption.




Z 04,22/93  ©9:35 82025762164 AFIP/HQ S === EV Restoration do13

IUAFT  Fox Rrwé ReyI€e —
S7rel  SEETEHT

P 7SN DRAFT 4/13/93
o7,
PT . entat ocess fo Life Settle , kyﬁj
5 £ s
(INTRO PARAGRAPH HERE) o 27 R
o o
‘ Ve &
' «f*}/j J‘} \%M
1. AL WO 8 | o7y L

The annual work plan consists of a listing of restoration projects
7 to be funded for that year. All projects must fit within an
‘pf%5 existing restoration option described in the Restoration Plan.
oﬂh Project proposals will be solicited from all qualified public and
private organizations, including resource agencies. Final decisions

will be guided by priorities and directions established in the [
Restoration Plan and will take into account the most current

information from recovery and restoration monitoring programs.

A. Content

1. The Annual Work Plan Package will include: an
introduction, a project budget summary, an affected area
map, a list of agencies and organizations involved in
implementation, timing and priorities for implemetation,
and project summary descriptions.

. N (5\
ngfgggff‘ Project Descriptions will: focus on the who, what, when,\%ij;’

“ e 0% why, and how of implementation. These factors will be
Sl oS described for each project which is to be part of the
:4“’w(é}fgﬁ ’ y Annual Work Plan Package. Within the package there will be
L € - a definitive statement on link to in%ﬂéiggi:a resource or
" +e4service, A statement from the propose his project is XA
%2625?? 0% withinthe scope of the Restoration Plan, and a descriptionsf Y
P ”fh'ieffééﬁrfNEPA compliance, & necessary forffﬁﬁlementation and Sy

W’ 1‘; =" the status of the compliance process.

Relation of Projects to Restoration Plan: All proposed - .
projects must fit within an existing option, as described®

in the Restoration Plan, in order to be considered for g/ "iJ
inclusion in an annual work plan. Yy .

B. Schedule: Proposed work plans will be issued annually (*¥bi- . S
annually has also been suggested). They will be reviewed and“f& &\
approved prier to , in order to allow sufficient time for §E§§.

preparation for the upcoming field season. . skuwﬁ£WQ\

C. Environmental COmpliancgfi‘Indi dual projects funded under

. 15 , annual work plans must gémply wifh NEPA requiyements. However,
(hﬁ? the Trustee Council may.app projects[ério to completingjthe
NEPA process. Howewer— nding will be withheld until™ the
. required documentation h#s been completed. Many projects will
AL gualify for categoric exclusions, some may require EA’s, and
extensive could reguire a project-level

PN IS. ) ‘ '
i L LT
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D. Public Review and Input: Public review will be an integral part
of the process. The public will have a chance to submit and
comment on project ideas through forums such as the PAG, Trustee
Council meetings and the annual call for project ideas.

ws P Wp prlew o, cechen

bd l.:73. Competitive Bidd;ﬁéx Projects will be subject to a competitive

bidding process: Bids will be evaluated and scored by a non-

QggaJEprtisan committee which will judge on factors such as proven

11ity to conduct similar projects in a timely and professional
nner, logistical capabilities, technical expertise, and cost.

Sﬁfd9395ﬁi; Work Plan Decision-Making Process: The entity which

“ onmpiles and reviews proposals NEEDS TO BE DESCRIBED HERE#*%#*,
§§}//§owever, The Trustee Council makes the ultimate decision on

22 approving the plan. e obld e ttasion

8
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G. Priorities and Timing of Activities within the
2Alternative: (TO BE COMPLETED AFTER RPWG DISCUSSION)

I. DMENTS E FINAL ION PLAN b}&;‘;\(

the settlement, but must also be sufficiently flexible to accomodate
new information and changing conditions. For example, it |is
anticipated that the monitoring program will continually provide new
information on recovery rates and the effectiveness of restoration
activities, which will influence how restoration options are
applied. — Minor c¢ es can be incoporated without changing the
plan. (ﬁﬁfﬁ’ £ nges, however, may trigger more involved review and

approvﬁi~procedures.-jzgi_///jﬁggé
\&\:‘:‘\;‘_»d’
A. MINOR AMENDMENTS

Minor amendments include all changes which fall within the
parameters of whichever alternative 1is chosen for the final
restoration plan. Minor amendments can be added without having to
go through the entire public review process or redo the programmatic
EIS. However, the public will be provided opportunity to comment on
minor amendments. Also, the more technical amendments, such as
adding new restoration options, must be approved by scientific peer
reviewers.

For example, new restoration options can be added as minor
amendments as long as they meet the criteria established in the plan
for effectiveness, geographic 1location, resource or service
addressed, etc. However, the process for adding options must be
tightly controlled and only those options rated as acceptable by a
panel of peer reviewers can be added to the plan. In the same way
that the options in e final restoration plan were required to go
through a rating process, based on input from recognized experts in
relevant fields, any new option must likewise be demonstrated to be

valid and applicable to the prescribed restoration program.
Criteria to be considered when rating new options include: >

Does W6 WUt Ve pn atbutno 7 Whed, . 0l
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I «ﬁuw$ U-'ﬁ \ Q EVAEUATION OF NEW OPTIONS __%Hw

If the answer 10 the following questions I8 YES then procesd wlth ths evaluation process outlined under the
Implementation chapter for annual work plans.

Does the proposed project already fit into one of the existing restoration options? W ;&{ aad

censlstnt witn
I8 the option identified app:e;na&oiev the restoration plan objectives?

il
w#’ W Not a@enu(:;a;?/fmm ol

If the proposed pro;ect does not belong wkh an existing restoration option then with the
following evaluation.

1) Should the proposed projsct bs comblned with simliar project ideas to create a new restoration option,

or i it an option in itself?
the sams objsctive. W‘j

ALIELE L “9 wg)wfvr«../
E_~2) g‘gs the option i techmcar feasibili@.suitabil® with the civil settlement guidence,

(“ang preventier-ek significant additional Injury? [ 15 i it He projcar would net sk
If no, refect the option. If yes, proceed with the Tollowing evaluation criteria, ,149( hoved TMury +o=lm
I8 i@&w)\ s@owm ) Y
[At b ; e necessary. If so, get

BACKGROUND INFORMATION NEEDED:

eh
Which rasources or services CAN this optlon %ﬁ“ may only have been proposed for one, but may

work for others as well). 7

What isyar€he recovery status of the targeted resource. é@f‘ V
This could either be the predicted natural recovery time or the pred/cted ‘aided" racovery tima...which
sver is avaliable and appropriate.

Are there multiple spacies or ecosystem beneflts expected from implementing this optlon?

Would Implementing the option have a wide range effect, or always be site specific?
What are the potential negative effacts from implemanting the option and can they be mitigated?
How does this option relate to the injured resources’ life history or to the injury?

WHAT EFFECT WOULD THE OPTION HAVE ON RECOVERY? (metei-imis—aseHen—werid-traveto-be
completaf separately for each targetted resource.)

x ected recoy e {or rang &zes this option accelerate them

Please quantify the answer by showing a new expected recovery date, or range, and the uncertainty.

OR does thls option provids greater confidence that the rescurce wiil be able to recover In the estimated
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time. preferadiytowarde-the-eatieryearsin-thetange?

Please express the changs in confidencs.

Does this option provide necessary protection for the resource?
" 4 Without such protection it is less ilkely that the habitat could

support the Injured population at its prC—S()f /fUd

If the answers to any of the above questfons produce a ubstantial
improvementyt

InH1e oo I;\x iﬁm , tren the plom

ma.a/! %\AAM Melia %5 VWOFT"Oﬂ Fn alft 3 Y
F nelther answer is greater than.25% but atJeast one is thought to produce a 10-24% improvement then the <
\optlon lecategorized as. provndmg some mprovement and\wou!d be considsred on!y In. Alternatzve I e—

N . \\w//, \\.x
e

Process for gathering the above information: The person/organization proposing the project AND two experts
(peer rewewers research sc!enusts tc.. ) should be asked to estimate the effects of lmplementlng the option.
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(INSERT BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CRITERIA FOR RATING NEW OPTIONS)
B. MAJOR REVISIONS

Major revisions are changes which fall outside the  boundaries

described in the final plan. For example, if the plan specified

that options must only apply to species injured at a population
level, a proposal to include an option treating sublethal injury

would constitute a major revision. Likewise, decisions to greatly

Iwhorten or lengthen the proposed duration of the restoration program
ogld count as a major change.

6$\7
C”uJJW'If the plan 1s changed significantly from that described in the

\

alternative approach described in final Restoration Plan, then a
full public review may be necessary, possibly including a new
restoration plan and an additional programmatic EIS. Changes such
as thils would most 1likely be necessary only in the case of an
unforseen significant event, such as another oil spill, an obvious
lack of success with the restoration approach coriginally selected,
or a radically different understanding of injury gained from the
monitoring program.

PUB NFQ PROGRAMS UBLIC TION

Public participation in the restoration planning process is required
and described by the Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree, the
National Environmental Protection Act, and the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Public information programs have been set up to
allow the public to participate in an informed manner and to provide
eneral information on how settlement monies are being used. Thi>

e
par&ieipatton. p¥+h5“6y\ ﬁq;lo Vine -
A. ©PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAMS

1, @il sSpill Public Information Center (QSPIC)

The Trustees set up the 0il Spill Public Information Center (OSPIC)
to provide a repeository for all materials related to the oil spill,
facilitate patron use of those materials, and support the public
information needs of public participation. These services include:

‘n-?

- Collection and maintenance of background legal and scientific
sclentific materials relating to the o0il spill, such as natural
resource damage assessment and restoration project reports,
shoreline o0iling reports, and newspaper and magazine clipping

- Walk-in and telephone reference services on the Exxon,spill
and subsequent restoration activities.

- Creation and maintenance of a certifiable administrative




- é 04,22,93  09:37 82025762164 AFIP/HQ' S === EV Restoration {@016

record of Trustee Council, Restoration Team, Public Advisory
Group and other work group activities and published products.

The mailing address and contact numbers for OSPIC are:

The 0il Spill Public Information Center
€45 G Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

(907) 278-8008 (PHONE)
(807) 276-7178 (FAX)

2. Other sources of informatioa *{A/T
Other sources of informatio ﬁgvailable to the public include:

- Publicly available restoration documents, such as the
Restoration Framework document and the brochure on Draft

Restoration Plan Alternatives. b ~ F*XZ%

- Public symposia such as the EVOS Fel+—L98~ symposium which
presented results of damage assessment studies.

- Educational efforts linked to particular restoration projects,
gsuch as public service announcements or instructional videos
informlng resource users how to reduce impact on a particular
recovering resource.

- Agency publications, such as the recent issue of the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game magazine devoted to re;toration

a%ﬁiﬁzﬁies 1t Bf
- Also, once the fuli—scale re toration monitoring program is
underway, monitoring results will be reported regularly.

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAMSE

1. Comment Periods

toration Planni

Z

The primary opportunity for /the public to for
restoratfon and to review and/comment on proposals made by/others
has beeh during public commept periods on the/formal upents of
the restoration planning progess. Public commgnts wil%ﬁ%e olicited

anyﬁng na:

S

A SFUOTER
S NOT (MARLERER ) T47 704 )

THLS
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Information and Education:

Cor o T

Information and education provide the 1link between restoration
activities and knowledge about the effects of those activities. As
restoration, or the lack of direct application of restoration tech
niques, proceeds and is monitored, the gathering, systematizing,
documentation and distribution of information about restoration
provides interested persons and communities, scientists, educators,
public officials and agencies facts about the effectiveness of
techniques and status of recovery for injured resources and
services.

Reporting results provides support to education ciricula, scientific
communities, media, and governmental or private brochures and
displays. An Annual Report to the Public (the name only used as an
example) would provide _im—word, graphics and picture information

about how much and where money was spent, and what environmentalﬁ%iwaﬁw

progress, if any, was being made. The information medium would
reflect the needs of the various interests. Radio and video shorts,
newspaper inserts, books and brochures could all be used. More
active methods of information dissemination are meetings and
workshops. These media are most effective in rural areas when the
information is carriedAto the people, i.e. town meetings and school

workshops. & gaﬁ

All methods of information exchange ha%e  a means for receiving
comment from any interested party. Generally these are clip-out
sections of a newpaper, mailers in books and brochures, phone or FAX
numbers, and return addresses. For some interested or affected
groups such as the Native communities and other subsistence users,
visits to their communities, schools and homes for one on one
exchanges enhances the credibility of the information and the
informer. These intimate interchanges provide both parties a better
understanding of interests, needs and reactions to restoration
activities.
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lic Pafg;ci atio s ti

The Trustee Council meetings are advertised and open to the public.
Any oil~spill affected community which requests to participate can
be hooked in via teleconference.

i;__Eleig_Qi?mgn;s_gn the Environmental Impi?t Statement (EIS)
The public an commentA:ggé;:h92Eg%ﬁgigpégaséiQEZigg;z_%%f which

accompanies /the Restoration/Flan] ree different timesg:

4

1) The inftial scoping prgcess, which allgés the public /o identify
early in the process issyes, concerns, 77d predictions/of impacts.

This has/already occurred. ///

i

2) Public review and gémments on & draft EIS.

. . / .
3) Puyblic review and comments on‘irﬁz;al EIS, and on Supplemental
EIS’s/ should they be necessary.

{

The Trustee c uncil has est bllshed a Pu ic Advisory Group (PAG).
es advice to
that thePAG

Lo,
Public Adv

ercial to
cal goverfiment,

academic/ sport
There are/ also "ex=-0bfficio®
Yy the Alaska State House of

to thg public and the public is specifically allowed time to speak
or give written testimony to the group at each meeting.

i
H

C. AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991 requires all government
sponsored programs to provide equal for access for the disabled to
telecommunications, and written and non-written materials, as well
as oppertunities for participation in public meetings and
teleconferences. Requests for changes to accommodate any disabled
members of the public, and complaints about non-compliance with the
Act should be directed to:

Executive Director

Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Restoration Program
645 G St.

Anchorage, AK 9%501

Phone: (507) 278-8012

s b b aeplaced w) whod fhe PAG uptl 40

_ s weohon Shadd eachion The W

Eﬂmmm /%W"?m Getion.
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RESOURCE OR SERVICE: M@amggwhxaéﬁghﬁbugfggkaww

_ OPTIONS RATING

DATE: q|3[372

CRITERIA

bl

N -
=
&

1A. Potential to improve the rate or degree
of recovery

A?/A

=

1B. Potential to prevent further
degradation or decline

H.

2. Technical feasibility

3. Degree to which proposed action
benefits more than one resource or service

4. Degree to which proposed action
enhances the resource or service

5. Potential for NO additional injury to:
a. other target or nontarget resources

b. other target or nontarget gervices

6. Potential effects of the action on
human health and safety

7. The relationship of the expected costs
of the proposed action to the expected
benefits

< = | ==

Z = i =z &= =

8. Will the restoration opportunity be
lost if implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

N(D

%

9. Public Comments

COMMENTS :

® e«s%zuop;mwgwwﬁqJQXW«mék
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VI. Implementation of the Restoration Plan

//;he process of implementing the restoration plan is initiated

é% by understanding guidance about the nature, timing and location
\ﬁ%ag% of work described in the plan. Since the plan is programatic
%gf) 4 % it does not give specific details about the restoration work

{ff necessary to bring about the recovery of injured resources and

" services. The direction the Trustee Council prefers will be

a emphasized when it provides restoration guidance through the

5 selection of a preferred alternative. This alternative will

%?y encompass the restoration options thought most useful by the
¥ Council.

Since one or more projects may be described for each restoration
option it will be necessary to define all the work represented
within the options included in the preferred alternative. This,
disaggregation of work also includes information on timing, V™
location, and possibly priority. The Trustee Council will
decide on the work to be accomplished annually. Currently the
result of this process is called the Annual Work Plan. Although
in 1992 - 1994 this process was done without the benefit of a
long-term restoration plan, the work in those annual plans has
been generally useful in meeting long-term restoration goals.
Jeoothmake P
Under any set of options selectéd as the preferred alternative,
a process for annual work planning will be useful for the
agencies which will /do the work. That process should include
the following ideas. Projects which can be included within the
option description will comply with National Environmental
Policy Act and be approved for implementation by the Trustee
Council before funding is available. Agencies designated as the
lead for the project will be responsible for the project work
plan package which ipcludes the environmental compliance
decisions, schedules,“management, possibly the monitoring, and
any reports due the Trustee Council.

Chris: I used the following outline to give me some direction.
You can do with it asg you like.

VI. Implementation process for the Life of the Settlement
A. Annual Work Plans
Describe the annual process that is likely to occur based
upon the expected needs of meeting NEPA as well as public

expectations.

Developed from an out year work planning process which has




disaggregated espedted restoration work for the life of the
settlement.

Based upon the expected schedule and priorities within the
planning documents.

Call for projects from agencies and public which focus on

work, schedule and priorities.
1. Content
a. Annual Work Plan Package
introduction, project budget summary, affected
area map, agencies and organizations involved in
implementation, timing and priorities, and
project summary descriptions.
b. Project Descriptions

Individually as they focus on the who, what,
when, why, and how of implementation these will
be described for each project which is to eb part
of the Annual Work Plan Package. Within the
package there will be a diffinitive statement on
link to injury of a resource or service, a
statement from the proposer that this project is
within the scope of the Restoration Plan, and
what NEPA compliance is necessary for
implementation and the status of the compliance
process.

2. Schedule

3. Environmental Compliance

4 . Public Review




VI.

o\ T

Implementation process for the Life of the Settlement

A.

Annual Work Plans

Describe the annual process that is likely to occur based
upon the expected needs of meeting NEPA as well as public
expectations.

Developed from an out year work planning process which has
disaggregated espected restoration work for the life of the
settlement.

Based upon the expected schedule and priorities within the
planning documents.

Call for projects from agencies and public which focus on
work, schedule and priorities.

1. Content
a. Annual Work Plan Package

introduction, project budget summary, affected
area map, agencies and organizations involved in

implementation, timing and priorities, and
project summary descriptions. —MwaiNoeae neediS
b. Project Descriptions

Individually as they focus on the who, what,
when, why, and how of implementation these will
be described for each project which is to eb part
of the Annual Work Plan Package. Within the
package there will be a diffinitive statement on
link to injury of a resource or service, a
statement from the proposer that this project is
within the scope of the Restoration Plan, and

what NEPA compliance is necessary for
implementation and the status of the compliance
process.

2. Schedule
3. Environmental Compliance

4, Public Review
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UNITED STATES DERARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospharic Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service
Office of 0il Spill Damage Assessment and Restoration
P.O0. Box 210023
or
11305 Glacier Hwy
Auke Bay, Alaska 99821

Telephone: (907) 789-6600
Fax: (907) 789-6608

RAPIDFAX TRANSMISSION: % PAGES TO FOLLOW

DATE: 7‘(/39 /? 5

FROM: (0 S M

10:  Stnsa Lsesth
FAX NO:__ Cuc
SUBJECT:_ Covompucdts © Lotwetron re: foolimna,,

Dx«a/f Z Covreenbeed_ dma’aw;?? Plee_
COMMENTS:
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administration
National Marine Fishories Service

Offica of Oil Spill Damags

Assessment and Restoration

'~ P.0. Box 210029
Auke Bay, Alaska 88821

April 30, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT: peview of Preliminary Draft of Conceptual
Monitoring Plan (April 5th Version)

Thank you for the opportunity to review an early version of the
subject report. The Conceptual Plan is beginning to take shape
and I am pleased with your progress. I regret that I have not
had time to collate and reconcile comments received by individual
members of the Restoration Planning Work Group. As you know, we
.all have been consumed by the round of public meetings that began
on April 12th; actually I will not complete my public meeting
commitment until May S5th. Before I forget, I also wanted to
thank you for the very productive workshop that you designed and
implemented on April 13th and 14th. I believe it achieved its
intended goal; it stimulated much needed discussion among many of
the interested parties. I also have received positive feedback
from many of the attendees.

My individual comments on the preliminary draft are necessarily
organized by the nine issues listed in the RFP. I have added a
10th issue regarding Section 6 as it is presented in your
preliminary draft. I hope my comments are of some help; they
are:

1) What process or mechanism would best assist the Trustee
Council in determining monitoring priorities?

What we are after here is use of conceptual models to
prioritize what to monitor. You describe this approach on page 7
of your draft and illustrate this concept in Figure 3, but I
think that perhaps you do not fully understand the concept. Your
Figure 3 seems to further refine the conceptual methodology that
is embodied in Figure 2, and does not, for example, describe the
links among resources that are at risk, or the physical, chemical
and biclogical components of the affected ecosystem, or the human
and natural causes of change in the system to be studied
(monitored).
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The use of conceptual models alsco is introduced in the National

Research Council's Managing Troubled Waters - The Role of Marine
Environmental Monitoring (MTW) on page 62. Given the magnitude
and complexity of impacts and the geographic scope of the Exxon
Valdez ©il spill, I envision many such models will be required to
decide what to monitor and how. For example, a conceptual mocdel
of the fate of o0il in mussel beds or other intertidal habitats,
showing how vulnerable resources can be exposed to o0il, and at
what exposure levels, could permit important guestions
(hypotheses) regarding the magnitude of effects to be formulated
and tested. The NRC's MIW gives another example on page 65 (San
Onofre kelp bed) to illustrate what is meant by conceptual model,
Let me know if I have not been clear; this is a very important
point.

2) What are realistic goals and objectives of monitoring?

I really have no substantive criticism; I think that you have
done a good Job here.

3) What resources and services should be monitored and why,
given the goals and objectives in (2);

Do we necessarily have to prioritize which resources and services
to monitor? With the assumption that not every resource or
service has to be monitored each year, and perhaps some resources
and services would not have to be monitored for five years, do we
still have to adopt and implement a process of prioritization? I
am not saying that we do not have to prioritize, but I would like
some further discussion on the subject. Let me know what you
think.

I don't know if this will be of much help, but the Planning Group
did create injury criteria to determine which natural resources
and human uses (services) warrant restoration. Perhaps you could
review our approach in the context of developing criteria to
decide which resources and services should be monitored. You
will find a description of this concept on page 39 in Volume 1
Restoration Framework (Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustees 1992).

4) Which clean-up, damage assessment and restoration science
studies contain elements that would best serve the purpose of the
intended monitoring program, and what are these elements?

I think that you have begun to address this issue in Section 6.2.
Although I think that you have gone further (by including
statistical approaches) than what was asked of you, was this your
- intent? If this assumption is correct, should you not make that
connection on page of 15 of your preliminary draft. Also, while
you addressed avian, mammalian, intertidal and subtidal fauna,
will you also address fish in this context in the next draft of

2
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your report? You will also want to review my comments dealing
with the whole of Section 6 as it is now presented (see Issue 10
below) .

5) Which surveys of services provided by natural resources
contain elements that would best serve the purposes of the
intended monitoring program, and what are thaese eclements?

Please see my comments to Issue 4 above. I believe they equally
apply to human uses (services). :

6) What consideratior should be given to the relationships among
different monitoring (ecosystem) components, and how should they
be integrated?

While I agree that understanding the linkages among resources
will be useful to us in our effort to better integrate our
monitoring design, isn't this information also obtained through
development and validation of conceptual models as described in
Issue 1 above. Do you think the matrix approach as described in
Section 5 is a superior way to go? Clearly, it may be superior
for human uses (services), although even the linkages among
resources and human uses can be identified and even quantified in
a conceptual model. Again, let me know your response to this
particular insight.

7) What relationships need to be established with other
monitoring programs within the spill area and how should they be
integrated?

I like your approach here. First, I would ask that you include
in your listing of Alaskan Monitoring Programs a possible future
program that will be designed and implemented by the 0il 'Spill
Response Institute (OSRI) which was created by the 0il Spill
Pollution 2Act of 1990. The OSRI is housed within the Prince
William Sound Science Center located in Cordova, Alaska. It is
chaired by Dr. Gary Thomas formerly of the University of
Washington. Gary usually can be reached on (907) 424-5800. I
don't know much about his intended program except that it will
focus on long-term issues. I do know that he is asking for funds
from the Trustee Council and will attend the Council's next
meeting on May 13th. I obviously will know more in the next few
days, but you also should make contact.

Second, you need to address what periodic surveys of human uses
are conducted in the spill area. For example, I believe that the
U.S. Forest Service routinely conducts recreational-use surveys
of Forest Service lands throughout Alaska. I also seem to
remember hearing about a recent Minerals Management Service or
Bureau of Land Management survey of subsistence use in coastal
Alaska.
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8) What process (including infrastructure) should be considered
to guide implementation and management of momitoring?

I generally like this section although I feel that perhaps you
should include other options for how the intended monitoring
should be managed. While I agree that the Trustee Council could
ask a contractor to manage the monitoring program, management of
the Trustee Council's monitoring program also could become the
responsibility of a Monitoring Management Committee (MMC). This
body, not to exceed 15-20 members, could include representation
from the Trustee agencies, university scientists, peer revievers,
and other regional monitoring programs. As you know, this
essentially is the model being used in Puget Sound.

Other than perhaps providing a choice of management models, I
think that Section 7 (pages 75-80) makes some excellent
recommendations for how the program should be implemented.

10) Bection 6€.0: Guidance on Sampling Design.

After a quick review of this Section, I believe most of this
information is relevant to what we hope to address in Phase 2 of
our planning efforts. For the most part, this information may be
too technical for inclusion in the Conceptual Plan. It is not
that I disagree with what was said (it is some excellent work),
rather it goes beyond the intent of the Phase 1 planning effort.
As I indicated above (see Issue 4), some of the information
(Sections 6.2 and 6.3) is germane to Phase 1 and should stay.
However, this information best addresses Issues 3 and 4 in the
RFP and should be presented in that context. This suggests that
editing also will be needed. What do you think?




MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department of Fish & Game
Habitat and Restoration Division

TO:

FROM:

RPWG DATE: April 15, 1993
FILE NO.:
TELEPHONE NO.:

/;;;/gf«;y SUBJECT: Ideas on Monitoring

Chris Swenson

Here are some thoughts on monitoring:

1. Monitoring Categories: In terms of clarifying our
categories of monitoring, we could arrange things as follows:

a. Project Level Monitoring: Each project will include
monitoring to determine whether or not the project is
working out as planned. For example, fish passes would be
monitored to determine whether fish were actually using the
pass and were utilizing upstream areas to successfully
spawn.

b. Recovery Monitoring: Each injured species and service
would be monitored, when feasible to do so, to ascertain
the rate and degree of recovery. This would apply to those
resources and services being actively restored as well as
those being allowed to recover naturally (this subsumes the
old categories of Natural Recovery Monitoring and
Restoration Monitoring). For example, PWS wild pink salmon
would be monitored as a whole for recovery.

c. Long-Term Ecological Monitoring: This category remains
the same as originally stated, and would focus on
monitoring long-term trends in ecological interactions.
During our discussion with Parametrix on 4/12, it was
decided that this type of monitoring would not apply to
services and would focus exclusively on biological trends.

3. Causal Connections Between Projects and Recovery: Phil
Mundy made the point during the workshop that it is generally
not possible or necessary to establish direct causal 1links
between restoration activities and species recovery. If we know
that individual projects are working as planned (i.e. fish
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passes are getting fish to new spawning areas) and that species
recovery 1is occurring (i.e. PWS pink salmon are recovering),
then it is often neither possible nor necessary to establish
that the fish passes are the cause of the recovery. Phil’s
point was that natural processes are so complex that it was not
realistic to try to establish links between our relatively
small-scale restoration efforts and widespread populations of
organisms, which are subject to numerous, poorly understood

environmental influences. However, it may be possible to
attempt this for some resources which are concentrated in time
and location, such as colonial seabirds - but even so, is

establishing this link really worth the time and money needed to
do so?

3. Types of Monitoring not Exclusive: It was also pointed out
at the workshop that the three types of monitoring wouldn’t
necessarily be conducted separately and that they may overlap.

4. Other Issues for RPWG: Other issues that came out of the
workshop and subsequent discussions include;

a. Services did not fit as well into the conceptual plan
as resources, and RPWG needs to give Parametrix some
additional guidance on this (e.g., endpoints, what aspects
of the services to monitor, etc.)

b. The contract for Phase 2 should specifically require
planning a mechanism/process for integrating and
interpreting monitoring data, especially for the ecosysten
data. This integration would certainly be subject to peer
review and agency input, but if this process 1is not
undertaken by the group or committee charged with
overseeing the program, the RT and TC will certainly not be
able to do it by themselves.

3. The workshop exercise for choosing and prioritizing
which resources and services to monitor was confusing for
some participants and we still have work to do in this
area.
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VII. COMPREHENSIVE RESTORATION MONITORING PROGRAM
A. BACKGROUND

The Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council has initiated a planning
effort to develop a comprehensive and integrated monitoring
strategy for resources and human uses (services) injured by the
Exxon Valdez oil spill. A monitoring and research program will
help the Trustees decide how resources and services are recovering,
and whether restoration activities are effective. It also could be
used to monitor the general health of the affected ecosystem, or
provide basic and applied research about how to better protect,
manage, or restore resources or services injured by the spill.

B. GOALS

Monitoring is essential to understand if the proposed restoration
activities have been successful at restoring, rehabilitating,
replacing, enhancing, or acquiring the equivalent of natural
resources and human uses injured by the o0il spill. The goal is to
develop a comprehensive and integrated monitoring program to follow
the progress of recovery, evaluate the effectiveness of proposed
restoration activities, improve the information base from which
future disturbances can be evaluated, and when necessary, conduct
research to develop new restoration technologies and approaches.

C. OBJECTIVES

Monitoring is necessary to assess the rate and adequacy of
recovery. Resources and associated services that are found to be
recovering at an unacceptable rate may have to be considered as

candidates for restoration action. Likewise, resources that are
found to be recovering faster than anticipated may allow for
earlier completion of a restoration action. Monitoring of

important physical, chemical, biological, cultural and economic
properties will establish an environmental baseline for the
affected ecosystem and associated human uses. This baseline then
can be used to assess the anticipated effects of human development
and to improve our ability to manage affected resources and
services over the long-term. Research would be employed to restore
resources not recovering or recovering at lower than expected
rates.

The Trustees monitoring and research program could include one or
more of the following components, although the components vary
among alternatives:

1) Recovery Monitoring would assess the rate of recovery of
injured resources and services, and determine when recovery has
occurred;




2) Restoration Monitoring would evaluate the effectiveness of
individual restoration activities, identify where additional
restoration activities may be appropriate, and determine when
injury is delayed.

3) Ecosystem Monitoring would follow long-term trends in
distribution and abundance of injured resources and the quality and
quantity of human uses. Monitoring of this type could also detect
residual oil spill effects and provide ecological, cultural, and
economic baseline information useful in assessing the impacts of
future disturbances.

4) Restoration Research would clarify the causes of poor or slowed
recovery, and design, develop, and implement new technologies and
approaches to restore resources and services not recovering or
recovering at lower than expected rates.

D. RESOURCES AND SERVICES TO BE MONITORED

At minimum, monitoring will follow recovery for those injured
resources and services listed in Table XX of Chapter III. For some
of these resources, there is documentation of declines in abundance
that will persist for more than one generation, decades in some
cases. While mortality and other injuries occurred to other
resources, population size abundance was not always affected.
There also is evidence of diminished human uses in the spill area
including commercial fishing, commercial tourism, recreation,
passive use, and subsistence.

Although dependent upon the scope of the final monitoring strategy
selected by the Trustees, monitoring could also follow the dynamics
of other components of the injured ecosystem, for example, those
species important in the food webs of injured species. To better
manage injured marine birds, marine mammals, and some species of
fish (salmon, halibut, rockfish) over the long-term, it may be
instructive to follow the abundance and distribution of their prey
species (herring, sandlance, candle fish, pollack) within in the
spill area. Clearly, changes in the temporal patterns of prey
abundance and distribution will be reflected in concomitant changes
in abundance and distribution of predator species. This kind of
information will assist the Trustees in better understanding the
dynamics of recovery, or potentially the lack thereof, but also is
intended to document long-term trends in the environmental health
of the affected ecosystem.

E. PLANNING APPROACH

Because of the complexities of both institutional and technical
issues associated with developing a meaningful monitoring and
research program for the spill area, a phased approach is being
undertaken. In Phase 1 which will be completed in June 1993, a
consultant is assisting the Trustees with development of a

2




"conceptual" design for a monitoring plan. This is intended to
guide more detailed, technical planning in a subsequent Phase 2.

1. Phase 1 - Conceptual Design

In Phase 1, the objective is to develop a conceptual methodology
that can be used by the Trustees as a tool for developing and
refining effective monitoring elements, and as a guide for
decisions on what to monitor, where, when and how. It also
establishes the relationships among those who require and those who
produce monitoring information, as well as establishing how
monitoring is integrated and coordinated among the various
activities. This approach borrows significantly from the National
Research Council’s conceptual model for developing more effective
and useful monitoring programs (National Research Council 1990).

2. Phase 2 - Detailed Design

With an approved conceptual design, the Trustees will next develop
detailed technical specifications for monitoring that will be
implemented in April 1994, coincident with implementation of the
Restoration Plan. This planning effort focuses on the technical
requirements of an integrated monitoring plan and again assumes a
close working relationship among the Trustee Agencies. It also is
the intent of the Trustees that the Final Restoration Plan, to be
published in November 1993, will include at least a summary of the
technical design for each monitoring component, both resource and
service. This final phase of planning will establish:

a) the locations where monitoring should be conducted;

b) a technical design for each monitoring element (e, g.,
sediments, invertebrates, fish, birds, mammals, and services
[commercial fishing, tourism, recreation, subsistence] that

specifies how, when data will be collected, analyzed, interpreted,
and reported;

c) a design for a data management system to support the needs of
the Trustees and other decision makers, planners, researchers and
the general public.

d) a rigorous quality assurance program to ensure that monitoring
data produces defensible answers to management questions and will
be accepted by scientific researchers and the public;

e) cost estimates for each monitoring component; and

£) a strategy for review and update to ensure that the most
appropriate and cost-effective monitoring methods are applied.
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VII. COMPREHENSIVE RESTORATION MONITORING PROGRAM
A. BACKGROUND

The Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council has developed initial
(conceptual) design requirements for a comprehensive restoration
monitoring program for resources and human uses {services) injured
by the Exxon Valdez oil spill. With an approved conceptual design,
the Trustees will next develop detailed technical specifications
for monitoring that will be implemented in April 1994, coincident
with implementation of the Restoration Plan.

B. CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

A conceptual design or plan is used as a tool for developing and
refining monitoring systems, a means for identifying and
priocritizing elements to be considered for an effective monitoring
plan, and a guide for decisions on what to monitor, where, when and
how (National Research Council 1990). It also establishes the
relationships among those who require monitoring information and
those who produce monitoring information, as well as establishing
how monitoring is integrated and coordinated among the various
activities.

As with any tool, it is both how well the tool is constructed and
how well the tool is used that determines it's effectiveness. The
Trustee's approach has been to construct a conceptual design with
the contributions of as many interested parties as possible.
Through telephone interviews, analysis of case histories, a
technical workshop, and review of previously prepared materials,
the Trustee's have obtained the participation of a large number of
individuals representing the Trustee agencies, universities,
consultants, and peer reviewers.

Rey elements of the conceptual design for the Trustee's proposed
Monitoring Program include:

1) Goals

Monitoring is essential to understand if the proposed restoration
activities have been successful at restoring, rehabilitating,
replacing, enhancing, or acquiring the equivalent of natural
resources and human uses injured by the oil spill. The goal is to
develop a comprehensive and integrated monitoring program to follow
the progress of recovery, evaluate the effectiveness of proposed
restoration activities, and improve the information base from which
future disturbances can be evaluated. FR3Y B
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2) Objectives

Monitoring 1is necessary to assess the rate and adequacy of
recovery. Resources and assoclated services that are found to be
recovering at an unacceptable rate may have to be considered as
candidates for restoration action. Likewise, resources that are
found to be recovering faster than anticipated may allow for
earlier completion of a restoration action. Monitoring of
important physical, chemical, biolegical, cultural and economic
properties will establish an environmental baseline for the
affected ecosystem and associated human uses. This baseline then
can be used to assess the anticipated effects of human development
and to improve our ability to manage affected resources and
services over the long-term.

Monitoring will be conducted to fulfill the following specific
objectives:

a) to assess the rate of recovery of injured resources and human
uses, identifying where additional restoration activities may be
appropriate, and determining when injury is delayed;

b) to evaluate the effectiveness of individual restoration
activities, particularly where the endpoint of "effectiveness" for
an individual project 1is different than the endpoint (full
recovery)} of the injured resource or human use. It may not always
be possible to detect the contribution of individual restoration
projects if several or more restoration projects target the same
resource or human use, or 1if uncontrolled factors such as climatic
conditions mediate recovery, and;

c) -to follow the long-term trends in distribution and abundance of
injured resources and the quality and quantity of human uses.
Monitoring of this type also could detect residual oil spill
effects and provide ecological, cultural, and eccnomic baseline
information useful in assessing the impacts of future disturbances.

3. 8Strategy/Conceptual Methodology

Figure 1 shows the main elements of a conceptual methodology
presently under consideration for implementation by the Trustees.
Figure 2 provides the detail of defining a monitoring strategy and
developing specific guestions to be addressed by monitoring. As
indicated above, this conceptual approach borrows significantly
from the National Research Council's model for developing more
effective and useful marine monitoring programs.

Working from the bottom up in Figure 1 helps. in understanding the
relationships among the steps in the proposed methodology.
Information is disseminated to decision makers (step 7) only after
it has been produced (step 6). Information is developed when the
results of carefully designed monitoring studies are implemented

TR iRy
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and the results are analyzed and evaluated (step 5). For a
monitoring study to be implemented, it must be designed (step 4) to
effectively address important questions (step 2). The focused
questions that serve as the basis for the monitoring studies, in
turn, rely on clear management objectives (step 1). Finally
preliminary studies may be required to better define the questions
and technical aspects of the monitoring (step 3). There also are
three feedback 1loops that allow the designers to reframe the
program's underlying gquestions, review and modify monitoring
objectives, and finally use the results of monitoring to refine
sampling design.

Figure 2 shows how a monitoring program can begin with general
monitoring objectives and develop specific questions to be answered
that are the basis for developing detailed sampling protocols.
This process includes: identifying the resources at risk,
establishing the linkages (direct and indirect) among ecosystem
components (particularly the resources at risk and the sources of
change, both natural and human), establishing boundaries for
spatial, temporal, biological, physical, chemical, cultural or
economic aspects of the system (including defining scales for
spatial and temporal changes), and projecting either guantitatively
or gualitatively, changes in natural resources and human uses and
the interactions among them.

This approach will help define the cause and effect relationships
that determine potential responses of the resources and human uses
affected by the oil spill. As in Figure 1, sufficient feedback is
incorporated so that the questions being asked are refined to
reflect the best information available including new information as
it is produced.

A conceptual model is the central feature of this methodology. 1In
application, a conceptual model will describe the links among the
resources at risk; the physical, chemical and biological components
of the affected ecosystem; and human and natural causes of change.
Conceptual models begin as a qualitative description of the causal
links in the system to be monitored. Then, based on technical
knowledge, they can be expanded to include quantitative elements
such as mathematical or numerical models to better understand the
the dynamics of the system to be monitored.

For example, a conceptual model of the fate of spilled oil in
Prince William Sound showing how vulnerable resources are exposed
to 0il in the environment, and at what exposure levels, will permit
important questions (hypotheses) regarding the effects of oil to be
formulated and tested. By providing a framework for organizing
existing scientific understanding, a conceptual model also
identifies important sources of uncertainty.,

RAFT COPY
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4. Resources and Services to be Monitored

The Memorandum of Agreement and Consent Decree (Civil Action A91~
081, United States v. State of Alaska approved August 28, 1991)
requires that use of  restoration funds be 1linked to injured
resources and human uses (services) resulting from the Exxon Valdez
oil spill. The injuries summarized in Volume 1 Restoration
Framework (Exxon Valdez 01l Spill Trustees 1992) and in the more
recent Draft Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Restoration Plan Summary of
Alternatives for Public Comment (Exxon Valdez 01il Spill Trustees
1993) were used to prepare a list of injured resources and services
shown in Table 1.

The 1list of injured resources 1is divided into those whose
populations measurably declined, and those that were killed or
otherwise injured, but where the injury did not result in a
measurably lower population. By measurable decline, we mean a
detectable decline in abundance that will persist for more than one
generation. Some species such as common murres, marbled murrelets,
pigeon guillemots, and harbor seals were declining before the
spill. Their rate of decline was accelerated by the spill, but
other factors such as variation in climatic conditions, habitat
loss, or increased competition for food may also be influencing
long-term trends in the health and populations of these and other
species,

The spill also directly affected human uses of the spill area
including commercial fishing, commercial tourism, recreation,
passive use, and subsistence. The nature and extent of the injury
varied by user group and by area.

5. Management Structure

Implementation of this multifacted program requires central
coordination and management. In order to successfully implement an
ambitious and wide~ranging program as contemplated, a high degree
of organization is needed to create the final design, to analyze,
interpret and disseminate the data generated, and to ensure that
all aspects of the program are carried out as designed.

Management of the Trustee's monitoring program could become the
responsibility o©of a Monitoring Management Committee — (MMC)
consisting of representatives of the Trustee Agencies, university
scientists, and the peer reviewers. Representation could also be
invited from the Regional Citizens Advisory Councils (Prince
William Sound and Cook Inlet), other monitoring programs in the
region, and the public at large, however, membership should not
exceed 15 to 20. Alternatively, a single contractor could manage

implementation of the monitoring program.
HHAFI E“'j
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Management of the program consists of coordinating not only
implementation but also evaluation of program results. The most
certain way to ensure that the best monitoring approaches will be
implemented is to employ a competitive bid process whenever
possible. A panel of peer-reviewers could be selected to review
and grade all proposals submitted in response to an open
solicitation for monitoring services. Proposals submitted by the
Trustee agencies would also be subjected to the same level of
review. A similar peer-review process should be used for review of
all project renewals and for review of draft and final reports.

Finally, peer-review will determine 1f plans and projects and
related activities have been implemented as designed and in
compliance with the Restoration Plan, Restoration Monitoring Plan
an the National Environmental Policy Act.

It is expected that the Trustee Council will make a final decision
on the type of management structure to implement once the public
has opportunity to comment.

6. Data Dissemination

All of the monitoring results (interim and final reports) will be
kept in a central repository or library where, at minimum, titles
and abstracts will be accessible by a computerized system.
Responsibility for archival of raw data will reside with the agency
or contractor performing the monitoring. The final configuration
of the data management system, and how and who can use the system
will be decided by the Trustees. Oversight of the repository and
computer system will be the responsibility of the MMC or a
contractor. It is the intent that this information be accessible
and in a format that can be readily utilized by scientists,
resource managers and the public.

7. Avoiding Duplication of Effort

Integration and coordination with other monitoring programs in the
spill area is essential to avoid duplication of effort, but also
could result in a benefit to each program where there is potential
overlap. As discussed above, both the Prince William Sound and
Cook Inlet Regional Citizens Advisory Councils presently conduct
monitoring in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska. A third
major program with potential geographic as well as technical
overlap will soon be implemented by the 0il Spill Recovery
Institute. While often the specific goals and objectives of these
programs (including the Trustee's proposed program) are different,
each program could benefit from conducting monitoring at common
stations, agreeing to follow standardized sampling protocols, and

sharing logistics as well as data, etc. HAH ﬁﬂw
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C. DETAILED DESIGN /K

With an approved conceptual design, the Trustees next will develop
detailed design specifications. This planning effort focuses on
the technical requirements of an integrated monitoring plan and
again assumes a close working relationship among the Trustee
Agencies. It also is the intent of the Trustees that the Final
Restoration Plan, to be published in November 1993, will include at
least a summary of the technical design for each monitoring
component, both resource and human use.

The final phase of planning will establish:
1} the locations where monitoring should be conducted;

2) a technical design for each monitoring component (e, g.,
sediments, invertebrates, fish, birds, mammals, and services
[commercial <fishing, tourism, recreation, subsistence] that
specifies how, when data will be collected, analyzed, interpreted,
and reported;

3) a design for a data management system to support the needs of
the Trustees and other decision makers, planners, researchers and
the general public.

4) a rigorous gquality assurance program to ensure that monitoring
data produces defensible answers to management guestions and will
be accepted by scientific researchers and the public;

5) cost estimates for each monitoring component; and

6) a strategy for review and update to ensure that the mnmost
appropriate and cost-effective monitoring methods are applied.

DRAFT COPY



APR 28 ’93 11:33 00SDAR

GOALS & EXPECTATIONS

y /
STUDY STRATEGY

4

SAMPUNG DESIGN

[P = = . - - - - - P
! e >
H
]
REFINE ;
OBJECTIVES | !
i
! - >
f 1
i i
i i
H 1
]
L | DEsien
! L
X QUESTIONS
1
I
!
1
{
1
3
!
i
{

REVALUATE
MONITORING
APPROACH

. e e e e e e e g T e e e o e e B e e Gn M MR e e S e s am e SR A A A e A e A pm s S e b s e b v e e em e e e A e e o - - -
T e wm e e em me e e e e e e e e e wm e

« .
s e W e e . w—

Figure 1.

O e - - - . -

Design

- - —

Can Changes Be
Datacted?

IMPLEMENT STUDY

4

CONVEHRT DATA
TO INFORMATICN

Is Infarmation
Adequate?

DISSEMINATE
RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS

4

MAKE DECISIONS

and

implementation

P.8718

DAMAGE ASSESSMENT
STUDIES

elements

URAFT COPY

of proposed

restoration monitoring program (Natiocnal Research Council 1990).




© o
“

APR 28 93 11:33 OOSDAR P.5/10

identify Resources
at Risk

Modify
Resources )

i Develop Conceptual Model

No

Have Appropriate
Resources Been
Selected?

Adjust
Boundaries

i

Oetermine
Appropriate Boundaries

[ VOONGRRERp—

Are Selected
Boundaries
Adequate?

Refine
Model

Predict Responses
and/or Changes

f

Are
Prediclions
Reasonable?

Develop n H A H
Testable Questions '

No

Figure 2. Elements for defining a monitoring strategy and
developing specific questions to answer (National Research Council
1990).
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Table 1. Resources and Human Uses (Services) Injured by the Spill.

r—.

‘ ;Popuiatioh' Declin

Black oystercatcher Bald eagle Alr, water, and Commercial fishing
Common murre * Cutthroat trout sediments Commercial tourism
Harbor seal * Dolly Varden Archaeological Passive use
Harlequin duck * Killer whale resources Recreation including sport

* |l Intertidal organisms Pacific herring Designated fishing, sport hunting,
Marbled murrelet * Pink salmon wilderness areas and other recreation use
Pigeon guillemot River otter : Subsistence
Sea otter Rockfish

Sockeye salmon
Subtidal organisms

“ For these species, the Trustees’ scientists have considerable disagreement over the conclusions

to be drawn from the results of the damage assessment studies.
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